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Resolving the ‘Prevailing “National Security” Challenge’ for the Optimum 
Performance of the Nigeria Security and Civil Defence Corps’ Role in 
Safeguarding Lives and Property 

 
   An Unexamined Life is not Worth Living – Socrates 
 
Preamble  
The original title of the paper was “prevailing national security challenges: the 
role of the Nigeria Security and Civil Defence Corps in safeguarding lives and 
property”. Thus there are two parts to this title. The first part is “prevailing 
national security challenges” and the second part is “the role of the Nigeria 
Security and Civil Defence Corps in safeguarding lives and property”.  

The challenge confronting most Nigerians and Nigeria in the last two decades is 
not with the role of the Nigeria Security and Civil Defence Corps NSCDC or 
other law enforcement agencies. The challenge confronting most Nigerians and 
Nigeria is with the concept of “national security”. Indeed of “national” and 
“security’, “security” is the independent variable and thus the major challenge 
requiring resolution. The role of the NSCDC is straightforward and without 
ambiguity. One only need to go back to the act establishing the outfit to clear 
any doubt. This much cannot be said of “security” and the variant called 
“national security” in Nigeria.  
 
As a result, I modified this title to read “Resolving the Prevailing “National 
Security” Challenge for the Optimum Performance of the Nigeria Security and 
Civil Defence Corps’ Role in Safeguarding Lives and Property”. As I will make 
clear in the paper, the non-resolution of “security” and/or “national security” 
under civil rule through the provision of legislation for the governance of 
security is one of the biggest impediments to the performance of every 
subsector in the public sector including the Civil Defence Corps. 
 
Introduction 
If anyone is in doubt that "security" and within this "national security" failed 
and is failing, the last twenty years of representative rule and in particular the 
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last six years should put this doubt to rest permanently. This is because 
“security” and “national security” have successfully failed. Both “security” and 
“national security” are long overdue for post mortem examination.  
 
However, while the awareness did exist that “security” and “national security” 
failed – awareness as evidenced by the interventions in search of solutions by 
the executives and the legislatures – the most important question that would 
lead to sustainable solution for “security” and/or “national security” have never 
asked and answered. This question is: what is security? Within what is security 
are two other questions. They are: Whose security? What is a security issue?  
 
Unless these three questions – what is security, whose security and what is a 
security issue are asked and answered, it is not possible to deal with the perennial 
obsessions of the executives and legislatures with the fourth question. This is: 
how can security be achieved? 
 
Indeed the entire focus of the executives and legislatures interventions, in the 
last eleven years, in their competition for relevance, was centered on strategy or 
strategies only. The latest of this was the call for memoranda by the Special 
House of Representatives Committee on National Security which limited the 
intervention of Nigerians to "solutions only". 
 
The House assumed that most Nigerians knew “security” and/or “national 
security.” In my submissions, I was emphatic that this assumption was wrong. 
The fact remained that most Nigerian do not know “security” and/or “national 
security” and that even if they do, their socialised knowledge of “security” 
and/or “national security” belonged to a framework that was two decades out 
of date. The members of the executives and legislatures do not know “security” 
and/or “national security” either and if they do their socialised knowledge of 
“security” and/or “national security” was not only out of date. Their political 
and pecuniary interests have been accommodated hence they acquiesced to the 
continuation of the outdated “security” and/or “national security”.  
 
Where and when in Nigeria has “security” and/”national security” ever been 
defined and codified? How then can the House ask for “solutions only” from 
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Nigerians for an undefined, uncharted and ungoverned problem? What 
happened to previous solution interventions by the executives and legislatures?  
If previous interventions worked, should there be need for the latest call by the 
House? Where is the National Security Strategy (NSS)?  
 
The NSS is arguably the most high profile all-round solutions to the problem 
called “security” and/ or “national security”.Was there a National Security 
Policy i.e. the answers to the first three questions of what security, whose 
security and what is a security issue on which the National Security Strategy or 
the answer for the fourth question how can security be achieved was anchored? 
By the way, the NSS was first launched in 2014 and re-launched in 2019 
following the expiration of its five years life span. Was the National Security 
Strategyable to address national security in the previous five years? Where is the 
re-launched NSS in the face of the Call by the House for solutions only? Why 
do we require any other intervention on solution for national security if the 
NSS is available and working?  
 
This paper will focus on the ‘Prevailing “National Security” Challenge’ aspect in 
the context of the modified title. This is because the resolution of “security” and 
“national security” questions by the State and Government is sine qua non to 
the effectiveness of the NSCDC in its role of safeguarding lives and property. 
This is within the Hierarchy of Security Needs (HSN) or Security Scale of 
Preference (SSP) in Nigeria. 
 
