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ABSTRACT 

One of the-pre-eminent features of the 24 years history 

of Nigeria's post-independence foreign relations is the 

marked reorientation f-rom a period of idealism and selji- A —^ 
x " ^ 

effacement to one of Afnocentric dynamism. The current pos-

ture is characterised by an -increaEang acceptance of a "real-

ist™ philosophy which views military power as ,the basis of 

diplomacy and* of all contractual obligations beyond the If 
v '•°' -. * 

boundaries of the state. ' ' ' ° -, 

This study focuses on this development which dates f-rom 

the end of the Civil War.in 1970. It examines*, the actual and 

potential pole -of military power as one of the techniques br 

•» ' ^N ** 
^instruments of statecraft* m'Nigeria"^ external relations!. „ 

* - * • / « 

As Nigeria aspired to a leadership role in black Africa in 
J. 

the 1970s 'and 1980s/ attention'-mcreasingly focused- on its 

\ ^ - s 
armed forces.' There is, However, a "serious gap in the . 

* 

literature concerning the, strattf&ic role of the Nigerian 

military; that"" is, its instruutfental role in foreign policy 

(compared/ for, instance, with,the spate of writing's on the 

"economic 'weapon" of oil). -' * " ° 

Most of the- published materials on the Nigerian military 

have focu'sed disproportionately on different facets of civil-

military relations^ Especially oh the "nation-building""role 

of military institution rather than on the external aspects 

gf .military power. While taking cognisance of this* develop-VI i 



„ atent withiji the^ Nigerian body politic,, this'thesis primarily 

attempts to situate the emergence of the military as, a force 

m Nigerian politics within the context of its external 

aspirations and environments,? In this respect, it examines 

the role of military power as an instrument of Nigerian 
* "% 

statecraft within three geopolitical parameters: regional 

(ECOWAS), continental (Africa), and global (especially, as 

part of the U.lrf. Peacekeeping Forces.) , The thesis situates 

the Nigerian case in the context of ongoing debates about the 
« -o B 

- utility of force' in global and African affairs and about the 

interrelationship of defence with foreign policy, especially' 

in Africa. - ' " 

£> 
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ntoT) * rMTRODUCTION " . 

Towards/an Analysis of the Role of 

Military Power in .the African Content 

• ^ 

,War has its own language but not its own. 
logic...War is a continuation of policy 
by other means. 

* o 

. Clausewitz[l] V Pr 

The frequency of violence both revolution- ^ 
ary and between succession, states, and its &, 
latter-day spread to 'Africa, provide strong 

• arguments for believing that it will 
increasingly be war as usual...as they settle 

'•> their domestic' problems of authority and gain 
the leisure and prosperity to devote them
selves to external conflict. Against this it 
can be argued that many of the wars have been 
for the readjustment of territorial and other^ 
legacies of the colonial era, and are thare^ 
fore a transitory phenomenon...It mufit be 

. admitted, however, that this is merely a 
possibility that a hopeful eye might discern 
in the emerging political situatidtf. The 
record so far suggests that frequent warfare 
will be the reality^for some time to"come. * 
"While this has often taken the form of 
insurgencies and guerrilla actions, there 
have also been a large number of conflicts 
exhibiting the full shape of twentieth-
century conventional warfare with all the 
latest technological refinement.[2] 

If, as often asserted, the study of the foreign policies 

of African states is underdeveloped,[3] the systematic analysis 

of theiy,military or strategic policies (that is, the way in 

i/hich military power is used by African governments in the 

pursuit of their security interests) is simply non-existent. 

As Claude Uelch has succintly, noted in a different but related 

conte^tt--the 'nation-building' role of military power—it 



^ 

^appears. , • " „ 
r 

as though the time has been itoo short for 
the historian to take note of instances in 
contemporary Africar the phenomenon tdo 
narrow in geographic scope for the compara
tive sociologist to investigate', and the 
policy result too uncertain for the politi
cal scientist to examine.[4]' 

a 

' To be sure, as the phenomena of militarism in and mili

tarization of African societies have intensified in the last 

decade, many commentaries and collective volumes have 

appeared on different facets of African security issues, 

decolonization, arms races, conflict resolution, foreign 
r m 

intervention, etc.[5] By and large, however, the 'search' 

for a paradigm'--an inclusive attempt to comprehend the theory 

and practice of strates' behaviour--whidfi has characterized 

endeavours in the field of military studies in the West, 

is still an exception rather than the rule in the literature 

concerning Africa. It is as though the African scene Is 

still an 'isolated frontier for field research, bearing .little 
a 

or no relevancy to issues of global dimensions.'[6] A© a 

consequence, military-strategic policy phenomena, to 

paraphras'e^William Wallace, have been the 'unwanted step

children' of foreign policy and military sociology, 'assumed 

by both disciplines and properly studied by neither.'[7] 

I am not suggesting here that the extant literatures on 

military sociology and foreign policy of African states have 

little relevance or bearing on the theory and practice of 

military statecraft in Africa. On the contrary, as an 
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ace'demic pursuit, defence or strategic studies 'makes no sense 

- considered apart from international relations and "political 

vscience.'[8] Strategy, as John Garnett'argues 

o Is not a discipline in its- own right. It is 
.a subject with a sharp focus--the role .of 
military power--but no clear perimeter, and 
it is parasitic upon aits, science and social 
science subjects for the ideas and concepts 
which its practitioners have developed. It 
is perhaps worth noting that Herman Kahn was 

^ originally a physicist, Thomas Schelling an 
economist, Albert Wohlstetter a mathemati-

i cian, and Henry Kissinger a historian,[9] 

It follows from^this observation that strategic studies 

isv no,t just another acedemic pursuit--the more so 'because of 

Its Tiraught subject matter than Its methodology.'[10] It has, 

toiborrow, C. W. Manning's phrase, 'a focus but not a peri

phery. ' [11'] In the African as well aa^,non-Africa context,- there

fore, strategic studies, both as academic pursuit and as- policy-

relevant activity, thrives best in the multi-disciplinary and 

multi-cultural milieu of international and comparative1 politics 

in particular, and of the social sciences and arts in general. 

Its 'Janus-like quality' not only 'faces in two direc

tions, It exists In two worlds.'[12] One of these is inter

national politics, 'the world of the balance of power, x/ars and 

alliances, the subtle and the brutal uses of force and diplo

macy to influence the behaviour of other states.' The other 

world is domestic politics, 'the world of interest groups, 

political parties, social classes, with their conflicting 

ing interests and goals.'[13] As Samuel Huntington suggests: 



Military policy cuts clearly across'the 
usual distinction between foreign policy and 
domestic policy...It Is almost impossible to 
say which is the primary focus and which the 
constraint. I£ is neither primarily foreign R 

nor primarily domestic. Instead it consists 
of those elements of both foreign and domes-^ 
tic policy x/hich directly affect the armed 
forces.[14] 

s 

Viewed in these terms, it can readily be hypothesized that 

the setting of social relationship's (civil-military, socio

economic, technologyd culture, politics and geography) shape 

the patterns °and parameters of"the operation of national • 

military forces in the international arena. On this view; 

the study of Africa's international relations, militaxy socio

logy} political economy, history, comparative politics and 

political philosophy arguably constitute the backdrop for 

strategic analysis in contemporary Africa. 

However, both in.method and subject matter, the strategic 

analysis (unlike comparative politics or military sociology) 

of Africa remains a nascent field dominated by descriptive,"* 

though informative, analysis of local and interstate security 

issues intended, as one writer put it, 'to provide the reader 

with an understanding of the most pressing security problems 

of African states.'[15] Systematic inquiry exhibiting the 

conceptual, theoretical and methodological' sophistication and 

convention readily seen in the works of Thomas Schelling, Klaus 

Knorr, Samuel Hun'tington, V.n D. Sokolovskly, Yu. Mikhaylov. 

and Lomov", among others „ [ 16] are yet to have a major impact 
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on security policy analysis concerning Africa. The 'golden 

age' of contemporary strategic thinking--involving the 'best 

and the brightesj:' in both West and Easti--is still a distant 

future horizon from the perspective of the 'African periphery.' 

Nevertheless, the first section of this introduction 

•examines the premises of strategic thinking In the African 

context to date. It sets the analytic parameters for t;his 

dissertation by focusing on the debate as to whether the 

established theories and categories for the analysis of 
* 

international relations, especially those involving the use 

of military force, are appropriate and clarifying for Africa. 

In other words, does the theory and practice df military "> 

statecraft in Africa conform with or differ in essence from 

the dominant Western 'realist' perspective which Views war as 

'being rational, national and instrumental' in Rapoport's 

formulation? If the former assuioption--fundamental compatibi-
D 

a 

lity--is correct (as I have argued below), then the conception 

and operationalisation of military policy In Africa arguably 

bears close affinity to the major tenets of Clausewitzlan-

Lejiinlst political philosophy of war as a 'continuation of 

gplitical intercourse by an admixture of "other means.-'[17] 

African military forces can then be seen as instruments of 

security and crisis-management par excellence (see Chapters 

T̂jhree to Nine for the Nigerian case analysis)'. 



However,'if the latter assumption--that 'Western defini-
o 
tions pf acts of uar^ aggression or defence do not readily 

accommodate African orientations towards the uses of" military 

force', as AcPda Bozeman, among others, have argued--[18]--is . 

valid, then there exist fundamental 'incongruities between 

occidental theory and African reality.'[19] In such an 

analytic context, the conceptualisation and explanation of 

the value parameter-of African officialdom on the vital issue 
i i 

of 'war and peace.' , as well as the behaviour of African mili

taries in existing and likely conditions, are more meaning-

fully seen "In terms of certain historically-rooted 'psycho-

cultural forms,' as manifested in 'warrior', and 'Jihadic' 

traditions,'[20] than in terms of established Western theories 

Thus because, as Rapoport explains, 'the nature of war 

is itself to large extent determined by how man conceives of* 

it, and the general character of a nation's strategy is, in ' 

turn, determined by its philosophy of war,' an inquiry into 

the premises of strategic thinking (the value parameter 

governing the use of military force) among African states is, 

an indispensable starting point for a dissertation on the 

role of military power in Nigerian foreign policy. 

The second section of this introduction focuses, then, 

on,specifically(Hfehodological considerations' analytical 

approach and thesis design. As a case study of military 



power in Nigerian foreign policy, LtT will be "noted tha,t the 

approach adopted falls generally, within one of the six types 

identified by Arend Lljphart. ,"'theory-infirming studies,of 

single cases within a framework of established generalisa

tions.' [21] 

The final, intrbduptory sections deals with 'scope of 

"study' and the problems of data collection and validation 

experienced in the covirse of research in Nigeria, respectively! 
" 0 

These'problems, it will be asserted, are partly inherent in the 

nature of my research subject-area--the veil bf ..secrecy that 

surrounds most national "defence establishments--, and partly 

resides in the atavistic and erroneous attitudes prevalent in 
, t 

the Nigerian public service, which are themselves informed and 

reinforced by popular internal sentiments or structures. 

a) Military Power and the African Context 

As /used in subsequent- chapters, the term military poxirer 

generally connotes 'the capability of a nation to employ armed 
0 

forces effectively in support of national objectives by exert-
' ° U 

ing influences on the "performance 'of other nations' or sub-

national forces. [22] While this definition is central to 'the 

contemporary 'strategic paradigm'[23] it is, nevertheless, 

a historical truism that military power is' also an 'extension 

of culture as well as politics, conditioned by time and 

place.'[24} As a consequence, the expressive use of military 

power In pursuit of policy objectives defies any simplistic 

universal definition. 



It has been mill tl~ dimensional and varied if depends on the 

historical background, national, traditions ,# economic bases, 
n f 

acute environmental, problems, and the vigour of officer corps 

or castes in each ca'se and period. 

Su«h inescapable variations in military traditions have 

been at the heart of £he cpptroversy" on Africa between 

military hiatoriajis and political analysts (particularly 

those of the 'behavioural' persuasion) about: i) the 

relevance of current strategic theories and categories to 

the continent, and ii) the extent to which certain socio*-

logical forms in pre-colonial Africa are significant to the 

comprehension of the problems of contemporary militarism, 

that is, the rush to armaments, the intervention of military 
-v 

in politics, and increasing use of force as an instrument of 

prevalence and political power (see Chapter Two).' These 

issues are fundamentally interrelated, since if the root and 

dynamic functioning of military state-craft in contemporary 

Africa is inextricably linked to the African past as Bethwell 

Ogot argues, then the relevance of existing strategic 

theories and conceptual categories.-to Africa is minimal. 

However, for reasons of analytical convenience,,these two 

'issue-areas' will be treafed sequentially below. „ 

]%irst, the relevance of contemporary strategic theories 

and categories to Africa.[25] Perhaps one of the most 
3 



celebrated 'revisionist' critics of the established perspec

tive on the 'structure of conflict and conflict management' 

in Africa involving the use of military force, is Bozematr^ 

Contrary to conventional assumptions upon which the 

contemporary literature on'Africa's international conflicts 

management have been labouriously built, Bozeman argues 

passionately that 'Western definitions of acts of war, 

aggression or defence i/hether recorded by Grotious, 

Clausewltz, or twentieth-century theoreticians of the United' 

Nations Charter' do not readily translate into the African 

condition.[26] As she put it in one of her many rhetorical 

passages. ' <. 
0 ) 
Where does Africa belong in any of these 
systems of models, norms, and values? Does 
it belong at all7 Modern conflict theories 
do not profess to be applicable to Occident 
sdcieties only, yet they are obviously not 
•constructed to fit African realities... 
Western typologies of violence, then do not 
readily accommodate African orientations 
towards the uses of physical force. Being 
the" work of theorists in a highly lit-erate . 
civilization, they should, perhaps, not be 
expected to assimilate conceptions, images, 
and behavioural practices that evolved with
out the benefit of what we*call "theory."[27] 

Based on this and*similap passages,[28J it is apposite 

to conclude that, for Bozeman elements of contemporary stra

tegic paradigm (involving categories which deal with the 

nature of war, the theory of war, the interplay of theory and 

practice, the relationship between war and politics, the 

object" of strategy, thte relationship betx/een the civilian and 
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. 10 

Military leadership, the psychological aspects of war, battles, 

and tactics) have neglible bearing on Africa. Indeed, the ~"̂  

converse is so for her the African perspective on 'war' and 

'politics' is 'uniquely African as the manifestations of con-

flict and hostility to which they are addressed...resulting 

' from something Inherently systemic in African life and 

thought that requires exploration.'[29] Thus she -

contends. 

