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         Nigeria’s Failed and Failing “Security” Practice: Time for New Thinking1

Nigerians of most walks of life have never given security the deeper philosophical interest 
it deserved since they got hooked to the conception of security popularised by the 
military when it was the governing elite. In this instance, security, for most Nigerians, 
represented a perception that developed out of the Globalised Western Security 
Philosophy (GSWP)

 

There is no gain saying that the executive and legislature have ran out of ideas, if ever they 
had any ideas, on the way forward in the resolution of the thorny issue they called 
security. Security is thorny because these organs do not understand what it means and for 
several reasons including and especially contentment with the prevailing practice, they 
have not engage the issue philosophically in order to understand it.  

Until nineteen years ago, security was not the issue for the elected executives and 
legislatures. It was the issue of the executive which had emasculated the legislature in the 
course of prolonged military rule. Beyond the perpetuation of the prevailing practice of 
the security which is deploying armed personnel into crisis area, both institutions have 
never given any other thought to security. The Nigerian executives and legislatures is not 
the thinking type. The pursuit of their vested interest is another compelling reason 
preventing them from thinking and calling a failed and failing practice called security by 
its name. 

2 embraced by the governing elite particularly the Military, 
Intelligence and Law Enforcement (MILE),3

Security as it is practiced in Nigeria is the problem. It is the problem because it has failed, 
it is failing, it will continue to fail and yet Nigerians cannot think beyond this practice 
that represented security in spite of the failure. This security type waits for conflict to 
begin in order to initiate the process. The process is the deployment of armed personnel 

 political elite and thence to most of the 
general population. The persistent failure and failing of the present practice described as 
security not only represent the opportunity to begin the conversation on security. It 
demonstrates the emptiness of this security. Security is the known unknown in Nigeria. 

                                                           
1 This concept note was written in 2017 on the request of one of my students in the PhD Security Studies programme. This version has 
been edited before been posted on the website http://adoyionoja.org   
2 The first time I used the term Globalised Western Security Philosophy was in the course of the lecture on the topic Contemporary 
Challenges with the MSc Security Studies class where I argued that the challenges described as contemporary were essentially those of 
the West – United States, Britain, Europe and their allies – and not those of Nigeria. They are transient challenges constructed from 
their security philosophy. In adopting these challenges, Nigeria not only demonstrates its lack of indigenous security philosophy. It 
mirrored the relation of power where Nigeria fulfils the numerous security objectives of the West in security relation initiated by the 
West. For Globalised Western Security Philosophy, see the link “adonostra” for the article …there are no security issues in Nigeria…” 
on http://adoyionoja.org  
3 I developed the concept of Military, Intelligence and Law Enforcement (MILE) or Armed Forces, Intelligence and Law Enforcement 
(AFILE) as perspective on security. See “AOVIEW” on http://adoyionoja.org for “The Acronym MILE or AFILE in the Discourse of 
Security in Nigeria.” 
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to intervene after the deed had been done. Security is defined and centred around law and 
order4

Security is bigger and deeper in a democracy than the practice of armed bearing personnel 
superimposed as security under military rule. Security is bigger and deeper when 
considered from comparative perspectives of other societies with established theory and 
practice of security. Security is bigger and deeper because Nigerians lacked security in their 

 issue and targets outbreak of conflict in order to provide remediation. 

This security type represents the role of armed bearing agencies of the executive such as 
the police, civil defence, the intelligence agencies and the military. It is the statutory 
function of these agencies that was elevated into the be-all and end-all of security in 
Nigeria. This perspective of security began under military rule. It was popularised when the 
military was the governing elite as well as “the security” in Nigeria. While the military was 
in power, this security worked seemingly well. This security worked to the degree that 
Nigerians knew the consequences of resisting or violating military diktat.  