Explaining Key Concepts of the Paper 
As far as I am concerned, the central concepts of the paper included “national 
security” and within this “security”, “prevailing” and “challenge.” I attempted to 
problematised “security” and/or “national security” as terms that have not been 
examined ever in Nigeria’s history and in particular within the representative 
rule framework of the last twenty years.  
 
I say this because whatever conception of “security” and “national security” that 
existed before 1999 was within a particular governing framework. This governing 
framework was military rule. Military rule ran out its course and cause in 1999. 
The evidence for this is that “security” and “national security” failed, is failing 
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and will continue to fail until a new framework is constructed to house security 
and within this national security under the representative rule system.  
 
The project to construct security and national security belong to the STATE and 
the GOVERNMENT since the former clearly required reconstitution in the light 
of development of the last twenty years and of the last six years particularly. The 
state, until 1999, was reconfigured within governing military rule framework. 
Therefore persons, ideas and institutions remained and operated within the old 
framework.  
 
I will return to “security” and “national security” as the central concepts of the 
paper in the light of my choice to focus on the paper’s modified title since the 
work schedule of the NSCDC is not in dispute except within the undefined, 
uncharted and ungoverned “security” and “national security” frameworks. The 
other concepts included prevailing and challenge. 
 
Prevailing refers to what is frequent, common and current at a particular time 
and in certain place. Prevalent suggests widespread existence or occurrence of a 
particular thing. For anything to be regarded as prevailing or prevalent, it means 
it is most frequent, conspicuous or predominant. When applied to the issue on 
the topic, what is prevalent is the reference to “security” and/or “national 
security” and the association of these with the work of executive agencies of the 
military, intelligence and law enforcement (MILE). Thisincluded the NSCDC. It 
is not the NSCDC that is the problem. This is because the NSCDC is not security 
or national security. Therefore the prevailing issue is “security” and/or “national 
security.” 
 
In time past, the preferred word for what is today commonly termed 
“challenge” is “problem”. Problem has been jettisoned for challenge in the bid 
to obfuscate reality in the use of word. As noun, challenge refers to difficult or 
the situation of being faced with difficult job. Challenge is something that needs 
great mental or physical effort in order to be accomplished. Challenge can be 
something new and difficult which requires great effort and determination. 
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In the application of the words “prevailing” and “challenge” or “prevailing 
challenge” to any of the two parts of the topic, the “national security” part 
clearly represented the prevailing challenge confronting most Nigerians and 
Nigeria in the last twenty years. The prevailing challenge does not apply to the 
work schedule of the NSCDC. If there is any challenge to the work of the 
NSCDC and within it the place of the NSCDC in the undefined, uncharted and 
ungoverned “security” and/or “national security”, it is in the non-resolution of 
what is security, whose security, what is a security issue and how can security be 
achieved by the state and the government. These questions and their answers 
should constitute the policy and strategy of security under representative rule 
framework. 
 
The task of the NSCDC is clear and should they be provided with most if not all 
the resources and the enabling environment supportive of their task, they will 
discharge their responsibility optimally.  
 
On “Security” and/or “National Security”  
The concepts of “security” and “national security” are alien to Nigerians to the 
extent that they have not been consciously constituted. They are alien to 
Nigerians particularly Nigerians of the last twenty years. There are several 
reasons for this. One, security lacks indigeneity of any Nigerian nationalities 
and/orethnicities. Two, a Nigerian equivalent of security and national security 
has not been created yet. Three, what goes for security and national security in 
Nigeria are two very poor and perverted imitations of the theoretical and 
practical experiences of the United States that has little to do with Nigeria’s 
reality. Four, the military rule governing framework where security and national 
security seemingly worked no longer existed in Nigeria.  
 
Five, there is an assumption on the part of the agencies of the military, 
intelligence and law enforcement (MILE) and most Nigerians that security and 
national security begins and ends with the name and work of the MILE. 
Nothing can be farther from the truth judging by the history, sociology and 
politics of security and national security in countries where these two – security 
and national security - comes with years of theoretical and practical experiences 
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on the one hand and on the other hand the lived experience of “security” and 
“national security” of the last two decades Nigeria.  
 
Six and finally, as a result of these, there is need to examine the history of the 
failed and failing “security” and/or “national security” in order to begin the 
process of constructing its frameworks in tandem with Nigeria's history, 
experience and reality (HER) and above all else Nigeria’s democracy enabling 
environment. 
 