It has been argued that there is, nothing 
"uniquely new" about African patterns of * 
violence. This conclusion is certainly * 
tenable if the definitions for "coup 
d^etat", "civil war", or "international 
ifar", to give but a few illustrations, 
are sufficiently loose, and if each of 
these occurrences is viewed in isola
tion... from the peculiarly African • < 
milieu in which it?"is encountered. . . 
Nowhere else Is the idea of the terri
torial state rendered in terms remotely 
comparable to those characteristic of 
modern Africa, nowhere is the line bet
ween the internal and external environ
ment as hard to drax?. . . Furthermore, no 
culturally distinct subsystem comes to 
mind in which resort to violence is as 
tenously linked, "to a validating ideology 
or master plan, as closely controlled by 
premodern beliefs in magic, and as un
affected by rules of the game as it is <? 
here. Reliance on laws of war or upon 
an all-African body of customs dealing, 

/ for example, with...the modes of ending 
r military engagements, would thus be out 

of jDlace here, all the more so as tran-
" sltions from "war" to "no war", or from 
"no yar" to "war" are made more lightly 
and informally here than in the civili
zation in which the "rights of war and 
peace" originated. Where fighting has 
broken out in modern Africa, it has 
therefore tended to be uninhibited, ruth
less, and protracted...[30] 

a 
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Bozeman's analysis clearly exhibits the misrepresentation 

that derives from the tendency prevalent among certain groups 

of scholars to apply classical anthropological categories to 

contemporary Third World (especially African) issues. This 

is particularly noticeable in the spate of literature 

associated xjith the 'sociological school' of war causation, 

one of whose leading exponents is Margaret Mead.[31] 

As an "anthropological treatise on pre-cdlonial war, 

Bozeman's Cqnfllct in Africa undoubtedly constitutes a 

commendable effort. Hox/ever, as a definitive contribution to 

^extant literatureoon Africa's international relations, her 

effort can be largely discounted. The manifest preoccupa

tion in her book--to explain contemporary behavioural 

patterns of African states through pre-modern norms--carf only 

be considered an atavistic ̂ anachronism1! The only significant -

Result of this mode of analysis has been a range of 

prejudiced generalisations that in many ways recall the v> 

syndrome of 'arm-chair' anthropological speculations of the 

late-nine£eenth century.[32] - Such generalisations proceed 

largely from stereotyped conceptual prisms ("civilised'«vs. 

'unciviliz'ed', 'primitive' vs. 'modern', etc) rather than 

from any explicit demonstration of the Africantreality as &' 

'unique type'. -

Thus, contrary to Bozeman's assertions, the underlying 

assumptions and. perspective of this dissertation is that the 
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nature and direction^ of evolving intra- and inter-state < 

conflict and resolution in "contemporary Africa involving the 

use of military force are in many x/aysr reminiscent of the 

European model which she embraces as11 an 'ideal type.' Hence," 

general 'modern' theories of conventional war deterrence ('if 

you xjish for' pea'ce prepare for. x/ar'), the management of armed 

conflict, the control* of arms competition, and <̂ he domestic 

mechanics and politics of defence preparation, are in one way 

or«.the other relevant to the African as other milieus. * 

Second, and.'related to the first: 'issue-area,' the rele

vance of African past to the contemporary problems of mili

tarism In Africa. As JLhe extensive and expanding literature 

on militarism reveals, this debate is not simply reducible to 

an extreme form of 'academic parochialism1 betx^een historians 

and political scientists. Rather, it illustrates and high-
' i 

lights basic methodological problem in the social sciences: 

the radically different x;ays of evaluating the significance 

of antecedent events. 'it hinges,' as Rene Xemarchand explains, 

'around conceptions of military history x/hich have a long 

pedigree of mutual antagonisms, traceable to the x/ritings >of 

European military historians of the nineteenth and twentieth 

centuries,'[33] that is, betx^een those x/hose tendency xvas 'to 

connect the present battle with-^he long line of past 
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conflict' and those xtfho x/ould rather search for 'the ideal, 

constant and "not" time-conditioned laws of xvar:'[34] 

In the* African context, the significance of this contro-> 

versy between 'historicists' and 'empiricists' in strategic 

analysis Is demonstrated by the contrasting positions of Beth

well Ogot and Robin Luckham. The former has argued that he 

cannot accept as axiom'atic the view that in dealing with Con- -

temporary African militaries and their roles in domestic or 

regional orders, he is dealing x̂ ith 'an altogether new set 

of considerations,' for to do so would be to take for^granted 

what needs to be established. As Ogot put it. 
* * 

We are not likely to understand the nature 
and role of the military in post-independence 
Africa unless we study the nature and role 
of the military In pre-colonial and colonial * ' 
Africa...Historians and other Africanists 

' must' go" further and attempt to understand the" 
1
 c 'dynamics of warfare in the colonial and pre- -a. 

•colonial periods before they can hope to 
understand x/hy even the modern civilian 
regimes in Africa have to rely on the* mili
tary for survival.[35] 

While the logic and underlying assumption pf this position 

cannot be discounted easily, the'impression one gains, from 

the ten case studies in'the volume edited by Ogot is of a 

mosaic collection of unrelated events. A veritable 'archlpe-

lago of Pagos-Pagos, ranging from the violence of Tewodros 

to 'the Maji-Maji War of 1905-1907' and the 'Girianama War.' 

Thus, even should one sympathise with the editor's exhortation 

that 'historians and other Africanists must go further and 

attempt to understand the dynamics of warfare in the colonial 
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and pre-colonial periods as a prerequisite for comprehending 

contemporary developments Involving the military in Africa, 

there is clearly little Indication in this collection to 

suggest how this could be done.' 

Conversely, Robin Luckham's unconcealed cynicism toward 

argumentation such as Ogot's equally only confound the already 

bj©6rf.ldering nature and dimension of issues Involved. ' In an 

obvious credit to Jonathan von Block's The Future of War 

'(1898)[36], he asserted that, 'Historians have a knack of 

making the merely possible seem probable and the probable 

Inevitable.'[37] So it is not surprising that some military 

historians'have wondered, as qne critic put it, whether the 

'sx̂ eeping generalisations by some' political scientists can 

bring us any closer to ap understanding of the dynamics' of 

the African military.f[38] 

One observation1 is., nevertheless, apposite about these 

divergent positions: underlying the debate about the rele

vance of the 'African past' to contemporary issues of civil-

military relations and strategy in the continent are funda

mental problems of interdisciplinary research. These include: 

i) the different approaches of historians, behavioural o> 

political scientists, and sociologists to the problems of 

evidence; ii) their contrasting notion's of what constitutes 

an appropriate level of generalisation; and Hi) their 

tendency to follow divergent modes of explanations.[39] 
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For example, xvith regard to modes of explanation, the 

tendency of behavioural political scientists is invariably 

toward 'functional correlations' While classical historians 

(with fex/ exceptions) seek 'causal relationships.' Underlying 

the'former's position is the often unstated assumption that 

while historical studies and historians may be able to 

explain how some sequence of events was possible, they are 

unable to demonstrate that it was necessary.[40] As a 

consequence, conceptual categories in the behavioural 
i- J 

literature emphasize 'supportive factors,' i.e., elements 

which are 'conducive to.1 or 'contribute towards' coups 6r 

patterns in interstate conflict involving the use 6f military 

force. 
a* 

V , 

The historians, in contrast, stress causal factors,' 
r 

prime movers and temporal sequences, all of which suggest 

that 'historical events can be traced back in time to a more 

or less autonomous set of factors or circumstances.'[41] It 

is fairly predictable* therefore, that the-gap between the 

two group of scholars ?Ln their analysis of African military 

systems and role in conflict management will remain wide. 

As one contributor to this debate put it, VOTJI both sides of 

the fence there are assumptions that rarely get examined, 

interpretations that remain open to dispute as to theij: 

relative merits, and "banalities posing as theories.J[42] • 
\ Nevertheless, a commonsens^ appraisal of the debate 
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counsels a middleground position. While it would be clearly 
r 

unrealistic or unproductive to attribute a historical dimension 

to every phenomenon related to African militaries (as Bozeman 

would) to assume on the other hand that such armies are 

inevitably modern and hence outside the pale of history would 

be just as unwarranted. On the contrary, military institutions 

and roles in Africa are products of a complex set of rapidly 

evolving relationships between historical circumstances and 

present conditions. As Edxirard Shils explains: 
Military organisation has littl'e to do wittv, 
the structure of traditional society, from 
which it is set off by its technology, most 
of its ethos, its organisations, and its "/ . 
training--all of which are either imported 
or followed foreign models...Yet it probably 
remains a fact that the military -have a feel
ing not only for theî r' own military -tradition 
but for'' the traditional style of society as 
well. Hierarchic dignity, respect for supe
riors, solicitude'for subordinates, solida
rity, and conventionality produce in pro
fessional 'soldiers an attachment to the same 
phenomenon in civilian society. Their humble 
origins and their separation from-urbane 
pleasures and Indulgence sustain this sympa
thy. [43] * ' 

Thus, in the rank and file of African militaries (and 
i 

to some extent In the officer corps, as the 'Amin syndrome' 

„ illustrates) the illiterate or senti*̂ Literate 'village man-

turned-soldier' retains a connection x/ith his rural envi-

ronment, and brings into the armed forces many of the pre

dispositions , attitudes, and even superstition's that are 

characteristics of "the community from which he originates. 
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The signifi-cance of these pervasive primordial sentiments for 

the corporateness of African militaries and the utility "of them 

as instruments of statecraft vary from one polity to another 

and continue to be a subject of considerable debate.[44], 

Between the pre-colonial past and the post-independence 

present, however, the interface ,of Western cultural diffusion 

and physical presence cannot but have a degree of impact on 

the 'shared cultural heritage' of Africa. As a consequence, 

one cannot, unlike Ogot and Bozeman, remain in the ethnogra

phic present and contend that the colonial period had very 

little lasting effect off African society.[45] The implica-> 

tion of these changes (resulting from the process of modern!- , 

zation) fo°r conceptualisation and explanation of contemporary 

militarism in Africa is substantial, depending, of course, on 

the focus of interest. That Is, whether one is Interested in 

the multi-faceted subject of civil-military relations (the 

institutional characteristics and role-performance of the 

military in African societies) or In the equally complex and 

related question of strategy (units and uses of force in 

inter-state relations: decisions concerning the deployment,, 

commitment and employment of military force as manifested•in 

xmr plans, military alliance,^force movements, declaration of 

war and the like).[46] 

Since the primary focus of this dissertation is on the 
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latter, It xrould suffice to note here (as the disquisition 

from Chapters Two to Eight hopefully indicates), that the 

vatue parameter of African offlcialdom--product^-, as they are, 

of Western institions and education--and the direction of 

strategic thinking in contemporary Africa enshrine In many 

respects cardinal tenets of the Clausewitzian-Leninist poli-
t <? 

tical philosophy of war. Thus, there is nothing (to use 
i 

LeVine's phrase) 'uniquely new ^bout African patterns of vio-

lence.'[47] This conclusion--afe will be seen in the Nigerian 

case--is readily highlighted, first, in the increasing rapid-

Ity with which Pan-African normative'ideals of the 1960s (see 

Chapter Five, section a) are either readily reconciled x/ith or 

are submitting to a more benign 'realist' conception of inter

state relations among policy-makers of African states. And 

second, in the quantitative and qualitative expansions of 

African military systems and the heightening rate of/employing 

or threatening to employ them t,o advance definitive policy 

objectives in the last decade (see Chapters Two, Three and 

Four) . «P 

b) Methodology 

One of the Inescapable problems in the analytic 
-A 

literature in the social rfcierlces Is the dilemma involved in 

establishing a proper balance between theoretical rigour and 

empirical content. Simply ̂ tated, either .one proceeds largely 

xvith detailed descriptions of the data on xi/hich conclusions 
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are ba>sed--and so acquire, as Stanislav Andreski'put it, 'The 

forbidding bulk of Frazer's Golden Bough', which drowns the 

theoretical content--or one merely settles for illustrations, 
o Q>' 

and so become rather ethejreal. [48] The latter caveat, as 
r 

several critics have noted, has been the bane of the behaviou-

ral persuasion in political science.[49] 

Part of the methodological problem x̂ ith which I xi?as con

fronted In the structural design of this thesis reflected 

this persistent dilemma. I had either to abandon the 'pre

tences' of a theoretical framework (Chapters One to Three) 

and proceed directly into an informed analysis of the empiri

cal material, or to consider a blend of ̂ theoretical sophisti

cation x/ith adequate empirical detail, and so partially avoid 

the pitfall of having a reader 'wade through a morass of , 

empty verbiage or irrelevant details in search of theoretical 

idea8.'[50] Perhaps the "former approach would have satisfied 

the cannons of the 'traditionalist' or 'classicist', it is, 

however, not altogether without serious flaws when utilised 

in defence or strategic analysis. Such an approach relegates 

rather tha.n profits from the significant theoretical advances 

in this field since the Second WCrld War. As A. R. Radcliffe-

Brown has noted in his forward to Andreski's Military Organi

sation .and Society (1968)* 
There is amongst social scientists a pre-

• ferenoe for facts over theories in the 
belief that only factual knowledge is of 
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immediate utility in practical life. They 
ignore the fact well known to physical 
Scientists that is purely theoretical 
investigations which ultimately lead to the 
most'important practical results...The great 
advances of applied science and technology 
of the past three and a half centuries 
could not have taken place without the devo-
tioji of scientists to purely theoretical 
enquiries. And there can be no doubt what
soever* that is the wider application and the 
refinement of the method of comparative 
.sociology that hold out the promise of a 
really scientific understanding of human 
society.[51] 

In the field of strategy, the importance of theoretical 

insights as analytical tools is readily appreciated when j,one 

compares, for instance, the highly descriptive and historical 

disquisition of Barry Blechman et. al, Force x̂ ithout War (1978) 

with the masterpieces that are Thomas Schelling's Arms and 

Influence or Klaus Knorr's On the Uses of Military Poxver In 

the Nuclear Age. The latter two studies, both of which came 

at the end of Jfche 'exciting and fertile golden age-' in 

stategic xi?riting--1966--attempted to comprehend the theory 

and practice of the nuclear age and assess the use and 

utility of force.[52] Such endeavours, in my view, have 

amounted to more than 'verbose and pompous refurbishings of 

simple truths known since the days of Aristotle.' On the 

contrary, they set an unalterable foundation and precedent 

xirhicĥ  subsequent analysts can Ignore only to their ox̂ n cost. 

While^lt cannot be pretended that this dissertation in 

any sense approaches the standard of analytical sophistication 

found in the xirorks of Schelling and Knorr it does, nonetheless, 
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organisational format for the topic under consideration. As 
i 

Charles Pent land, among others, has noted, .'a methodology must 
\ ^ 

needjs relate to the problems or Issues it sfi|t8 out to re

solve.'[53} It is conceded that the nature of the present 

topic does not preclude atiy given approach. However, the 

imperative of establishing a proper balance between theoreti-

cal rigour and factual content prompted the structural design 

adopted here, which gives 1 preeminent consideration to theore

tical exposition in the first three, chapters as a framework 

to organise and analyse the often bewildering and contradic

tory array of empirical data presented in subsequent chapters. 

As an analytical technique, such an approach is hardly unusual 

After all, as J. D. Singer has stated-
Models, paradigms, and conceptual schemes 
are merely intellectual tools by x̂ hich x̂ e 
order and codify, that which would otherwise 
remain a buzzing welter...Our mission in 
both teaching and research is nothing more 
than an effective amalgamation of insight 
with evidence, and of aubstance.with tech
nique. When one of the most emifient of our 
traditionalists describes his me'thod-as the 
art of "mustering all the evidence that 
history, personal experience, Introspection, 
common sense and...logical-reasoning make 
available, it Is difficult to quarrel. But, 
it must be added that history, experience, 
introspection, common sense, and logic do 
not in themselves generate evidence, but 
ideas x/hich must then be examined in the 
light of evidence.[54] 

As.a comprehensive evaluation of the role-conception and 

utility of military power in Nigerian foreign policy, this 
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dissertation falls generally—within one of, the salient analy-

ticai matrices identified by Arend Lijphart. theory-infirm-

ing studies of single cases x̂ lthin a framework of established 

generalisation.'[55] In other xtfords, it seeks to establish 

'an effective amalgamation of theoretical insights with evi

dence' based on contemporary Nigeria as the research-area. 