In the last nineteen years of representative rule, this security type has completely 
unravelled. This security type not only failed. This security type is failing within the 
representative rule enabling environment. This security type will continue to fail each 
time it is applied. The executives and legislatures have called for conferences/seminars/ 
workshops/summits/dialogues with service chiefs etc perhaps in the hope of bring forth 
solutions. They have requested the so-called agencies of security including the Office of 
the National Security Adviser (ONSA) and the service chiefs to submit their requirements 
towards tackling the condition to no avail. The so-called agencies of security – the police, 
civil defence and the military - have all had summits around the theme of kidnapping, 
militancy, insurgency, and terrorism and farmer-herders threats to “national security” to 
no avail. Security stakeholders and stockholders have spoken without any success. 
Nigeria’s so-called security specialists and pundits have been invited to radio and 
television programmes where they have examined and re-examined the condition without 
progress.  

All these efforts failed and are failing because they were targeted at just the role of these 
agencies and the effect of this failed and failing security. They were not targeted and 
directed at examining the philosophical underpinning of the prevailing security practice 
and defining what should constitute security for Nigerians and Nigeria. These leave two 
clear and unambiguous messages. The first is that security is word not meaning. The 
second is security differs in democratic and military environments.  

                                                           
4 I distinguish three types of security to include security as security, security as governance and security as law and order. The failure of 
the first two creates room for the third. Unfortunately, Nigeria has not tried the first two let alone knowing whether they will fail 
before it embraces the third. For these three routes to security, see Chapter 7 “Towards a Nigerian Philosophy of Security” in Security: 
A Brief Encounter in Nigeria (forthcoming book) 
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lives and in the scale of preference of what security dynamics should represent, the armed 
bearing perspective of security is the least.  

What is therefore required as a way forward is complete new thinking. This new thinking 
should represent new beginning. This is because what has so far been described as security 
is not security. This new thinking should be out-of–the-box of what has ever been done, 
if anything has ever been done, in the direction of providing a philosophy of security for 
Nigeria. This philosophy of security should be directed at answering P.D. Williams’s four 
fundamental questions (4FQs) constituting security: What is security? Whose security? 
What is security issue (s)? How can security be achieved? If considered in the context of 
the prevailing practice called security, these questions have never been part of the so-
called security let alone constituting the practice of security.  

If we agreed that the prevailing failed and failing practice that constitute security 
represented a perception that developed from the GWSP to the government, elite and 
then to the general population and as such expressing their (government and elite) 
peculiar worries particularly since electoral democracy began in 1999, it means answering 
the four questions that should constitute the philosophy, legal and policy frameworks of 
security for Nigerians and Nigeria should be an all Nigerians affair and thus expressing the 
worries of Nigerians. The present security type failed and is failing because it represented 
the security dynamics of the GWSP, government and elite only.  

Let me conclude by using my Israeli security analogy to illustrate the task confronting 
Nigeria on the security turf. Imagine asking an Israeli to teach Nigerians security!5

                                                           
5 This idea of comparing Israel and Nigeria came after an encounter with a student. One Saturday after my seminar on national security 
policy class with PhD students, one student approached me for an audience. Her question was on security and that she owned a security 
company that provide security services. I asked her whether it was security or private guard company and she said security. I asked her 
what the enabling law creating the framework for her engagement was titled. She didn’t remember. I reminded her that it was the 
Private Guards Act and that as far as security was concerned we – Nigerians – have not developed our conception of it yet. I told her 
that seminar on national security policy has been addressing the question of the lack of a security philosophy in Nigeria. Well as you 
would imagine she shrugged off the issue as she was not equipped to handle it. Her concern however was with the threat from the CG 
of the Civil Defence who had warned that they cannot engage experts from outside the Civil Defence to provide refresher courses for 
them and that the agency was working towards ensuring this did not happen. It was her view that the CG was making business 
environment difficult for the private sector involved in “security” services. According to her they had engage an Israeli expert who came 
to deliver paper on security. I told her point blank that an Israeli couldn’t have had the knowledge to equip Nigerians on security as the 
two countries have different experiences. I briefly lectured her on the reality of the state of Israel since it was created in 1948 amidst 
neighbours who vowed to destroy it. This reality was the foundation of everything security in Israel and indeed in Euro-Atlantic 
countries. Nigeria and Israel’s security cannot therefore be the same as Israel built its security from outside and Nigeria I argued had no 
idea of its own security dynamic and certainly it did not come from outside hence it was from within. I assured her to ignore the CG of 
Civil Defence because his was an empty comment without reality in policy – it was spurred by the event of the moment. I told her the 
CG had too much on his plate including trying to fend off others within the system trying to take his job from him. I told her this 
particular worry was uppermost on his mind and the threat to sanction private “security” service providers engaging expert from outside 
was forgotten no sooner it was said.   