Each of these points should be studied for the lessons it contained for the 
agencies of the MILE primarily, the government including the legislatures and 
the executives and most Nigerians. For the agencies of the MILE, their 
comprehending the lessons will reduce the load they seemingly shouldered in 
their mistaken belief that they are “security” and/or “national security”. For 
most Nigerians, this will lessened their expectation on the MILE and refocused 
their attention properly. For truly, not in the laws establishing the MILE 
agencies were they named security and their work as providing national security.  
 
The MILE, as agencies of the executive, is represented by the military comprising 
the Nigeria Army, Nigeria Navy and Nigeria Air force and charged with the 
defence of Nigeria on land, sea and air; the intelligence made up of the 
Department of State Service, the National Intelligence Agency and the Defence 
Intelligence Agency and saddled with collecting information inside and outside 
Nigeria and processing them into intelligence for operation and policy and; law 
enforcement comprising the Nigeria Police, the Nigeria Security and Civil 
Defence Corps, the Nigeria Correctional Service, the Nigeria Customs Service, 
Nigeria Immigration Service etc. charged with enforcing laws and maintaining 
public order in various aspect of the domestic lives of Nigerians. The laws 
establishing the MILE agencies did not charged them with security and national 
security responsibilities. As agencies of the state, their schedules are defence and 
law enforcement as prescribed by the laws establishing them. 
 
This leaves the concept of “security” and “national security” naked and without 
clothing in the Nigerian context of the last twenty years. Unless the people of 
Nigeria cloth security and national security – and this is the task of the 
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government as elected by most Nigerians - the failure of “security” and/or 
“national security” will persist. The non-dissociation of the MILE with the 
undefined, uncharted and ungoverned terrain of “security” and “national 
security” will continue to ramp up the pressure to deliver on them.  
 
In the last two decades of representative rule where the ideals amongst which 
was to commence the democratisation of persons and institutions in order to 
ease out most if not all vestiges of the military rule in Nigeria’s body polity, the 
agencies of the executive with the military in the forefront exploited the 
currency of the unexamined “security” and/or “national security” so as to be 
relevant as if it was still the governing authority. 
 
In Search of “Security” and “National Security” in the Constitution 
Throughout this paper, I held the view that there was no legislation/policy by 
the state and/or the government within democratic rule framework on what 
was security, whose security, what was a security issue constituting policy even 
when there was a document on how can security be achieved or strategy. The 
National Security Strategy spelt out the “how” of achieving this “security” 
and/or “national security”.  
 
This was glaringly an aberration since there was no policy answering the 
question what was security. This goes against even what existed in the country 
of choice, the United States of America, for Nigeria’s perennial imitation of 
security and/or national security. In Nigeria, the “security” and/or “national 
security” CART goes before the HORSE. Any wonder there is chaos and failure 
in the “security” and/or “national security” turfs! 
 
Since the constitution is the highest law of the country from where all other 
laws derive their powers, I searched the 1999 Constitution for security and/or 
national security. There are fifteen (15) places in the 1999 Constitution where 
security and/or national security were mentioned. I will concentrate on the first 
two mentions. The first mention was “national security” in Section 5 subsection 
5. The second mention was “security” in Section 14 subsection 2b. In Section 5 
subsection 5, it said the president, in consultation with the National Defence 
Council, may deploy the armed forces on limited combat operation outside 
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Nigeria if the “national security” was threatened. In Section 14 subsection 2b, it 
said the “security” and welfare of the people shall be the primary purpose of 
government.  
 
These two sections and others did not say what was “national security” or 
“security.” It did not say what was Nigeria’s national security out there that 
would be threaten as was the familiar but misinterpreted and misrepresented 
national security of the United States for which its State Department and the 
MILE resolutely defended and advanced anywhere and everywhere in the world.  
 
There were inferences contained in the context of the use of “national security” 
and/or “security” in the 1999 Constitution. The inferences presumably should 
guide one to the conception of “security” and/or “national security” in Nigeria. 
The background of the drafters – the military - of the 1999 Constitution 
pointed the inference to defence and the law enforcement. Military rule blurred 
the line separating defence and law enforcement while it was the governing 
authority. Since their defence role was dwindling, beginning in 1999 and 
confident of the booby traps they inserted in the 1999 Constitution and in their 
poor governance to continually create crisis and conflict, the military 
consolidated their effort at emasculating and adding law enforcement to its 
defence portfolio in its bid to remain relevant in the post military rule era. This 
process commenced when it was the governing authority. The military did this 
by rendering the police and other law enforcement agencies ineffective and 
inefficient to justify Section 217 subsection 2c.  
 