Both in terms "of strudtural design and 'scope of study', 

thereforje, this* thesis deviates from the traditional theory-
& * 

cum-selective case application. Such an approach would be 

appropriate* in this context if Nigeria, like Libya or -̂—-̂  

Tanzania, had pursued an activist policy of 'regional J 

vigilantlsm. ' £)n the contrary, aside from participating in 

peace-keeping operations (Congo in the early 1960s, Chad and 

Lebanon in the late 1970s and early 1980s), the Nigerian armed 

forces have hardly been activated in a major combat rSle beyond 

their immediate borders. Reasons for this reside partly in 

military x/eakness (vis7a-vis minojity forces in Southern 

Africa) and partly in conscious poiicy choice: that is, the 

declaration by previous Nigerian government that 'an invasion 

of a sister African country Xirould/be contrary to the charter 

of the OAU, and that Nigeria' s^neighbours had nothing to fear 

from its 'size and military might.'[56] 

However, x̂ ith -the radically altered and expansive per

ceptions of threat to Nigeria's security in the post-civil 

war era, combined with the multi-billion armed forces modern-
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isation programme (see Chapter Six), there has emerged in the 

late--1970s and early--1980s an extensive and vigorous 

Internal debate on the policy role of the Nigerian armed 

forces. This continuning debate was both triggered and 

sustained by systemic challenges decolonisation in Southern 

Africa, the massacre of Nigerians in Equatorial Guinea under 

Macias Nguema^ Libya's involvement in Chad, and border disputes 

with both Cameroun (1981) and Chad (1983), leading in the 

latter case to a swift and punitive military action against 

Habre forces in the Lake Chad Basin (see Chapter Four). 

This dissertation, represents therefore, an attempt to 

analyse and assess both the actual and potential role and * 

utility of the Nigerian military as an instrument of foreign 

and security policy within the broad context of an extensive 

public and official debate. To this extent, the vast and 

complex subject of the domestic-role ̂ performance of the 

Nigerian mllitary--the 'nation-building' role of military 

power--will receive attention here only to the degree that It 

provides explanatory and predictive insight into the major 

conditions or the relevant changes in parameters that goyern 

the use and usability of the Nigerian armed forces as an 

instrument of statecraft. 

O Data Collection and Problems of Validation 

One of the first impressions any reader x̂ ill galn° 

is the disproportionate reliance on secondary materials 
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compared with primary governmental publidations. The major 

reasons for this should be Immediately obvious to any studerft 

who has had the misfortune of trying to conduct research in 

Nigeria--especially in the field of defence and foreign policy, 

First, governmental policy documents or publications in this 

field are negligible beyond intermitent Federal Government 

news releases, Official Gazettes, the Constitution (1960-

-1979), and the annual budget. And second, although hardly 

unique to Nigeria £ the atmosphere of secrecy surrounding the 

Defence and External Affairs establishments In Nigeria 

constitutes a formidable hurdle when it comes .to arranging 

interviexirs (without of course acjquaintances in 'high 

postions'). In the military sphere, the inescapable problem 

confronting a research student is, perhaps, best represented 

in a passage by the former Director-General of the Nigerian 

Institute of International Af faijrs, Bolaji Akinyemi: 

It is regrettable that lever since Indepen
dence, there had been a tradition that there 
should be a veil of secrecy surrounding the 
size of the armed forces,* the kinds of the 
equipment they possess, \and perhaps the dis
persal of this equipments One must imme
diately concede that on the surface the 
reason for this veil of secrecy which is to 
hide from the enemy the disposition of the 
Nigerian security forces is indeed very 
plausible. l But when x/e come to define the 
enemy, we in fact then discover that at 
least from the point of viex^ of secrecy, we 
are defining the enemy in terms of Nigerians 
rather than in terms of non-IStigerians.. . 
There is no branch of the Nigerian armed 
forces x/here there are no non~fc|Iigerians A 
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either as technicians or officers or both. 
In effect, it is Nigerians xvho are kept in 
the dark about the Nigerian security forces 
rather than non-Nigerians. And herein lies 
the dilemma. Most of the foreign policy 
elite in impdrtant countries of the world 
know more about the Nigerian .armed forces 
that Nigerians themselves knox/.[57] 

It is not surprising, therefore, that a graduate student 

from Ahmadu Bello University, Zaria, sedking an interview at 

the Nigerian Ministry of Defence was in 1982 detained on alle

gation of espionage! This lamentable circumstance-notx^ith-

standing, I should indicate on the positive side that complet

ing this thesis xrould have been an impossible task x-sithout a 

visit to Nigeria. This is so^beoause a considerable proportion 

the source-materials utilized (official publications, confer

ence and seminar papers, monographs, books, newspaperaand 

magazine excepts, periodical articles, etc.) are simply not 

available in Canada. In addition, my four months sojourn at 

the National Institute for Policy.&nd Strategic Studies (NIPS), 

provided me an exes'!lent opportunity for .informal interviews 

and discussions x̂ ith a number of the high-level representatives 

from the armed forces and the civil service (especially the " 

Ministries of Defence and External Affairs).[58] Furthermore, 

the project papers in the Institute's library bjr previous 

residents of this category (several of whom are occupying top 

decision-making positions in the .present government) were D 

particularly helpful both as an index to current defence and 

foreign policy planning"in Nigeria and, at the same time, 
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revealing of the psychological assumptions and thought pro-

cesses of some of the principal actors in policy formualtion. 

Hoxtfever, access to this rather- x/ide variety of source-

materials (including extra-Nigerian sources) neither minimized 

the problems of validation no,r of transforming'them from a4 

confusion of disjointed and sometimes conflicting clues Into 

a well-drden.ed academic essay. For example, concerning esti

mates of force level And force -strength of the Nigerian mili

tary ̂ significant variation (in terms of accuracy, complete-

ness and the political controversially of issues) can be 

found betxireen publications. In this regard, The Military 

Balance perhapsjdeserves special -attention since it has long 

served as the standard reference source for various indexes'^ 

of force levels and force strength for most national military 

systems. A chronological comparison of the figures indicated 

(from 1971-1983) reveals some startling discrepancies in the' 

Nigerian military force levels and strengths xvhicĥ  cannot be 

easily accounted for. Substantive alterations are made in 

listings of total numbers of forces, assigned capabilities of 

weapons systems ('on order', 'in storage9, 'inactive', and 

other misleading terms) and methodological formulas without 

explicit evaluative criteria. It is not surprising, therefore, 

that this prestigious defence 'Think Tank' has in recent years 

come under fire as inaccurate and even as reflecting political 

biases ('editorialising some of its statistics,' or-even 
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y^co'bking the books'). Explicit in these criticisms^are demon-

strable data Inaccuracies and debatable assumptions in 

The Military Balance figures that can be illustrated by an 

examination of four main areas in the ̂ current methodology used«-

to produce it.[59] ' , 

In an attempt to reconcile some of these statistical and 

evaluative differences, I compared and contrast various 

•* Nigerian (especially publications of the Institute of Army 

Education and Research) and non-Nigerian sources with inform-
d 

atlon generated from questionnaires 1 circulated at NIPS and a 

number of other subordinate institutions in the Nigerian 

o defence establishment (see Appendix One). Although most 

responses to the questionnaire were understandably guarded 

they nevertheless did provide dependable bases for the 

arguments and projections from Chapters Four to Eight. 

In the discussion that follows, preeminent attention 

will be given to theoretical considerations in Chapters One, 

/'Two and Three, as a contextual framework for .the case studies 

\ % in Chapter Four. Chapters Five -oftid, Six are essentially follow-

rup°from-Chapter Four. The former endeavours to explains the 

apparent inconsistencies or 'puzzles' in Nigeria's military 

policy. In concrete terms, why have Nigerian decision-makers 

resorted to the military instrument in'pursuit of security 

and foreign policy objectives at some times and places (see 

Chapter Four) but not others% (e.g. Equatorial Guinea, 
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1974-1975, Angola, 1975-1976-and 1981-1983; and Rhodesia, 

1979-1980), despite strong national sentiments in favour of 

such a. response. It is my primary contention that the answer 

lies in certain operative factors (domestic and systemic) 

restraining the use* and usability of Nigeria's military power 

in such circumstances. 

The latter--Chapter-Six--dwells specifically on the 

military dimension of the current efforts underway to overcome* 

core weaknesses in Nigeria's defence system, highlighted in 

Chapter Five as a preeminent restraining factor on the use 

and usability of its military power In continental trouble-
* 

spots. This is the multi-billion Naira armed forces moderni-

sation and augmentation programme that touches upon all 

elements of Nigeria's military power. 

Chapter SevenXis essentially futuristic; a hypothetical 

attempt at ccnâ ec-bure about the future role and direction of 

the military instrument in'Nigeria's foreign'policy from past 

and current trends, within the context of relevant "changes in 

both domestic and systemic (regional and global) parameters. 

And the conclusion, Chapter Eight Is in essence a recapitula-

tlon and reflection on the analysis in the preceding chapters. 
t. 

While recognising the profound impacts and ramifications of 
/ • \ 

Nigeria's unstable economic position on its military poolicy in 

immediate circumstances, the chapter concluden that grounds for 

projections about the future intensification of the role 
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of military power in Nigerian foreign'policy are not altogether 

unfounded. Nigeria, to borrox/ Jean'Herskovit' s phrase, may 

be 'down but not out.' 

One final remark may be proffered briefly here:"3 the 

relevance of the present inquiry 1) to other case-analyses 

of Nigeria's external relations and ii) to African 'foreign 

and development studies in general. As noted ip the preamble 

above, strategy—the role of military power in international 

relations--' lacks Integrity as a fielcfpof study, let alone as 

a discipline.'[60] Hence, a compositeltheory concerning the 

role and impact of military instrument on world affairs 

should be considered to be anchored in the t,hedry of''inter-

national politics and society. its structure, dynamid's and 

functioning, and in particular: in the theory of the state. [61] 

The latter consideration-^-the theory of t!he state--

involves 'the nature of the state as a social institution, Its 

structures, and its internal and external policies (see 

Chapter Three, section b). In military strategic terms, this 

revolve^ -as Julian Lider suggests, around three corresponding 

components of the theory in question: i) the theory of the 

nature of armed forces as an instrument of social action and 

or itst impact §n social development, ii) the theory of -the 

structural 'relationship between armed forces and other- elements 

of the-social structure;,*" especially other institutions or 
•* •> 

mechanisms of the state, and ill) the'concept of the- function 
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of armed forces in the conduct of internal and external policy 

in pdacetime as well as wartime.[62] 

What these assumptions imply, first, for Nigeria's 

military policy is that this cannot^je viewed independently 

of other elements of national pox/er and influence (e.g. 

economic, socio-political, diplomatic, etc). To this extent, 

existing case studies on economic, diplomatic and other 

social factors affecting Nigeria's external relations may be 

considered complementary to the focus of this dissertation.[63] 

And second, since Nigeria as a post-colonial state of 

recent origin shares the basic internal properties, foreign 

and security concerns and aspirations of most states in the 

region (see Chapter Two and OAU Charter Art. II), an analysis 

of its defence strategy necessarily derives insight and 

inspiration.from extant- foreign and development policies 

studies of African states.[64] This is partly so because 

Nigeria's defence strategy (a non-discipline) 'makes no 
' > » 

sense' if considered apart from either Nigerian and African 

foreign policies studies or related disciplines.0 And in part 

it is so because Nigeria's primary strategic environment--

Africa--, as suggested in Chapter Three, determines tSo a con

siderable extent the level of Its defence needs and prepared-

ness. It is in such terms that this and any othejr discourse on 
*~"v 

Nigeria military policy both contributes to°and is in turn 

informed by the current general literature on the foreign policy 

military sociology, and development strategy of African states-
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' CHAPTER ONE 

Military Pox̂ er and Intesnatlonal Order: 

a theoretical framework 

The unstable, unregulated nature of the 
contemporary International system...make 
the capacity to wage war an indispensable 
instrument of .national survival and >of a 
just international order. Military power 
cannot, in the forseeable future, be Abo
lished, any more than conflict among \ 
sovereign states, of which it is a primary 
symptom and tool, can be abolished. Yet 
the immense destructive power of modern 
weapons makes war itself a highly volatile 
and potentially self-defeating instrument, 
of policy. Therefore, the overriding task 
of modern statecraft is to restrain mili
tary power and control it for legitimate 
political elads. 

Robert E. Osgood[l] 

Only when one dares to engage in war, can 
one negotiate, and if one wants .peaceful 
negotiations, he must be prepared against 
war. 

Chou En-Lai[2] 

One of the most persistent, and in many ways paradoxical, 

features of the contemporary international system is the 

, 'security dilemma' that Herbert Buttexfield sees as the 'abso-

. lute predicament' that 'lies in the very geometry of interna

tional (Society. ' [3] It is persistent in the sense that this 

, dilemma is as old as human society itself and has outlived the 

most Imaginative experiments and designs to eliminate or to 

mitigate its impact if that should fail.. It Is paradoxical 

in the sense that the very measures invariably adopted by 
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sta^e governments as the 'Irreducible minimum of their survi-

val' in the fac© of this dilemma often produce the negative 

result of aggravating the 'security dilemma.1 Hence°the 

spiral of International insecurity whidh, according to some 

contemporary theorists, has been futher exacerbated by the 

inflexible images that it generates in the minds of decision 
o 

makers both of their oxm intentions £n.d of those of their 

counterparts.[4] This psychodynamic undoubtedly underscores 

one of the most spectacular, if tragic, phenomena in modern 

times: the arms "race or, to use Richardson's category, the 

'process of ' schimogenesis'. [5] This schimogenic process—or 

the 'action-reaction cycle' "In arms acquisition--has been 

best summarized in the aphorism that 'one state's security is 

another state's insecurity.' 