 Or 
imagine a Nigerian going to Israel to teach security! These two individuals and countries 
represented two different histories, experiences and realities of security. What constitute 
security for Israel comes from OUTSIDE Israel. What constitute security for Nigeria comes 
from INSIDE Nigeria. The existing material – theories, concepts, methods, methodologies 
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and issues - explaining the theory and practice of security as it is today was built to explain 
the Israeli or Euro-Atlantic type security. They do not and cannot explain the prevailing 
practice of security in Nigeria. 

Thus in taking up and imitating the Israeli or Euro-Atlantic security type as we are wont 
to doing in bilateral and multilateral engagements in areas such as drug trafficking, 
migration, refugees, counterterrorism, counterinsurgency, arms trafficking etc or 
whatever they – United States, Israel and Europe - decide is their contemporary security 
challenges, Nigeria is merely helping these countries achieve their security objectives. 
Europe, America, Israel etc clearly have security philosophy, legislations and policies and 
thus security objectives that they want to attain. They characteristically initiate the 
security engagements in the first place to attaining their objectives. The benefit to Nigeria 
is in the technical assistance such as training, logistics, equipment and funding. Indeed the 
so-called benefits are provisions geared towards the long term objective they foresee in 
the continuation of this engagement. These represent their security philosophies or 
worldviews and not Nigeria’s.  

The Nigerian type requires constructing from afresh. The Nigerian type must rely on the 
history, experience and reality (HER)6 of Nigerians as its foundation. It is security driven 
by endogenous issues as there are little or no exogenous issues to Nigeria’s security yet. 
Nigerians cannot rely on the existing practical and/or theoretical knowledge as basis for 
building its security. They can only serve as guide. This is because the existing practical and 
theoretical knowledge were built to explain the history, experience and reality of these 
countries and cultures. Nigerians have not had the opportunity to engage the issue of 
security theoretically7 to come up with their theories, concepts, methods, methodologies 
and issues constituting security. The prevailing practice is not security to the extent that it 
is the statutory task of the police, civil defence and to some extent the military. It is not 
security because the enabling laws creating the police, civil defence and the military did 
not describe this as security. It is not security because it has failed and is failing and will 
continue to fail8

The democratic process must move in the direction of CONSTRUCTING security for 
Nigerians and Nigeria by changing this alien philosophy of security for a philosophy of 
security based on Nigeria’s History, Experience and Reality (HER). 

 unless Nigerians examine this security.  

                                                           
6 See the link “stripping” on adoyionoja.org for  the concept of security based on history, experience and reality (HER) 
7 Few tertiary institutions especially private ones teach security studies at the moment. Public tertiary institutions have yet to begin. 
Nasarawa State University, Keffi began MSc and PhD courses in security studies in 2015. The security type taught is the type built 
around law and order perspective of security utilising the theoretical knowledge developed in Europe and America. Considering the 
importance of security in Nigeria, it is necessary to escalate the programme within what I described as security based on Nigeria’s 
history, experience and reality (HER). The Euro-Atlantic knowledge based can only be a guide towards constructing Nigeria’s security 
philosophy. It is akin to the process that started Nigeria’s history teaching when in the beginning all we taught was the history of 
Europe and European in Africa.  
8 See the link “stripping” on adoyionoja.org for  my latest post (31/07/18)“Security – Their Security: And the Killing Goes on” 