This, as I argued, belonged under the past framework that no longer served the 
purpose for which it was created and thus failed and will continue to fail. This 
was the reason I argued that the state and government should take up the task 
of constructing security and/or national security based on the Nigeria’s history, 
experience and reality (HER) and within democratic framework. Only then 
would a place be found for the NSCDC in the national security complex. 
 
Sampling Security and National Security’s Histories 
There is a history of persons, ideas and institutions. As an idea, security and/or 
national security has a history. To comprehend security and/or national 
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security’s history is to understand security in its etymology, epistemology and 
philosophy.  
 
Etymologically, security derived from the English word “secure” and the Latin 
word “secures”, “securitas”; epistemologically, there are values and knowledge 
weaved into security by countries since its emergence as a word and; 
philosophically, there is a nature, meaning and purpose embedded into security 
by societies and cultures as it suits them all over the world. Therefore, it is 
important these should be studies in comparative context. This will enable every 
society to design and construct that which secures its people rather than 
borrowing other cultures and/or societies ideas.  
 
At its origin in the 15th century, “securus”, “securitas”, “secure” or “security” 
means “free from care”, “being secure”, “something which secures” or “absence 
of apprehension”. The identification and association of security with the “safety 
of state” primarily began to take hold from 1941. This period coincided with the 
inroad of the United States of America into world affairs and the beginning of 
the internationalisation of its ideas. From thenceforth, security’s focus on the 
“safety of state” or the state centric perspective increasingly became the “civic” 
face of security worldwide especially by officialdom. The United States of 
America, through its domination of world affairs, consciously and/or 
unconsciously, facilitated this process.  
 
For the United States, the history of its national security began in 1607 with the 
laying of the foundation stone for the creation of the United States of America. 
This culminated into the passing by the Congress of the National Security Act 
in 1947. The National Security Act is the legislation governing national security. 
There is a national security strategy which represents each administration’s view 
on how to access national security for Americans.  
 
In America, national security is the economic and strategic resources it requires 
anywhere and everywhere in the world. The military, intelligence and law 
enforcement facilitate access to national security anywhere and everywhere in 
the world. Thus National Security present two faces or what I called the civic and 
primordial faces of national security in the United States. The civic face is the 
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military, intelligence and law enforcement and the primordial face is the 
economic and strategic resources.  
 
As far as the United States of America is concerned, “free from care”, “being 
secure”, “something which secure” and “absence of apprehension” comes with 
unfettered access to economic and strategic resources anywhere and everywhere 
in the world. The access to economic and strategic resources, within the anarchy 
rule governing the international system, comes with having a strong military, 
intelligence and law enforcement. This is national security. This is the essence of 
national security. 
 
If the United States of America is the oldest country in the world with national 
security legislation, the Peoples’ Republic of China is the latest country with its 
own national security law. Again like the United States, it takes an 
understanding of the history of China to appreciate what is national security, 
whose national security, what is a national security issue and how can national 
security be achieved in its national security law.  
 
In 2019, China passed its national security law that focused on subversion, 
terrorism and collusion. Tackling the issues of subversion, collusion and 
terrorism for the Chinese represented “free from care”, “being secure”, 
“something which secure” and “absence of apprehension”. In order to clear any 
ambiguity, the Chinese began teaching its citizens national security at the 
kindergarten level. 
 
In the two examples provided, there was element of conscious construction of 
security and/or national security with their history, experience and reality 
(HER) and their sociology and politics built into their conception of security 
and/or national security.  
 
What is the place of “security” and/or “national security” in Nigeria’s 
cosmology? Beyond the socialisation of most Nigerians into the military’s view 
of “security” and/or “national security” in the course of their long hold on 
political power, there has not been any conscious cultivation of the history, 
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experience and reality (HER) of Nigerians and Nigeria into that which goes as 
“security” and within this “national security”.  
 
“Security” is simply the name and work of the military, intelligence and law 
enforcement – itself an imitation of the popular face of the internationalised 
practice of America’s national security or what I called the civic face of security. 
“National Security”, on the other hand, is what anyone with power and 
authority imagined into existence at any moment. Thus “security” and/or 
“national security” produced the reverse of “free from care”, “being secure”, 
“something which secure” and “absence of apprehension”. This is the reason 
“security” and/or “national security” failed and is failing particularly in the last 
twenty years. 
 