This chapter focuses-primarily on the international use 

and usefulness of military power (that is-.- the conscious 
o » 

-exploitation 'of military pox/er as a rational technique for 

the pursuit of foreign policy objectives) as a contextual or 

analytical framex^ork for subsequent chapters. In thia regard, 

critical consideration will he given to the utility of millta-

. ry poxxer as an instrument: i) of fighting international x/ar 

('coercive x/arfare' or ' compel lance') , II) of making explicit 

threat (the 'manipulation of risk'), iii) of negotiation (as 

a 'bargaining"process' or 'diplomacy of violence'), and 
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Iv) of 'utility In nonuse' (peace-keeping)T The first sec-
» 

tion (a) belox; briefly considers the interplay of war and 

politics — that is, the military as an instrument of policy—as* 

a background to a more detailed examination of the extensive 
.debate over the continued relevance of military power in 

'secteion .(b). The concluding argument in the latter Is carried 

a step further in the filial aWfeon, (c) , in the form of a 

comparison between the relative impact of military power and 

other traditional instruments of policy. 

a) The Military as an Instrument of Statecraft In the 
Contemporary International System \ 

One inescapable and historically invariant consequence 

of the intractable 'security dilemma' alluded to above, has 

b.een the xijldespread view (among scholars as well as statesmen) 

that the world is an anarchy--a 'threat system'--In which 

force remains the ultima ratio: the basis' of diplomacy and 

of contractual obligations beyond the boundaries of the 

st;ate. As Michael Howard has argued succinctly: 

The capacity of states to defend them
selves and their evident willingness to 
do so, provides the basic framework ^ 
within which the business of interna
tional negotiations is carried on.[6] v 

a' 
However, as will be argued in section (b) below, this 

perspective, although dominant, nevertheless represents but 

t* one of the alternative conceptions, explanations, and pro

jections abolit the role of military power in the analytic 

•literature. It is preeminently 'realist' in orientation, one 
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that derives from Hobbesian conceptions of the global arena in 

which the 'high politics' of military security frames and 

Informs the 'low politics' of economic and social affairs.[7] 

Against this dominant persepctive is x̂ hat Stanley 

Hoffmann has called the 'modernist' school of thought which, 

unlike the realist, assumes 'multiple channels of contact between 

societies, an absence of hierarchy among Issues and a minor t 

role for the use of force.'[8] This modernist thesis—xjhich 

became a prominent contender to the realist paradigm in the 

late-1960s and 1970s-*-is largely based on what Robert Keohane 

and Joseph Nye have termed the condition of 'complex inter

dependence .[ 9 ] 

The existence of these competing paradigms on interna

tional interaction notwithstanding, the historicarl as well as 

contemporary prevalence of inter- and Intra-national wars and 

military alliances have sustained the view that until the 

nation-state system is radically transformed and superseded 

by a different international order, then military power, and 

the capacity for armed coercion which it sustains, is likely 

to continue to play a significant part in international 

politics and conflict resolution.[10] As a result, in ^oth 
v 

theory and praxis, it has become fashionable to regard 

military power as but one of the multiple techniques of state-

craft, taking Its 'place alongside diplomacy, sanctions, propa-

ganda, subversion, etc. 
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The classical, and in mahy ways the most celebrated (if 

controversial) definitive statement on this interplay between 

the military instrument and policy objectives is incisively 

expressed in the Clausexiritzian aphorism that 'war is nothing 

more than a continuation of politics by an admixture of other 

means.'[11] While not denying in his exposition that' war in 

practice can become 'something pointless and devoid of sense' 

[12] (that is, anything but a continuation of^political 

intelligence), Clausewltz, nevertheless, Insists on the 

centrality of the political element: 

s 
It is, of course, well known that the only 
source of war is politics—the intercourse 
of governments and peoples, but it is apt 
to be assumed that war suspends that inter
course and replaces It by a wholly different; 
condition, ruled by no law but its own. 

We maintain, on the contrary, that xvar is 
simply a continuation of political inter
course, xtfith the addition of other means... 
In essentials that intercourse continues, • 
irrespective of the means it employs. The 
main lines along which military events 
progress, and to which'they are restricted, 
are political lines that continue throughout 
the uar into the subsequent peace. Hox; 
could It be otherwise...?[13J 

For Clausewltz, therefore, policy direction and control 

of x*ar are paramount, "irrespective of one's attitudes toxirards 

war's desirability. If policy creates war, the 'political / 

object'--the original motive for the X7ar—will thus determine 

/ 

no<ti 
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both the military objective to be reached and the amount of 

efforts It requires. Thus, in Clausewitzian perspective a 

conception of international conflict resolution In terms of 

'military victory' versus 'political victory' would be a con

tradiction in terms. As he put it, 'there can be no question 

of purely military evaluation of a great strategic issue, or 

of a purely military scheme^ to solve it.'[14] When war is 

^^ivorced from 'political life in our thinking we are left 

with something pointless and devoid of sense.'[15] Hoxvever, 

given that political objectives can range widely, 'it fdlloxirs 
t 

that without any inconsistency x/ars can have all degrees of 

Importance and intensity, ranging from a x/ar of extermination 

down to simple armed observation.'[16] 

In contemporary context, the extent to which war can 

escalate or Is allox̂ ed to approach that extreme ('ximr of 

extermination') is dependent not only on the needs of the 

political objective (e.g., as articulated in the NATO doctrine 

of Mutually Assured Destruction—MAD—or its more limited 

'counterforce' variants) but also on technological considera-

tions. In this respect, (as will be argued In section (b) 

below), while the potential destructiveness of nuclear arsenals 

has engendered a condition of Pax Atomica between today's 

hostile formations--NATO and Warsaw. Pact countries, for example 

--such a 'state of inhibited irrelevance' (to use Lawrence 

Martin's phrase)\[17j has hardly infected the less developed 
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states of the so-called Third World (see Chapter Two for « 

arguments concerning Africa). Nevertheless, the devaluation 

of the use of military force under the inhibiting shadow of 

the nuclear balance betxireen the former category of states 

does not necessarily imply or portend the irrelevance of 

military, pox̂ er as an instrument of policy. On the contrary,, 

although its mode of employment by these pox̂ ers has undeniably 

undergone a maj,or permutation, their increasingly expanding 

and dbmplex defence systems now (at least so far) are 

justified in large part By their 'role in transmitting diplo-

matlc signals, inspiring confidence in allies, discouraging 

fops, influencingJ'Crises and signifying degrees of oommit-

ment.'[18] In other words, betx/een the superpowers and their 

•' ' 1 

allies (as distindtrfrom^between either parties and a third. 

e.g. Vietnam, Afghan Is t an ,<- Grenada, etc.) the actual uses of 

armed force have become and are increasingly likely tci be 

'latent, oblique, limited, and directed more, to influencing 

political situations thâ n to seeking a verdict in battli^. ' [19] 

^Thus, whether conceived in terms of its direct or 

indirect (e.g. 'atomic brinkmanship' and crisis management) 

employment, military power has become"in the modern era the 

legally sanctioned instrument of vioJLence which states use in 
\ 

their relations with ea'ch otherN, and, when necessary, in an 

internal security role. It forms the ,'backdrop against 

which all diplomatic activity takes place,', and, as 
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William Kaufman has noted ruefully, 'it is not easy to s"ee how 

international relations could be conducted, and international 

order maintained, if military power were totally absent,'[20] 

Henry Kissinger explains why . L, • 

It is an 'illusion of posterity that past 
international settlements were brought 
about entirely by reasonableness and 
negotiating skill'. In a society of 
"sovereign states,' a poxirer san in the 

' last resort vindicate its interpreta
tion of justice â nd defend its vital * 
interests" only by the willingness to 
employ force. EJven dts-ring riie1 period 
of seemingly greatest harmony, it: xms 
understood that a negotiation x^hich 
failed did not return matters to their » 
starting-point but might call Vther 
pressures into play. The motive force 
behind international settlements has 
$dways been a combination of the belief 
in the advantages of harmony and the 
fear of the consequences of"proving 
obdurate. A renunciation of force, by 
eliminating the penalty for instransi- \ 
gence, will"therefore place-the inter
national order at the mercy of its most 
ruthless or its most irresponsible 
member.[21] 

The underlying assumption in Kissinger s observationTas— 

in the Clausewitzlan 'political philosophy of war' of- which 

Kissinger is but one of several contemporary exponents) is, 

of course, that military power 'is a purposive, functional 

thing'--one of the many instruments in the 'orchestra of 

power' which states utilise at an appropriate moment in the 

pursuit of their respective policy objective or 'national 

interests. ' - °v 

Such .'national interests' (although their conceptual 
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denotations are f̂ r from certain)[22]r may concern military, 

economic, political or ideological values >,df one kind or 

another. They may also concern intangible values, such as 

international prestige, as x/eli as tangible objects,.such as 

territory. Thus, to the extent that foreign policy objectives 

are outward-directed--that is, concerned with 'acquiring 

something of value coveted by a foreign actor,' then there are 

virtually novvalues of concern to states that do not 'directly 
s 

or indirectly impinge on considerations of international 

military power* calculus. Conversely, in a defensive or non-

acquisitive mode, the sheer Imperative of preserving physical 

security—territorial integrity--from external intrusions^ 

(such as foreign intervention in civil wars, e.g. Nigeria, 

1966-1970) , has invariably entailed the expansion of national 

'power of resistance' as a counter to such a threat, (real or ° 

perceived) 

This complex interplay between policy objectives and * 

military power underscores the commonplace assertion in the 

literature that defence or security policy should reflect the 

fundamental assumptions and objectives of f&reign policy and, 

when necessary, provide /the means for their actualisation. 

Conversely, foreign policy objectives should be reflections 

of and be limited by the ability of the armed forces to give 

them a military underpinning. Seen in this context, disquisi

tion^ into the behaviour of states (including- empires) through 
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out reedrded histojry highlights a wide variety of particular 

foreign policy purposes on behalf of xirtiijCh military power has 

been employed*[23] Considerations of space and brevity 

preclude an ''exhaustive typology of these foreign policy 

purposes here.[24] It should, Buffice to note that they can 

be reduced to two categories. defensive Or non-

acquisitive goals, and offensive or acquisitive goals. 

The former includes the 'protection of various assets 

and advantages that are part of the status quo.'[25] 

Foremost among the latter has been.the conquest, for purposes 

either of acquisition or control, of territory--whether 

'valued for its population, economic resources, or military 

advantage.' In short/ the offensive goals have invariably 

involved„the 'acquisition of various assets and advantages in 

a way that, through the employment of military pox^er, revises 

the international status quo.'[26] As Klaus Knorr rightly 

concluded in his typology, ''in either case, whether used 

defensively or offensively, military^ power lends a measure of 

international freedom of action of the state involved.'[27] 

In terms of mode of employment (that is, as different 

from but related tfo the typology of policy objectives) 

national military force has been used internationally for 

threatening, deterring or making war. The first two 
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categories, as noted above, have gained unprecedented currency 

among the dominant military pox/ers of today as a result of 

nuclear weaponry and its ass'ociated sophisticated paraphernalia 
t 

that have had a 'truly revolutionary impact on the face of 

war and on the usability of military power as an instrument 

of national policy.'[28] In this regard, 'military stategy', 

as Thomas Schelling has concluded, 'can no longer be thought 

—"6T, as It could for some countries in some eras, as the 

science of military victory.. .Military strategy, whether x-je 

like it or nô t, has become the diplomacy of violence. ' [29] 

Qn this principle, the conscious fostering of the deterrent 

and crisis-management capability of national armed -forces, 

' not as an alternative but as an adjunct to theit fundamental 

utility in full-scale war (if deterrence fails), has become 
t 

the contemporary preoccupation of nuclear poxirers. 

Regarding the latter category (xirar fighting, x̂ hether 

considered in its conventional or sub-conventional--revolu

tionary warfare—modes) , the prevalence of wars In the post-

1945 era, combined with the increasing scale of world military 

expenditures and the rapid expansion of national defence 

systems (especially among the LDCs)[30], clearly underscore 

the,, view that military power remains an important component 

in International interactions. Thus, seen in terms either of 

deterrent and crisjLe^management value or In terms of actual 

direct employment in conventional <crp revolutionary war- « 
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fare, military power provides the essential underpinning^ for 

political intercourse between states. 

However, for a number of reasons to be stipulated in 

section (b), the unidirectional relation which made military 

power one of the instrumental means of foreign policy (as 

formulated by Clausewltz) has now ceased to be satisfactory, 

since it has been evident for some time that not all political 

goals can be translated into military strategy. Furthermore, 

it is also now apparent that in the relation between politics 

and strategy, instrumental means often became the terms of 

reference indicating possibilities for political action.[31] 

As a consequence, the Clausewitzlan formula (his 'political 

philosophy of war1) has ceased to be a valid starting point 

for a definition of the role of military power in 

international relations. This has become particularly so 

x/ith the growing acceptance of the notion of strategic studies 

as a.field of inquiry Into all aspects (political, economic, 

social, cultural, ideological 'and technological variables) 

of defence policy and strategic planning. 

Hence, in both theory and praxis, the use of military 

force as an instrument must now be situated In the more 

general context of foreign policy formulation. As Robert 

Osgood has suggested, 'military strategy must now be under-

stood as nothing less than the'overall plan for utilising the 

capacity for armed coercion--in conjunction x̂ ith the economic, 

diplomatic, and psychological instruments of pox^er—to support 
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foreign policy most -effectively by overt, covert, and tacit 

means.'[32] In the words of Henry Kissinger, 'it is the task 

of strategic doctrine to translate power*Into policy.'[33] 

Nevertheless, x/hether considered in the traditional 

unidirectional formulation of Clausewltz and Lenin or in the 

more expansive reconceptualization of the 'neo-realists' 

(Osgood, Kissinger, Earle, etc), the viexf that military power 

provides the essential underpinning or backdrop for interna

tional political intercourse--the premise for nearly all 

strategic thinking--has been widely challenged in recent de-

cades. Given the increasing surge and tempo of this contro-
o 

versy (especially xvith the rise of organised, articulate and 

determined 'peace movements'), I Intend in the next section 

to evaluate the perspectives (and the substantive issues 

Involved) of the txvo principal academic schools of thought 

associated the divergent positions In this debate. The cen

tral question to be considered Is xvhether/military power in 
/ 

the present international order can serve the functions of 

security, domination, status, and influence for which it has 

been employed in the past. 

b) Definitions of and Debates over Military Power 

In a retraction from his earlier thesis/'concerning the 

use and usability of military force in contemporary interstate 

relations,[34] Knorr (as Hoffmann) pointed to two academic 



52 

schools of thought that have advanced diametrically opposed 

views. As he put it: 

According to the modernists, grox/ing 
international interdependence, as well as 
the enormous destructiveness of modern 
weapons, make international violence, 
less and less relevant to human aspira- -
tions,...According to the classical 

« school of thought, these developments 
stressed by the modernist, which are •«=, 
observed rather than inferred, are merely 
surface perturbations. Fundamentally, 
nothing has changed. As long as autono
mous states are militarily sovereign, 
force xtfill remain the ultimate arbiter in 
the settlement of interstate conflict.[35] 

Detailed examination and rebuttal of these theoretical

ly divergent positions can be seen in the literature review 

by Knorr, Hoffmann, Martin, Tucker and Osgood, among 

others.[36] I will, therefore, restrict the evaluation 

below to a sort of 'second-order or parasitical exercise, (to 

use Charles Pentland' S\ expression) [37] that sets out to 'cull 

out flaws and limitations' in the content, context and struc

ture of given theoretical argumentation in the literature. 

First, in general' terms, an examination of selective 

writings[38] associated with both schools reveals disagreement 

not simply on different facets of an agreed 'x/orld' but 

fundamentally also on different versions of it. These diver

gences are readily apparent in three major areas i) the 

actors (the relationship between 'whole' and 'parts' in xrorld 

politics), ii) processes (the possibility of reform or 

change), and iii) outcomes (their relationship to values and 
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political action). , 

Regarding the first issue-area, it is apparent that both 

perspectives embody a distinctive view of the global system. 

;The 'classical' perspective--the politics of pox/er and 

security' --postulates a constant tension betxireen the interests 

of states and the dynamics of the.state system which creates 

an atmosphere of insecurity and the possibility of violence. 

In this light, the international system is an 'insecurity 

community' in which, war is an ever-present 'contingent liabi

lity', and in wich the axiom 'might is right' applies. 

The 'modernist' perspective, on the other hand, enshrines 

a view of the xrorld as a 'pluralistic-political system' with

in which there1 is a constant process of mutual and multi

lateral adaptation to events ('complex'interdependence'). In 

this context, the international system 'explodes'. It 

becomes simultaneously more 'diffuse, penetrating nex; regions 

and activities' and more interconnected with linkages bet--

ween a variety of actors. As Keohane and Nye, have suggested: 

A system of 'mixed actors' creates the 
potential for a multitude of coalitions 
and balances, corresponding to the Inter
section of novel and existing issues and 
the absence of a clear or unified global'' 
hierarchy. Although it could be said that 
a global military hierarchy, based espe
cially on nuclear weapons still exists, 
such an assertion becomes debatable in 
conditions xvhere, firstly, nuclear x;eapons 
do not constitute a rational policy-
ins trument, and, secondly, the prolifera
tion of nuclear capacity threatens to 
complicate the picture and create nex? 
instabilities.[39] 

sf 
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Given this appraisal of the global system,othe modernist 

^theorists have argued that tfhe core assumption of 'realism' 

about the international order--that there Is an international 

hierarchy in x̂ hich military might and economic capacity 

define the rank of any given state—is now at best ,an anach-

ronism. ^ 

Regarding the second issue-area, and in conjunction 

with the first, the, two schools differ on the possibilities 

for change or reform in the international system. While 

theorists of the0 'classical' schoo'l admit the possibility of 

macro-political change as the potential of particular states 

grows or declines, or as a result of a x/ar of global dimensions 

like the Second World War, they do not concede change in 

the dominant role of the state in general. In the modernist 

conception, the state becomes a variable capable of reforma-

tion or transformation and.the global system itself is seen 
a t t 

as 'Semanding effective management. 

Regarding the third issue-area, as\a logical consequence of 
0 

the first tx/o, the 'classicists' and the '^modernists' diverge 

over the relationship between values and political action. 

The overriding concern of the former with 'political realism1— 

in which the 'sober and rational calculation of interests and 

capabilities' is a central activity and in which the means of 

action should be carefully matched to the demands of particu

lar circumstances,'-- becomes the kingpin1 of political action. 
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While the need for sobriety and rationality is by no means 

denied by the '.modernists', a major importance is accorded to 

other values based on the possibility of progress and the 

development of new norms and conventions of behaviour. 

Given these divergent perceptions and definitions of the 

evolving global system by the two schools, it is to be 

expected that their articulation of the role of mili

tary power in it xi/ould differ sufficiently to be almost 

diametrically opposed. 

, Second, in specific terms, there is little doubt '(as 

the 'modernists' have argued) that certain developments 

(technological, normative, and growing complex international 

interdependence) in the post-Second World War' era have pro

foundly reduced the utility of national military power as an 

instrument of policy, compared with previous historical 
*" T* O 

periods. Unfortunately, when viewed against the background 

qf the contemporary era, hypotheses such as this are 

impossible to test and must be highly qualified. - Since the 

root of modernist's scepticism about the continued rele

vance of asmed forces as instruments of policy reside princi-

i V • J * 
palTy on the impact of modern military technology, this 

&. 

aspect of their argumentation will be carried a step further 

here as a reference point to evaluate the conflicting 

conclusions of both schools of thought. 

Viewed from both historical and contemporary standpoints, 
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the use and usability of military pox/er to secure policy 

olrjectives has been sensitive to variable conditions, of 

which the" 'form of military force' is preeminent.[40] In 

this respect the terrible potentialities of thermonuclear 

technology have naturally and understandably (at least from 

system-level perspective) given rise to the fundamental 

existential question whether war is still to be seen as a 

'continuation of policy by other means' or represents (in R. 

G. Collingwood's phrase) 'the breakdown of policy'--the 

modernist viewpoint. 

It is hardly to be doubted that the certitude of immense 

destructiveness of thermonuclear systems (either directly on 

the target areas or globally through the 'green house' 

effect)[41] has created a novel situation that challenges 

the continuity of traditional functions of military pox̂ er in 

international politics. Given the looming disaster of 

nuclear confrontation, and the inherent risk that even lesser 

"military confrontations between the present dominant military 

blocs may escalate to this level, the 'employment of battle 

as the means towards the attainment of the object policy1 

has necessarily become so dangerous as to be unthinkable, y 

This is especially so in relations between these powers, 

since their security concerns are so firmly interlinked with 

those of the international system as to make them virtually 

indistinguishable. Any major conflict between them (e.g. the 
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Cuban missile crisis), immediately takes on the character of 

a crisis for the whole system, particularly since it carries 

a destabilising potential for the balance between the two 

superpox/ers — a balance which in turn forms the 'underpinning 

of the stability and security of the current international 

system'.[42] 

But it does not perforce follow from this argument, as 

the modernist theorists have proffered, that military power 

is deprived of all its traditional functions.[43] In other 

Xirords, the effect of modern military technology have been, 

neither 'so radical, so simple, nor so novel' as the propo

nents of this school assert. Perhaps the primary deficiency 

of the modernist thesis lies less in its depreciation of the 

utility of war than in its failure to appreciate the subtle 

and varied role of military pox/er short of war, roles 

trenchantly captured in T. C. Schelling's telling phrases: 

'the diplomacy of violence,' 'the manipulation of risk,' 

and "the diplomacy of ultimate survival.'[44] 

Indeed, national military forceps do not have to be active

ly employed to be 'useful.' One the contrary, the use of 

brutal military force, may -represent the 'bankruptcy of mili-

* tary power.' That is, when a government actually resorts to 

military violence this is usually evidence of 'impotence of 

power' : that its forces lack credibility—to deter attack, 
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or successfully impose a threat, or achieve an objective 

by the clever manipulation of military signals. Thus, as 

Tucker and Osgood rightly contend. 

Whatever the utility or uselessness of 
actual x/ar among the advanced industrial-
technological states may bejr every day 
demonstrates that the fearful prospect of 
war and the policies for using, deterring, 
controlling, and disarming armed forces in 

\ the shadow of this prospect play a deci-
^_y sive role in international politics. In 

many x/ays that role is more pervasive than 
in previous periods of history when war 
was less dangerous.[45] 

/ - & 

Furthermore, it is patently Illogical t© argue from, the 

fact that using the most powerful military xi/eapon is likely 

to be mutually destructive, that the use of all kinds of 

military force is equally pointless. Such argumentation begs 

many questions. In the first place most international con

flicts in the post-1945 era have not directly involved either 

the nuclear powers or nuclear capabilities. On the contrary, 

while setting limits*to conflicts in the s^-called Third 

World (the limits being determined by the superpowers' 

refusal to enter into direct confrontation over x/hat are con

sidered to' be peripheral areas and issues), the stability of 

the central nuclear balance not only permits local (Infera-

— state or intra-regional) conflicts in the Third "World ẑ one 

(e.g. Africa)o but may-in fact, as one analyst has/noted, even 

encourage the eruption of such conflicts, partially as .a 

way of letting off steam to help cool the temperature around 
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those core issues which ape considered directly relevant and 

vital to the certtral balance and, therefore, to the inter

national system.'[46] 

In the second place, in a number of instances in which 

a nuclear pox/er has been directly Involved In an international 

conflict its protagonist has sometimes been non-nuclear, for 

"'example, the United States and China over Korea, Taixi/an and 

the two strategic Islands of Quemoy and Matsu in the fifties 

, and, more recently, between Britain and Argentina over the 
o 

Falkland/Malvinas Islands. 

In the third place, even where the parties^in an inter

national conflict have possessed viable nuclear o'ptions, the 

.possibilities of the political exploitation of .military force 

p remain considerable. First, asymmetries in capabilities still 

exist, as the mere possession of nuclear weapons does not 

necessarily result in a situation of mutual deterrence or stale

mate. This factor underlies the much-debated issue of the 

credibility of British and French retaliatory nuclear forces 

in relation to those of the Soviet Union. Second, even when 

a nuclear stalemate exists (as between the Soviet Union and 

the United States) there are still in principle certain out-

lets. One of these lies in.such controversial x«/arfIghting-
___atrategies as 'the 'limited war' doctrine and—M^TO' s nebuloi 

strategy of 'flexible response,' designed, as one of its prin-

cipal architects put it, 'to meet Soviet aggression acrpss the 



entire spectrum' of conf lict. ' [47] The principal disability 

of such doctrines (based as they are on the principle of 

deterrence-by-denial) is the much dreaded potential for 

escalation into an 'uncontrollable cataclysm.' If this 

happened then the pay-offs (in the language <af game theo-

rists) are hugely negative for both contestants.[48] 

Tliis critique of the 'modernist' view? concerning the 

impact of nuclear systems on thje usability of military force 

does not necessarily support the classical postulate— 

that fundamentally nothing has changed in the role of military 

^>ower compeared with previous historical periods. The contem-

porary international system Is obviously 'seized x/ith 

accelerated and turbulent' change (technological, socio

economic, normative and political), much of which cannot he 

easily or lightly discounted as.'surface perturbations.' For 

example,* the vigorous growth of transnational forces and 

organisations in the post-1945 era. (combined with growing 

international interdependence) has unmistakably increased the 

mutual sensitivity .and.vulnerability between states on the ^ 

question of x>/ar and peace. [49] Perhaps, the current example 

is the Iraq-Tran war and the potentially adverse impact on the 

international financial1 market of the closure of the Strait of 

Hormuz,\since oil is now an acceptable collateral for loans* 

and'stock market exchange. - The United States' declaration of 

its intention to keep the Strait open .by force if need be only 
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rikinforces this sensitivity. 

Similarly, the normative devaluation of force as a 

means of settling conflict, engendered largely by the fury 

and carnage of the, Second World War (especially the horrors 

of Hiroshima'and Nagasaki), has significantly restricted 

both the legitimacy and use of coercion. Thus unlike 

previous historical periods, war Is no longer unquestIoningly 

accepted as \! natural, inevlfl£able"and legitimate', that is, 
* . A ' * ' 

xvithouty a sharp distinction between its aggressive, and defensive use (see-Chapter Five, section c) . « > 

Thgse incontrovertible developments notxtfithstanding, the 

notion that the international, system is a 'threat system in1 

which military power is the ultima ratio £a\still, of all 

influences on international relations "and on foreigit and 
i ' " • , . 

defence policy-making, perhaps the most pervasive. What a 

• % 

nevertheless 'has changed--as reflected In the writings of the 

.renaissance strategists alluded to above—is the vray In 

which this' intercourse between the military means, and policy-

goals has been reconceptualised to integrate the 'whole 

arsenal of means of policy,' including economic, diplomatic,. 

subversive and psychological instruments of power. This con- #< 

sideration carries logically to the*final section of this 

chapter: the relative impact (to the extent that such compu-** ' 

utatlon of means Is admissible) of military power compared •with 
T'

other traditonal inatiruments 'of policy. Although seldom employed 
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independently of the other (that, for instance, diplomacy 

ends when 'the shooting starts'), the conceptual basis for 

the assessment of the relative impact of this array of 

instrumentalities exists in the ascendancy of one or the other 

policy means for combinations of some) in concrete circum

stances of conflict and crisis-management. This Is so in 

part because the choice of means m^y__dppond not only on their 

availability to decr^ion-makers, but also on their expected 

cost and efficacy. 

c) The Relative Impact ofVMilit.ary Power Compared xvith 
Other Traditional Instruments of Policy 

__ ^ _ 

In any given conflict situation, complex power plays 

render the measurement of any one factor (policy means) in 

the process of conflict resolution extreme*difficult, if not 

impossible. 'The reason, as Knorr has noted, is that in the 

pursuit of policy, objectives, statesmen 'design and use a 

pov/er package in which" the various means of^influence are 
t 

proportioned and concentrated~t.o best effect'. [50] For 

example, flit is still debatable whether it;
 w a s the threat of 

war ̂ br diplomacy (or both) that was crucial in the 

resolution pf "the"Cuban missile crisis of 1962. A similar 

observation applies, at the African regional level to the 

process of conflict interaction between settler minorities 

and nationalist fjorccs in the periods preceding the 

independence of Algeria and Zimbabwe. 
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Despite such problematic dynamics certain historically 

invariant observations (depending of course on the vitality 

of the issue for the parties involved) can still be made. 

First, the strength of coercive influence depends on the 

nature of the power base. In this respect, military power 

has tended to be superior to other forms of pox/er (economic, 

political, subversive, etc.). In response to situations 

x/hich are unyielding to pacific strategies, governments 

invariably give a premium to military force. Military force 

has, therefore, been the ultimate arbiter in the settlement 

of conflicts. It has been, as one analyst put it, 'taken as 

the'kingpin of the interstate power structure, because there 

is normally no remedy against force except equal or superior 

counterforce.'[51] There is, for instance, no sense in 

threatening economic reprisals against an opponent ^.nvading 

one's territory, or for that matter over investing in diplo

matic solutions against a repressive minority racial 

oligarchy (such as the Afrikaner regime in South Africa) 

whose definition of what constitutes 'order' is diametrical-

ly at variance with acceptable international norms. 

^ And second, the extent to which different Instruments 

of power are of unequal effectiveness also limits the substi

tution of one for the other. Ttje major problem with 

techniques pf influence other xhan military is their histori- -

cally-proven ineffectiveness. This'is preeminently the case 



-64 

with the diplomatic instrument and x/ith the various uses of 

national 'or collective economic poxi?er- and propaganda to 

coerce influence foreign governments. 

Diplomacy, defined as 'the application of intelligence 

and tact to the conduct of official relations betx̂ e\en the 

governments of independent states...by peaceful means,'[52] 

is, under normal circumstances, the Instrument usually 

employed in the conduct of international political inter-

course. However, in several cases of serious and intractable 

conflict issues (inter- as well as intra-state) in the contem-

, porary era (as in previous historical periods) this instrument 

has proven 'incomplete, Indecisive, and inconclusive.'[53] 
t 

Military pox/er, or threat of it, therefore, sometimes 

remains the ultima ratio on a broad range of international 

issues. This is not to imply that military force is alxuays a 

more reliable instrument of foreign ppllcy whenever diplo

macy fails to secure policy objectives. As one x̂ riter 

has noted\ 

It sometimes happens that when war cannot 
- achieve the\aims of foreign policy, the 

diplomats surface to the forefront once 
again In'search of a political settlement. 
Even when war has achieved the aims of 

£ * foreign policy," it ̂is the diplomats xi/ho 
design the' postwar settlement in the light 
of the military outcomes.[54] 

This 'inescapable symbiosis between 'the power to con

duct external relations and the power to prosecute war1 Is 
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perhaps best exemplified in the persistent Arab-Israeli con

undrum. Furthermore, xi/hat strengthens the necessity for a 

mutually reinforcing relationship betx̂ een the military and 

diplomatic means is not merely that war, as Ken Booth puts 

it, has become 'a deadly business,'[55] but also that in so 

far as both means lie at the root of the 'sovereign quality 

of a political community,' their exercise by governments are 

necessarily inseparable. Conflict resolution has in the 

contemporary era, evolved In essence into a 'dialogue between 

political and military minds.' A separation of the two, in 

the words of Kissinger, 'can only be achieved to the detriment 

of both. It causes military pox̂ er to become identified with 

the most absolute applications of pox̂ er and it tempts diplo

macy Into an over-concern with finesse.'[56] 

In much the same vein, the imposition of economic sanc

tions (national or collective) to coerce or simply to over-

xi/helm or resist an adversary has, at best, been counterpro

ductive, as highlighted by recent examples (e.g. NATO's 

embargo on 'strategic goods' to.USSR and China in the fifties 

and sixties, US economic- sanctions agaInstoej@uba, USSR 

sanctions against Albania; and the UN imposition of compre

hensive sanctions on Rhodesia following Unilateral Declara

tion of Independence).[57] These cases vividly highlight 

limitations in the effectiveness of economic power as an 

instrument of statecraft. Sistce the functional purpose of 

economic measures employed as power plays is either to 



threaten or to weaken an adversary (through losses of 

income, unemployment, investment and economic growth)- its 

success depends on an internationally cumulative degree of 

monopolist and monopsbnist control over world markets which 

a single0 actor or a combination of actors in an alliance 

seldom attains. 