The present orientation of “national security” and/or “security” as derived from 
the 1999 Constitution – if this is a guiding document on “national security” 
and/or “security” – raised fundamental questions. What is Nigeria’s “national 
security” pursuit that will be threatened to warrant troop deployment beyond 
the shores of Nigeria? What is the “security” that has become the sole 
preoccupation of governance by the executives and legislatures as has been the 
case since 1999? Most of Nigeria’s resources have been emptied in the name of 
“national security” and “security” without the attainment of “national security” 
and/or “security” for most Nigerians. Civil rule elites derailed and/or found 
accommodation for their interests in the prevailing “national security” and/or 
“security” narratives to mind examining the history, etymology, epistemology 
and philosophy of “national security” and “security”. 
 
In the context of Nigeria of the last twenty years and assuming that ethnic 
nationalities agreed on a constitutional framework, there is need for the 
government particularly the legislatures to construct a security legislation that 
would guide all other policies of the public and private sector. In the light of the 
failure of “security” and/or “national security” of the military type under civil 
rule of the last twenty years and in the light of most Nigerians’ feeling of 
apprehension under military rules which prompted their enlisting on the 
democracy train that drove the military and their “security” and/or “national 
security” out of power in favour of elected rule, the need to examine the 
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unexamined “security” and/or “national security” could not have been more 
urgent for the legislatures under civil rule. 
 
Assuming, for the sake of this paper, I provide a security policy or governance 
of security and strategy or security governance based on the four fundamental 
questions of what is security, whose security, what is a security issue and how 
can security be achieved thus:  security is wellbeing in all its forms; individual, 
group, human being and being human; anything and everything that promotes 
and advances wellbeing of individual and group; embedding wellbeing or 
security as primary objective of all policies in the public and private sector. It is 
the implementation of the policy or governance of security that will activate 
the strategy or security governance as is the case in the United States of America 
with the National Security Act and the different Strategies of the different 
administrations over the past several decades. 
 
If security is wellbeing in all of its forms, what should constitute Hierarchy of 
Security Needs (hSn) or Security Scale of Preference (sSp) for most Nigerians? 
Every other wellbeing-creating or security-creating issue will come at the top 
first with the work of the military, intelligence and law enforcement (MILE) at 
the bottom of the hSn or sSp for most Nigerians. It is because every other 
wellbeing-creating or security-creating issue is not working and/or has been 
made not to work through structural impediments and/or the unwillingness 
and incompetence of the political class that put the work of the military, 
intelligence and law enforcement on the top of the hSn or sSp in today’s 
Nigeria’s undefined, uncharted and ungoverned “security”. 
 
 
Conclusion 
I would like to conclude by saying that the Nigeria Security and Civil Defence 
Corps (NSCDC) need not worry about its role in the “prevailing national 
security challenge.” This is because the concepts of “security” and/or “national 
security” remained unexamined concepts within the contexts of Nigeria’s 
history, experience and reality (HER) and representative rule framework. The 
NSCDC will know its place within the national security complex only if Nigeria’s 
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legislatures confront the issue of constructing its security and national security 
frameworks. 
 
As an arm of law enforcement in Nigeria and based on the Act establishing the 
NSCDC, the Corps has its defined schedule to follow.  If the Corps is adequately 
provisioned within the context of security is wellbeing in all of its forms, they 
will discharge their task to the delight of most Nigerians. This is assuming the 
Hierarchy of Security Needs (HSN) worked to build the enabling environment 
for their type of work.  
 
The Corps has pioneered tactical interventions such as the Agro Rangers in the 
north east as it confronted the challenges of the conflict in that axis. The Corps 
has outfits confronting the sabotage and destruction of what it termed critical 
national infrastructures all over the country but particularly in the Niger Delta. 
The Corps can also look into the issue of the destruction of offices of the 
Independent National Electoral Commission (INEC) within the schedule called 
protection of critical national infrastructures.  
 
The intelligence gathering capacity of the Corps can play preemptive role in 
ramping up its law enforcement obligation to Nigerians and Nigeria within its 
areas of jurisdiction. The Corps is responsible for the Private Guards Companies 
in Nigeria. There are creative innovations that the Corps can come up with to 
assist the Private Guards’ play their part in safeguarding lives and property. 
 
The deliberate persistence of the executives and in particular the legislatures in 
pursuing the “how” or “strategy” only path in its feeble attempt at resolving 
“security” and/or “national security” within the democratic rule framework 
leaves the major question unasked and unanswered. What is security? What is 
national security? 
 
This – asking and answering the question - I think, will clear the pathway for the 
optimum performance of the task of safeguarding lives and property in the 
schedule of the Nigeria Security and Civil Defence Corps (NSCDC). 
 