This observation applies equally also to the extensive, 

if less publicised, use of economic and military 'aid' and 

subversion by major powers as instrument of influence and 

prevalence against economically less viable and dependent 

states.[58] Most dependent or peripheral actors in the global 

system have developed and mastered--with varying degrees of 

success--a number of strategies to evade and reduce the 

potentially strangulating effects of economic sanctions„and„ 

embargoes. Latin American states, for example, have taken 

special steps, since the mid-1960s, to expand their trade, 

x/ith European nations, Japan, and socialist countries; and 

this progressive diversification has given them greater 

freedom to risk the'displeasure of tjhe United States. The 

African experience varies, compared with other less developed 

regions, however, the predominantly agrarian economies of 

these countries arguably make them jnore vulnerable to 

manipulation through economic measures. Conversely, since • 

the capacity of states' to excercise Influence through this 

means requires a highly developed infrastructural base, 



67 

the use and usability of the economic instrument by any one 

of the African states (or collectively by the OAU) is clearly 

inconsequential (see Chapter Seven for discussion on Nigeria). 

Nevertheless, like the diplomatic instrument, the incom

parable and historically demonstrable ineffectiveness of 

economic means relative to military power does n8t necessarily 

negate their functionality as a potent adjunct to other tech

niques of statecraft in certain conflict circumstances a 

Indeed, since, as most contemporary strategists are quick to 

point out, the difficult problems of national .security 

policy are in the area xi/here political, economic, and 

military factors overlap, it is no longer meaningful to view 

economic and military means as, 'two incommensurables.' On 

the contrary, it can be argued that the utility of military 

power now depends to some extent on the utility of non-

military means of international influence. The reason, as 

noted above, resides partly in the revolution in military 

technology and partly In the evolving condition of complex 

Interdependence and the as'sociated normative devaluation of 

war. As the stigma associated x-/ith the blatant use of force 

as a policy instrument gains prominence, those states x/ith 

unquestionable military means at their disposal now more often 

than not, resort to diplomatic, economic and clandestine -means 

of influence (e.g. the US in Central America and France in 

West-Central Africa). Hoxi7ever,„ in overall terms, the extent to 
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which these techniques of influence can supplement the exer

tion of military poxver let alone replace it altogether, is 

clearly limited. 

Conclusion 0 

The central position in this chapter has been thaty^des-

pite arguments to the contrary (the 'modernist' perspective) 

military power--the capacity of states to affect the behaviour 

of other states by employment or the threat of armed coercion— 

remains one of the most distinctive features of xvorld poll-

tics. Given the uneven global distribution of the relevant \ 

changes in parameters, the military as a foreign policy' 

instrument has not been altogether robbed of its historic 

functions merely because of the revolution in military 

technology o^ffecause of the vigorous growth of trans

national forces and complex international interdependence. \ 

Although war is no longer as acceptable a cpntinuation of • v 

policy Joy other Ineans as it once was, this Clausewitsian-

Lennist dictum is not altogether obsolete. 
* 

The fading importance of some objectives witjti which the 

use of military power has been associated in the past does 

not mean that there are not other goals that may justify the 
use of military force. Several other traditional objectives 

have .lo.st little, if any, of their urgency or legitimacy, 

either internationally or domestically. As will be seen in 

•the next chapter °on the African dimension these objectives 
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include, Inter alia, deterrence of, rand dfefence against, 

attacks .on political 'and/T^erritorial integrity, disputes over 

established boundaries that are regarded as unjust by one side 

or the other (for example, Somalia «and her neighbours and 

theu unresolved boundary problem between .China "and the UŜ SR) , 

the protection or liberation of ethnically/racially related 
« ° " \ i ' % 

peoples „'and, finally, Intervention in civi\L,x/ar, either' to 

support or help combat^incumbent regimes t> ~Y • i 
> - ; o \ • /» 

Tb̂ e unresolved dad potentially ificendiacry issues of - thJ^ 

present are also a"foretaste of the future. \ln this context, 

Hedley Bull has forewarned'*tha^: 

As v/e contemplate the prospects for\the." „ 
1980s* it «4s» difficult hot to feel Ghat 5 ^ 
In the coming decaae'„£rlterriatlbnal poll- . ,. 
tics will become more- Hobbesian,^leds 

< moderated by—thte institutions of incerna= 
tidnal -society-,.'than it has-been in 'the 
past...We face a world in whidh the . 

„• *• adverse partnership1 betwjeeti, the Super 
Powers is-disappearing, in which the 
revival of.mercantilism has'provided a 
new rationale for resort to forcte, in „ 
.which military interventidnism has made, 
a remarkable recovery, the consensus „ 
about legal restraints upon resort to ^ 

£ force -»ls further eroding and the 
societies of the world are more willing * , -— 
to shoulder the economic and social 

1 burdens of armaments.[59] • * \ ' * » 
;% 

It would be;" temp ting to conclude from this prognosis^ 

that the-modernist thesis about the obsolescence of military 

f force ouffero (tya uoe.Lprd Acton's phrase) from 'multiple 

dioordero. ' However, OOEMS -crucial aapecth of this thesis 
""* , . & t 

&3QSiofc be liglifily dia collated: , that: ehe" role of rallltary 

forGG, aC loaofi lu £hG afcrlcie' aenne of ia^er=c£ate or 
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international x/ar, is more closely circumscribed today than 

at any period before the end o£ the Second World War. This 

Is so primarily because the range of political ends 

(aggregate values) x/ar can serve has fallen sharply, x/hlle s 

conversely the aggregate costs of restorting to it had 

escalated x/ith modern military technology. Nevertheless, 

the Hobbesian view of the world as an anarchy in which 

violence is the ultima r.atio==both to protect the state and 

to promote its Interests in the face of opposition from 

"other states—remains the conventional wisdom of most 

governments and peoples. This Is especially so in the 

unsettled context of Africa in x/hich the unresolved legacy of 

the colonial past combined x/Ith relentless covert and overt 
j 

intrusion of extra-continental actors and forces (see Chapter 
t 

Two), suggest that frequent warfare will be the reality for 

some time to come. International peace and security, as 

Morgenthau put it, is now more than ever the ideology of 
* * ,' 

satisfied powers.[60] "* 
'\ 

••, The next chapter examines the validity of this thesis 

x/ithln the geopoliti^ffll context oof the conflict splrai and 

external'linkages In the African regional subsystem. It, % 

therefore, provides theC>necessary transition from the 
* * *• 

' ' ' 
system'**level of (international) interaction (Chapter One), to 

t 1 ' ^ 
the unit-leve|L' nat ional outcome (Chapter Three). , 9 

J *' * % 
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CHAPTER TWO 

Military Poxi/er and International Order: 
\ 

' the African dimension 

. . .'There has been a growing incidence of 
interstate Conflict and an emphasis on 

> military resolution of political differences*. 
These conflicts, and African concerns x/ith 

- them, have provided the superpox/ers, as 
well da the former colonial pox/ers, x/Ith / 

- opportunities for direct and indirect inter
vention in the region, something that 
African states feel pox/er less to prevent. 

5. Bruce Ar1inghaus[1] 

Africa is at a most difficult and explo-
- _ „ _siye.stage pf development. During the 

1980s quarrels x/ithin one country of 
, betxi/een hostile neighbouring "countries 
are likely to erupt into violent con- * 
f-Xricts. . . Such conflicts xfill affect not 
only the localities or countries direct-
ly inydlved, but- In many oases also x/ill £ 
provoke foreign intervention. This is 
not' to say that Africa x/ill be the pass- ' " 
>ive victim-of international power poli-

<* • tics. On the contrary, African factions 
x/ill actively seek foreign military and 

°° • economic assistance to bolster fragile 
f* " positions, as they^have frequently done 

already...In short, the outlook for 
Africa in the 198Qs is for continued 
JLnternationalisatlon of predictable , . v 

KLQCBI conflicts. , * 
'9 •" 

' ' * Colin«Legum[2] 

As'a continuation of the first, this Chapter examines the 

changing role-conception and dynamic functioning o£ military 
s - • i 

power (an its %validating neoeClausewitzian political philosophy) 
as an instrument of statecraft in the context of relations . 
. ° . . ' \ 

amor% African states. Contemporary Africa constitute^ .in many-% 

ways a'microcosm of-the complex pattreVn and .process/of Inter-

statye° relations (id terms p>£ °the "traditional modecT'of, eoopera-3 • 

'Ition, conflictl -and Indifference) ? which,'as noted in the'. 
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opening chapter, have characterised the prevailing global 

order. The tremendous diversity presented by the ethnic 

composition, socio-economic structure, and physical charac

teristics of the continent has had far-reaching spatial con

sequences for the nature and spiral of intra-regional conflict 

and the role of military force in its rosolution. As is 

readily seen in the 'raucous decade' of the 1970s, the diffu

sion of military capabilities and the decentralisation of 

initiative in threatening or usihg them have increased the 

chances for intra-regional armed confrontation. • " 

While the roots of these conflicts are invariably local, 

the dynamics (including.technologies) which fuel them are 

more often than not tied to regional and global rivalries 

as, for example,, the ongoing battle \£or the control of 

Western Sahara. The logic of this linkage (between local, 
* = » ' 

regional and global forces) resides oin an historical and com-

ple*x interaction between* extra-continental interests and -

regional economic, political, and ideological 'imperatives. 

Lox/ levels of economic,' industrial and structural develdpment 

pave the way for the rapid.Internati6nallsati,on of African 

conflicts, since most of these states have the capacity to-

initiate a war yet seldom the wherewithalvto sustain it." This 

internationalization,, of conflict- in turn gives'"occasion/ 

opportunity to super-pqwer and middle=power (e^g. Frdrice, and̂  

-̂  Cuba) goepolitical rivalry on the continent, thuo$ in ° turn 
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sustaining domestic conflagration as In Chad. 

Given this inexorable trend, analysis of the roles and 

limits of military pox/er in- the foreign and security policies 

of African states has perforce to be situated x/ithin the 

context pf contemporary global conflict dynamics as these 

Impact on the African subsystem. That is, the extent to 

x/hich the basic structure of the international system, the 

degree to which It Is sustained by ideological rivalry, and 

the relative instability of the states that comprise it set 

the contextual parameters for Africa's regional rivalries, 

defence build-ups, political instabilities, civil strife and 

decolonisation process in Southern Africa. Such a geopoliti-

cal perspective^ is arguably more productive for understanding, 

and predicting regional (Africa) conflict patterns involving 

the use of military, force, than a purely Intra-system func~ 

tional or Issue-based approach.[3] It^ thus, becomes'rieces- , 

.0) ' ° -

sary, when examining the role dynamj.cs of military power in 

conflict: resolution in. Africa: i) to explore the relation-

'ship betxi/een Intra-regiohal and extra-regional (global) inter

sections (section a); ii) to relate such interactions to 

attributes of actors; to examine "the relationship between 
• * 

interactions and conflict^patterns (section b) ; and iii) to <• 

attempt to develop an £s<sue-*jkfcsed typology of conflict dynamics 

and responses involving the military Instrument (oection c). 

The nesct> secfion, therefore,0 examinee the p^fevaillng modeo 

http://dynamj.cs
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of geopolitical judgements concerning the African subsystem 

as a necessary starting point for the appraisal of the role 

of military pox/er in the relations of African states. 

o 

a) Africa in the Global System: a geopolitical appraisal 

In analytical terms, geopolitics, as Raymond Aron 

explains, 'combines a geographical schematization of diplo-

marie-s'trategic relations x/ith a geographic-economic analysis 

of resburces, x/ith an interpretation of diplomatic attitudes 

as a result of the x/ay of life and of the environment. ' [4] 

In other x/ords, the essence of geopolitical analysis is the 

relation Oof international political pox/er (as manifested in * 

diplomatic, economic and military interactions) to the geo-

graphic letting and to peoples' Interpretation of the nature 

of this change. 

" Such a relationship is clearly complex; the 'geographi-, 
l 

cal setting' Is itself a multi-dimensional concept. It 

relates In part to the physical and spatial aspects of regions 

or states, such as terrain,' climate, resources, demographic 

trends, and national boundaries; but in part it also involves 

factors related to cultural geography. The intricate inter-

play between-the geographical setting and political power--

such as the nature of regimes, military capabilities, regional 

power balancesixana/alllances--has- significant implications , 

for the instrumental role of military power in intra-regional 
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conflict in Africa, as elsewhere. Recent developments in 

Southern Africa, the Horn, Western Sahara, and Chad all too 

vividly show this.[5] • l 

The history of geopolitical thought has been reasonably 

x/ell presented in the literature and x/ill not be reproduced 

here. [6] - For the purpose of this chapter, hoxi/ever, it is 

nece'ssary to specify the contemporary modes of geopolitical 

judgements as" they apply to extra-continental perceptions of 

the nature and directions of conflict in Africa. Such an,o. 

analytical framexrork is presently germane for the apprecia

tion of conflict dynamics and for the role of military force 

in the policy of African states. This is all the more so to 

the extent that the military systems of Africa (as a result 

of economic and technological underdevelopment) require a 

high level of foreign inputs in terms of arms transfer, train-

ing, technical assistance and, in certain cases, operational 

direction in conflict situations. 

The basic premises of- contemporary geopolitical thinking 

invariably hinge on East-West relations: -'a long-term and 

inalienable struggle between.the insular imperium of .the 

United States and the "heartland" imperium of the Soviet 

Union.'[7] The interface between the power of the U.S. and 

the U.S.S.R. are the "Rimlands" of Eurasia, Africa and Latin 

America. ^These are generally considered by contemporary geo-

politicians to be the focus of relentless struggle for con

trol (or denial of control) by the Big Two. Thus Colin Gray 
4 
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Ira's argued that the current Soviet 'build-up' of military and^ 

naval capability constitutes an historic bid for hegemony 

over the Eurasian-African Rimlands, and thus-=by extension--

for leverage against the rest of the" world. As he put it-

Whether or not Soviet leaders and defense 
planners think in MacKinder's terms, Soviet 
actions--considered In the round--can be 
fully comprehended only in a geopolitical 
framework. The West undoubtedly x̂ ill „ 
awaken to its danger, to the fact that the 
state of too many military balances, had 
been permitted to erode to its disadvant
age, but such an awakening could well /£ 
occur .too late. [8] 

Whether the U.S.S.R. Is really striving for world hege

mony or simply playing the power game (as is to be expected 

of a superpoxi/er) in the 'peripheries' of the 'world island' 
< 

is clearly debatable. Suffice, hox/ever, to note that 

accepting a selective and simplistic interpretation of a 

profound and complex reality such as contemporary trends in 

East-West relations has led some stategic writers in the 

West to develop an almost paranoic Interpretation of Soviet 

intentions. * > 

' This paranoia is clearly visible in the irif luential 

xi/ritings of Cold War warriors like S„trauz Hupe and his col

league W. A. Klnter who both typify the l̂ ind of distorted 

cynicism characteristic of the so-called 'Forward Strategy 

School.'[9] Like his intellectual mentor--Nicholas- Spykman--

Gray' s3 position about Soviet inb€ntibns'may be elegant but <j 

it Is apt to do%violence to reality. The inherent dangers 
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and the palpable weakness of thisOllne of thinking lie in 
* 9 

twos imagery and over-simplification. First, the danger lies 

in xi/hat Hans Speier has appropriately termed Magic Geography 

or deterministic Cartography. Since the earth is-a globe 

(and every point is surrounded by every other point), the 

suggestive power of particular maps depends critically upon 

their centres. One Can "design maps to' suggest almost any 

geopolitical hypothesis. In this respect, .analysts such as / 

Gray and Kissinger have tended to define geopolitical issues 

in terms that are compatible with tlieir own. ideological biases 

and organisational or partisan perspectives^. [10J ' --. 

And "second, abstract geopolitical theorising which 

accuses the U.S.S.R. of aspiring to,hegemony,over the 'world 

island' inevitably engenders excessive simplication of a 

complicated aet^of international relationships. As one of, 

the most indefatigable critics of this school, Stanley 

Hoffmann has noted: 
It neglects local circumstances, makes - »-

i each crisis a test of resolve, sees 
credibility in the most limited ,stake, 
counts on a linkage which cannot work ' 

"• and has no substantial conception of 
world order other than a military , / 
balance.[11] 

Hoffmann's stricture underlines the persistent divergence 

between sources of 'Third World' conflict and appropriate res-

ponses which has bedevilled American foreign policy in the 

post-Vietnam era. In relation to the African conflict, the 

debate between geopoliticians and regiOnallsts--or between 
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globalists and Africanists (as some analysts have character-

ised them), has centred around their assessment of the cen-

^rality of competition x̂ ith the, USSR and the role of "'force 

In it. On the one hand, the geopolitician focuses on Soviet 

powe'r, the importance »of regional balances,/allies arid the 

continuing.centrallty of military power0(albeit through 

"African proxies: South Africa/ Zaire, Morocco and Egypt) in 

defending immediate-American interests. On the other hand, 

reglonallsts point to* the expanded agenda of̂  world affairs arid 

'to multipolarlty, complexity and diversity. The regionalists 

also emphasise the constraints on Soviet power, the intract

ability of many problems to solution by miljCtary pox/er, the 

strength of indigenous nationalisms and the costs' of align-

ment x/ith African states which face multiple theats arising 
, 4 ** 

JErovx contradictions lit the^domestic order (e.g.„South Africa", 

Zaire, and Sadat's Egypt). 

However, while, as argued below, adherence, to the class

ical geopolitical policy paradigm Is arguably dysfunctional 

to long-term United States interests in Africa, novel deve-

lopments In superpoxi/er global rivalry in recent times have f 

refurbished the combative posture associated with the intel

lectual legacy'of established theorists .such as jMackindeJs., 

i ' . -

Spykman, and the Soviet strategists, A. M. Lagovsky and 

Marshall Sokolovsky. This new direction In geopolitical r 

>' ' > « • * 

thinking--one x̂/i'th fundamental Import for Africa--is mpst 

graphically articulated *by Geoffrey Kemp through a 'jaew 
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strategic map.'[12]\ - \ ) " 

The 'cartographic imperatives' Involved in thiŝ 'nextf map 

are seen by Kemp to comprise four basic elements, °all of rele; 

vance to Africa* 
i. The changing patterns of Western and v <* , a 

Soviet basing rights throughout the * 
world, in particular in the Indo- *\ <, 
Atlantic region and the Mediterranean°,. >" 

ii. The diffusion of political, economic „ 
and military power to the less- • ' . 
industrial countries,. 

iii. The increasing importance of resource 
inter-dependency for the Western 
world, the Socialist'countries and » 
the less-industrial countries ;*~a°nd 

r > * k 

iv. The new Lax*s of the Sea xi/hich are 
drastically altering the map of the 
world's oceans, seaways,' and choke-
pblnts.[13] • 

From the vantage point of such a map, two major' factors 

bearing on Africa in superpower strategic calculus are read!4 

ly visible. First, the centrality of the continent astride 
0 

two pertinent major Sea Lanes of Communication (SLOC)--the 

South Atlantic region covering an .area from the Persian Gulf, 

Southern Africa^, Vest Africa, to the coast of Brazil, and 

the Caribbean-Mediterranean axis--has immensely increased,, , . 

Western- concern about Soviet/presence in it. This has been 

, sovfor two reasons in particular: I) security of oil-

related traffic and ii) vulnerability .to Soviet iritercep-

, tion of, logistical support for battle groups in the Indian 

'Ooean theatre ;in the»event of war. [14]- And second, as a 'store 
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house of vital strategic minerals, Africa (as evidemt in 
o r * : 

orthodox Western academic literature and official policy 

papers) has increasingly become a strategic asset and one &£ 

the major pivots of Western (NATO) defence planning.' [15] 

(See Table 2.1). „ ' 

Thus, by dint of its centrality astride^tx/o SLOCs and its 

manifest resource and strategic*potential, Africa Is present

ly in the vertex of tension as the 'cold x/ar' again spreads. 
' * ' ' ' . 

This uncomfortable appreciation of Africa's 'Rimland' was 

recognised by the London Economist in, September 1981 as the 

'new -scramble for Africa' (or levels for foreign troop-p in ' * 

Africa, see Table 2.2). Admittedly, the salience of Africa in , 

extra-continental gebstrategic arid policy projections is not 

fixed. However, the preeminence of the above two factors in 

- the geopolitical assessments about Africa by the 'Superpowers' " 

(and their allie*s) Is unmistakable. This is highlighted in 

the continual debates over 'Africa policy' in -major centres 

of global power. These are invariably partisan and ideolc^gi-
7 

cal in overtone, as readily seen In influential academic / 

literature, the media, and official government publications 

-"on both sides of the 'iron curtain. ' [16] <s 
is. * , ^ 

' The dominant Western orthodox literature (a product of 

the 'New Frontier' cold war dogma) is predicated upon hair-

raising '"hawkish' analyses of Soviet policy in Africa, it " 

invariably recommends toughness "against the USSR.[17] This 
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literature has Jso be balanced against the, liberal 'Afrlcanlst' 

perspective--r^resented by Albinski', Zartman and Arlinghaus 

"among others--x/hich argues for moderation and circumspection 

in US and NATO policy toward Africa.[18] 

ConverselyMome aspects of Soviet literature concerning 

the role and objectives of 'imperialist' Westoin Africa are / 

equally galling. [19] In general, it share,s -the -Increasingly 

, dominant radical-perspective (one no doubt Influenced and 

conditioned by th& persistent economic contraditions and frus

trations deriving from direct and indirect countervailing forces 

t6 decblonisation in Southerff Africa) of African schovLarsir20] 

Thus, 'from Soviet, afc welras radical African perspective^, 

the paramount objective of NATO powers has been to preserve] 

their historic"1 economic, "Strategic and political dominance, 

of the African subsystem* through a combination of hegemonic 

%and patronal policies (Including direct and indirect support 

for settler regimes in Southern Africa,-and for' moribund 

''dictatorships such as that of Zaire's Mobutu), essentially 

designed to keep the Soviet Union at bay. On-this view, 

Soviet material and diplomatic support for African liberation, 

encouragement of OPEC*-style cartels and other ranges of 

indigenization^ and, nationalization measures constitute the 
e. 

antithesis to Western 'containment.1 The latter sees in 
a 

Soviet actions a maximal challenge to their own preferred 

models of functional and symbiotic -relations x̂ ith African 
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This'contending and continuing 'globalise' perception 

Y 
of Africa? held in the contemporary centers of World pox/er, 

notx/ithstending, evolving patterns of conflict spirals on the 

continent are revealing in one respect Africa has become an 

integral part of the global geopolitical chessboard of the 

superpox/ers and th,e\ir allies. This inexorable trend x/as mani-
V _ » • • 

fested-x/ith elemental^ fury in the mid- 1570s,, x/hen Africa be

came the scene of a heated confrontation which included ele

ments x>f .East-West rivalry^e.g. Angola, 1975-1976;, arid 
* 

Zaire, 1977 and 1978$'.** 

However, as will be argued belox/, the image of Africans 

as passive victims or stooges of foreign pox/ers in the' 

pattern of the nineteenth century (conveyed by some African

ists) [21] is noxtf clearly "both simplistic and paternalistic, 

If not obsolete., Thte Byzantine complexity of post-

independence politics of "African'states defies such a, conclu

sion. As Colin Legum put it: 
One of the mythologies of contemporary 
Africa 1,8 that the continent is the 
victim of exploiting foreign powers. i . 
But an objective analysis will show 
that this belief is a post colonial 
hangover \ from the days x/hen Africa was 
indeed the passive victim,of»the major 
powers. The situation today*is that 

"" foreign intervention recurs because 
African governments, Individually or o ,. 

" collectively, for their own interests, 
a are ready to engage external support.[22] 
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" Indeed?', the Increasing efforto of African governments 

to expand and improve their military forces and to then rely 

on them in coping x/ith domestic and intra-regional problems 

belies such an assertion. Furthermore, as the recurrent co

operation of the conservative pro-Western Francophone 'axis' 

of Morocco--Senegal--Ivory Coast--Gabon--Zaire x/ith extra-

continental actors in regional crises demonstrates, African 

elites .are in the throes of an ideological imbroglio. This 

oaly reinforces and sanctions the external presence x/hich many 

others on the continent are Inclined to consider dysfunction

al to African Interests. Clearly foreign 'intervention* In 

Africa can no longer be seen exclusively7 as a systemic 
- « 

necessity (the' Galtung model of 'topdog' pox/ers and the 

'underdog' paxms). k is a venture that consistently receives 
V > ' -

p 

active cooperation from states within the continent. < 

In the next section, the regional dynamics and 'local' 

or domestic factors which have fuelled prevailing conflict 

spirals and external linkages xi/ill be examined. It will be 

arguedvthat the unresolved legacy of settler colonialism In 

Southern Africa has combined with ethnic fragmentation and 

ideological and personality differences, among and between 

'pox/er elites' in AfrTqan states to" engender a volatile v 

' cockpit for intra-regional conflict which induces and paves 

the way for external intervention. The internatlonalisatlon 
of regional conflicts (dpmestic and interstate) also gives 
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J 
vent to» superpox/er geostrategic rivalry on the continent " 

(e.g. Angola and the 'Horn of Africa'). Because of their 

* ' * / 

divergent and competitive • orientations ,< thj? superpox/ers 

almost invariably, support opposing sides, thereby indirectly 

transferring their rivalry into local conflicts. And through 

the 'assistance' -they render, they make thair interests a 

factor in the genesis -as x/ell as the outcome of such con-

filets,. In other x/ords, since Internal or intra-regiohal 

wars in/contemporary African may engender profound social 

change which is fundamentally unpredictable (and' 'no 

situation is more threatening to nations than one x/hose 

outcome has become "so uncertain as to have moved beyond 

their control' [23*]) the superpox/ers are increasingly viex/— 

jing it to be in their national interests (as well as the 

Interests of their allies and clients') to ensure favourable 

results by intervening. 

b) Conflict Spiral and External Linkages 

b The preceding consideration of the geopolitical current 
% . . . . 

as „a contextual factor in the dynamics of .intra-regional 
* - *" 

conflicts In Africa Is revealing in one respect: these 

conflicts involve both local and systemic (global) 'factors 

and linkages among them. Although movement fr'om one level 

of analysis to another has been considered oiiathema by many 

analysts of conflict,[24] such shifts as noted in the pre- ba 

amble are1 necessary to understand the "dynamics of Influences 



from several levels in contemporary Africa- Hence the focus l 

.here x̂ ill treat conflict in Africa as an antagonistic situa-

tion in x/hich influences from all levels Interact pver time._ & 

By identifying linkages among Individual, societal and 

V - " 

systemic variables, the dimensions and complexities of r c3 

current conflicts can be highlighted.[25] 

Within such a linkage framex/ork, the immediate analyti- " 

cal task nox/ is" to,isolate: i) the environmental variables 

(domestic and regional) that contribute to conflict develop- 1 
V ' ,0 

ment and i i ) the systemic '(«gedpolitical, factors) tha t , sustain 

tbfim. This x/ill be folloxi/ed by a'conceptual synthesis and--

i l l u s t r a t i o n s from pers is tan t confl ic ts on .the ojontinent. 
, ; * ' ' * • 

,i) ' The Proximal Environment Variables -. 
. * =—" r .. y J 

This set of environmental variables includes: . long-term 

(contextual and convergent)', medium-term, ̂ short-term and 
, - . a 

precipitating factors.[26] Generally considered, these * 

variables range from settler colonialism, domestic fragmen-~ 

tation (ethnic pluralism) ah-d fissilparous pressures^ towards ° 

secession to colonial legacies of arbitrary borders and con-
*- ° i ' • 

figuration of elite power groups. The dynamics of such, 
v'elite economic, political and ideological confrontation " =?' 

f 

provide the context for foreign "countries and corporations to 
intervene in- what w&te, in origin, domestic or regional 

. . . 
disputeso In analytic/tprms, as locus of external intervenes i * *t> 
tion in intra-regional conflict, this set of factors derives 
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&ts theoretical antecedent from the 'pull theo'ry" first arti-

culated by Thucydides in his classics The Peloponneslan- War. 

Thucydides argued that pox/er lay behind all the reasons.for 

the outbreak of this Peloponnesian conflict: 

.-.rival parties in every state^demopratlc 
leaders 'trying to bring in %he Athenians, 
and oligarchies trying to bring in.the 
Spartans. In peacetime there would have 
heen "no excuse and no desire for calling 
them in, but in time of war, when each 
party could always count\ upon, an alliance 
which would do harm to its opponents, and 

, at the same time strengthen its ox/n 
position, it became 'a ̂ natural thing for c 
anyone who wanted a change of 'government 
to call in hel£ from outside.[27] 

This 'pull theory' perspective refers, the intervention 

stimulus back to actors operating in the target, thus creat

ing a link be"tx̂ een Inter- and intra-atate politics. It 

Identifies four distinct parties and .explains intervention 

in terms Of ideological polarization at the systemic level 

x/hicn is exploited by 'local' parties to any conflict. The 

theoretical irisights this approach provides into conflict 

spirals and responses in Africa become apparent x/hen con

sidered'in relation to systemic dynamics at the global level. 

II) The Systemic Variables 

. The systemic or geopolitical variables (as suggested 

in*section a, above) largely-involye prevailing East-West 

manoeuvering for ideological and strategic hegemony in the 

"peripheries of the World Island.' In the African 'peri

phery', such hegemonic rivalry îs currently mariifested in 
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the practices of i) 'belligerent, combative competitive 

imperialism betx/een East and West on Afrita, and ii) . 

cooperative imperialism betx/een We&t European and North « 

American poxfers.[28] ^Since prevailing perceptions on both 

sides of the 'Iron curtain' are zero-st&i, the expectad out-, 

come of the competition betx/een these two forces is, xhus, 

either the preservation of the status quo (the colonial . 

incorporation of Africa into 'the global capitalist s'ysteifl) or 

realignment into the Soviet socialist system. In this 
J 

c < 

regard, extra-continental intervention has increasingly 

focused on four interrelated geopolitical factors: strategic, 

economic, ideological and political'. [29] . 

In analytical, terms, this systemic-factor approach 

(unlike the dynamic of 'local' variables) derives its theo-

retical underpinning from the % push theory' of inter-vent ion. j 

One principal exponent'^of this approach is Hans Morgenthau 

who argued that from"the time of the ancient Greeks to the 
r i 

present, some states found It advantageous to intervene in 

the affairs of ̂ qth^rs on behalf of their own interests and 

against the latter's will.[3D] Thus, unlike Thucydides, " 

Morgenthau's formulation of interventionary behaviour con-
» ** % 

centrates on the motivation of the intervening, not'target, 

actors'. 

To borrow a Hegelian aphorism--'the truth/lies neither 

in the thesis nor the anti-thesis, but In the emergent 
. * • ) ~ • * 

synthesis that reconciles the truth of both'--considered 
i 

f 
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independently neither of the abovS- sets of factors (and their 

theoretical conventions--'pull' and 'push' theories) can 

sufficiently explain the spiral of violence and external 

linkages manifested in Africa in thp past couple of decades. 

Hox/ever, x/h<gn viewed ,as a coiuf.lue*nce df'mctors relative to 

particular, disputes, together they provide a sound basis for 

hypothesising* abput the increasingly ominous linkage pattern 

in intra-African conflict involving the use of military, . 

force. Seen in such terms, these seemingly divergent 

approaches in essence constitute different sides of the same 

coin and they both "relate to the. 'realist' school of thought 

x/hich viex/s military pox/er as the ultimate arbiter or the 

backdrop of international political intercourse (see Chapter 

One) . 

One the one hand, the 'pull factors as articulated by 

'Thucydides, highlight three potent variables x/ith consider-

able bearing on contemporary Africa: i) the basic structure. 
• % / 

f O MM 

of the International system; ii) the degree to x/hich ideo-

logical rivalry sustains the structure; *and̂  iii) the rela-

tive instability of the nations that comprise the continental 

.system, gfin the other hand, the 'push factors'• as postulated by 

Morgenthau, underscore the motivational and bureaucratic ' 

aspects of interventionary behaviour of- foreign powers towards 

Africa. And both aspects relate- to the threat perception 

dynamics of the intervening atatei and have been considered 

(for example by -George Modelski and Oran Young among others) 
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as the most crucial factors in post-Second World War ca 

of America's appeal"to force.{31] 

Within such a sjmthetic' framex/ork, the complex 

patterns of conflict spiral'and" externa;! linkage in A*frica 

become reauily explicable.. Perhaps, the primary evidence foi:. 
, ' . *-* • 

this contention,, lies in the fact that recent external involve-

ment in, the cor^einent has "focused on four explosive g6ae.sJof 

conflict (see.Table 2.3). • These have ranged from Morocco in 

the North-West to the xvhite •laager of Soath Africa»in' the sub-, 

. continental- tip, and from the Horn in thet NbTrfeh-East to 
-""" , ° * . \ 

Central Africa and Chad to the West. In, each case, the roots^ 

of the conflicts are local, but the dynamics xAiich fuel the _, 

xi/ar are^tied to regional and systemic rivalries., These 
- • " . s- , 

complex interactions of 'horizontal' and'""vertic-al' variables 

in recent conflicts in Africa are perhaps best represented 

in the continuing crises in Western Sahara, Angola, the Horn 

of Africa, and Chad if 32]. .. ~ t .v 

In the case of Western Sahara, for Instance, the. conflict 

is regional in scope. Its root causes are local, vet the ,*^ 

operative factors x/hich perpetuate the0 war are tied" to irival-

ries between"Moroccp, Algeriaxand Libya^ and the geopolitical 

interests of the superpowers. The long-'term contextual 

iable' is readily seen in the fact that for Morocco, 

;eria and Libya the Western Sahara conflict is only the 
a 

most immediate manifestation of a prolonged antagonism 



96 

l>etx?een different competitive p o l i t i c a i ^ n d economic systems. 

A 
Western Sahara reflect? a struggle betx/een systems--a conser

vative monarchy and a capitalist economy ~In Morocco versus a 

reformist socialist-oriented system ^n Algeria and Libya. 

Thus, in many ways, the struggle for control of Saharan 

'territory forms part of a larger geopolitical struggle for̂  

influence and* dominance in northwest Africa" 

The long-term convergent variables in the Western -

Sahara'conflict include*_ colonial occupation, colonial 

border "demarcation, and'the rise of Sahz*awi nationalism. 

The medium-term, short-term and precipitating factors involve 

the process of decolonisation, the continuation of Irredent- f 

4 ' 

1st claims hy Morocco and Mauritania, and the separatist 

stance and ideologies? affinity of the Polisario x-/ith Algeria 

* and Libya.[33] f ' 

The Western Sahara conflict is exemplary in revesfling 

^the pattern^ of causal dynamics^in prevailing conflicts in 

the continent. Its origin'reveals a complex spectrum of 

•factors, largely the legacy of Intractable historical circum

stances and the/unresolved present. Howeverr as* a result of 

contemporary geopolitical realities Dand the extensive 

'dependence of African states on external economic and mili-

tary patronage in crisis situations, other factors--super-

power global strategy, access to mineral resources, and 

Ideologies and alllances--have become commonodenominators In 
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the direction and resolution/perpetuation of this conflict. 

Such a configuration of factors underscores* the dangerous 

spiral of linkage between local and systemic Influences on 

conflict in the continent, especially when it involves 

divergent claims over disputed territory considered strate

gically important "by the superpowers. 
\ 

Apart from attempts in conflict studies to operational-

Ize existing research categories with respect to Africa,[34] 

extant literatures on continental conflict seldom* reflect 

the intricate dimension of variables highlighted 'above. In 

most cases, the pattern of argumentation, either explicitly 

or implicitly, reflects a primary preoccupation ,with partisan 

ditifcfor'tion which often is combined with self-serving propa

ganda to produce a good deal of misinformation and mispercep-

tion. As a consequence, objectivity becomes the casualty to 

ethnocentric rationalisations. Arthur Kllnghoffer's study 

of the Angolan melodrama, for instance, is just one of many 

examples of how partisan distortion easily triumphs over dis

passionate academic analysis. Indeed, Kllnghoffer's work on 

the Angolan crisis, inter alia, unwittingly helps to explain 

xi/hy policy decisions on Africa in Western capitals so often' 

go wrong. In discussing Soviet policy, he' counterposes an 

amicable view of Soviet intentions against a hostile viex/ 

and offers his oxvn discussion to synthesize, the two extremes. 

As his conclusion clearly demonstrates, this-" dialectic can 



be patently misleading, as the evidential items (e.g. the. ' 

alleged large-scale Soviet arms supplies to MPLA in March-

Apri-3LJ.975 and the canafird that Nigerian troops xi/ere .sent to 

Angola) are treated as having equal value, when manyx/ere 

concocted fabrications of a CIA misinformation exercise. 

Soviet arms'and Cuban troops, for example, began flooding 

into Angola after 2*aire, Chin̂ i, South Africa and the 

Americans became involved.[35]. * 4 

In much ,the> same vein, self-styled 'Africanists' such 

as Colin Legum, whose prolific writings on crises in̂  the 

continent have become one of the ,most influential source-

materials, have not altogether escaped the trap of such pro

s' 
paganda double talk about the roles and objectives of 

* * ty 

Wefstern vis a vis the socialist powers. Thus s in hĵ s recent 

contribution to the 1980s Study Project on Africa, prepared . 

under the auspices of the US Council on Foreign Relations, 

he found it,, in the end necessary to extenuate -the Inter

ventionary behaviour of Western powers In terms of Soviet 

'adventurism': 
Even if the major Western „powerB should 
wish to disengage from an'interventionist 
roles in Africa, it is hard to see how 
their global interests will allow this 
to happen so long as the Soviets at 
least remain unwilling to match such 
Western disengagements.[36] 

Legum's anti-Soviet sentiment undoubtedly In essence 

expresses the prevalent Western perceptions of Soviet policy 

in Africa. Further, it is clearly consistent with the 
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orthodox historiography of the cold war in which the United 

'States and its allies are portrayed as simply reacting to 

Soviet/ machinations but never being the initiators. However, 
•a 

a contrary perspective is certainly plausible about most 

African''flashpoints'. that the*infatuation of the Euro-

American blocK countries with preserving, their economic and 
. \ 

strategic dominance even through essentially Machiavellian 

means have only ensured Soviet leverage. As Arthur Gavshon 

Explains with respect to Southern Africa* / 

A major Washington misjudgement was for 
years to arm and fund Portugal, fellow-
member of North Atlantic Alliance (NATO), 
during the wars of liberation in the 
Lusitanian empire in Africa. Th'is left 
the resistance movements with little 
option but to lean more and more on the 
east for help. Until,Lisbon's authority 
collapsed, the Kissinger thesis/that 
'the whites' are here to stay in 
Southern Africa remained accepted wisdom 
in Washington. It x-/as a basic blunder 
that contributed t6 the transformation 
of the political map of Sub-Saharan 
Africa.[37] 

Judging from geopolitical preoccupations in the Reagan 

administration's policy toward Africa (xi/hich pays little--

if contemptuous--regard to local realities), the costly 

blunder engendered by Kissinger's thesis is yet to be recti

fied. Indeed^the basic premise of Reagan's policy in 

'Southern Africa, is based on the dubious assumption that there 

is little prospect of any successful revolutionary assault 

on the white laager. As one of the chief architects of the 

administration's pollcy--Chester Crocker--put it: 
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South African state is structured politi
cally and organised militarily to withstand 
significant levels of unrest...The xi/hite 
minority possesses overwhelming firepower' 
to sustain an administrative apparatus 
designed, if necessary, to break black 
organisation and seal off the black ^ 

, • o majority from the „essentlals of life.[38] 

Hence, the rigmarole of 'constructive engagement' which in 

the words of Stephen Solarz, has been nothing but a 

'rapprochement with racism. ' In the final section o*f this 

chapter, I intend to examine in greater detail the responses 

of African states to unabated intra-regional conflicts and 

external linkages. While, as alluded earlier in the present 

chapter, diplomatic efforts have been an integral element In 

conflict resolution, among African states, particular attention 

will be paid here--in line with the overall thrust of the 

thes!s--to military instruments of such statecraft. 

c) Conflict Dynamics and Response: the Role of Military 
Power in the Foreign Policy of African States 

' "S 

African states — as earlier indicated—have been far 

from passive observers or victims\of the events which unfold 

within and around them. On the contrary, the active diplo

matic and military initiative of some state-actors in the 

continent has engendered a new and uriprecerfdented dynamism 

in the regional environment. This is also a new direction 

x/hich, as "will be argued in the next chapter, reflects a 

greater x/illingness to Integrate a 'realist' philosophy 

of statecraft into the nebulous pan-African ethos of 'good 



•101 

neighbourliness. ' On this' view, the modest, efforts of the 

OAU to resolve peacefully local conflicts do not necessarily 

reflect foreign policy failures of member governments. *> 

Rather, the benign disposition of many African states toward * 

such regional vigilantism as that sf Nyerere of Tanzania 

underscores the increasingly Clausewitzian persuasion (see 

Introduction) of African governments towards the use of 

military force: that 'war is nothing'but a continuation of 

<f~policy.by other means' in Africa as elsewhere. 

This developing thrust in the foreign policy posture of 

an increasing numbers of Afridan states is readily visible 

in their efforts to enhance the operational capability of 

military forces and to rely on them in situations (domestic 

and external) which are unyielding to pacific strategies.[39] 

(See Table 2.4 and 2.5). It is also a tendency which, as 

noted by Henry Bienen and Claude Welch among others, trans

cends 'regime types' (.g. the civilian-military and socialist-

capitalist dichotomies), being instead the result of the 

prevailing rivalry in the continent. Such organisational 

task expansion of African military systems can readily be 
i 

seen in the enormous military expenditures, increases in the 

number of men under arms', weapons imports (delivery systems) 

and debates about the initiation of nuclear programmes. .For 

example, from 1950-to 1972 Africa as a whole Imported major/ 

weapons to the value of $1.2- billion annually. By 1979, 



hoxi/ever, continental tensions has pushed annual weapon costs 

up to .$15 billion (see Table 2*.6). 

The factojrs prompting and supporting this military 

expansion are varied and complex. Although their identifi

cation and analysis is beyond the scope of the present 

chapter (it x/ould require a case-by-case study of state 

behaviour which linked actions and policies from the micro-
•J k 

to macro-levels of interactions over time), it should-suffice 

to note that their roots and dynamics reside as much in 

regional instability as they are products of extra-

continental geopolitical rivalry. The inevitable consequence 

of this regional/continental 'arms race' is the unprecedented 

and alarming scale in which increasing number of*African 

,states either resort to or threaten the use of military force 

to advance their respective Interests and objectives^ however 

defined, thereby further quickening the pace'and level of 

escalation (see Appendix I I I ) . That is, while the correla
te «• 

tipn between arms-acquistion/weapons transfer and th^ out

break of war in Africa cannot-readily be said to be sign!-* 

t 

ficant or, positive (as critics of Richardson's school of 

thought have severally pointed o u t ) , it can, nevertheless j 

be argued that the rapid proliferation of highly sophisti-

"cated x/eapons in Africa may contribute to 'militaristic' 

tendencies and encourage some leaders of African states to 

think of military, rather than political means for resolving 
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intra-regional disputes. * 

'Thus, like the major pox̂ ers before them, an increasing 

number of African states nox/ adopt vigilantist postures in 

regional disputes. Such postures involve direct military 

actions (Morocco, Libya, Zaire, Tanzania, Ethiopia, and 

South Africa), and indirect involvements in domestic strife 

by supporting rival factions tp regimes >in 'power. "They are 

also acting, even more ominously, as important conduits 

for the financing and re-transfer.pf arms from extra-

continental pox/er s. As a result, the rate of the mllitarl- > 
» 

zation of the continent has began outstripping that of every 

other region outside the Middle East-. 

Concomitantly, African states are increasingly utilising, 

military means in Intra-regional and inter-state conflicts. 

In certain cases (as in Southern Africa-) such responses 

(e.g. the commitment of the Front Line States to mutual 

defence) have become a precondition for national survival In 

the face of hostile challenge.[40] In other cases, they 

represent genuine efforts to counteract* menacing external 

interventions in a civil order (e.g. Libya's response to 

imperial France in Chad) of a neighbouring state. 

In this context, the application of military instrument 

in African foreign policy can be broadly divided into: 

' i. Realonal vlgllantlsm,* 
II. rSqB&ctlve' security against reglofaal 

pariahs": involving momentous levels 
of support for liberation movements 
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-\ In the Lusitanian empire and against z 
albinocracies of Southern Africa; 

t „ 

iii. Collective'^ security through peace
keeping, and », " ~ 

Iv. Military force as the ultimate 
arbiter in interstate conflict 
involving divergent boundary claims 
and irrede'ntist aspirations. 

' /! / 

The first way in which the military has found expression 

in the policy of African states' is through vigilantist acti-

vism. As defined by Rosenbaum and Sedenberg, vigilantism 
t • ^ 

consists of: 

ActTgor threats of coercion in violation of * 
s theVfprmal boundaries of. an established 
soclo-pol.ltleal order but* intended by the 
violators^to defend that order from some 
force of Subversion...When individuals or 
groups identifying with the established 

1 order defend it by resorting to means 
in violation of these formal boundaries 

& they can be usefully denominated as * 
vigilantes.[411 

Under this definition, a number of responses by African 

states .to systemic challenges can be so categorised1. 

"Regional vigilantism, for example, includes acts sush as 

direct military intervention with the express purpose of 

either defending or overthrowing de facto government of a 

target state. Libya's intervention in Chad and Tanzania's 

incursion into Uganda fall under this category. Similarly, 

Morocco's'rolte in the Sh'aba crises of March 1977 and May 

1978, and Zaire's involvement in Chad (1982-1983) in support 

of Habre can also be oonsiderted acts of vigilantism. How

ever, since the latter cases of intervention involved hlghr 

http://soclo-pol.lt
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level material (transport planes, financial dfffset, logisti-

.cal support, etc) and diplomatic"backings from extra-regional 

°'pox/ers {notably, t̂ he United States, France .and Belgium) , 

they have been cate'gofcized as acts of proxy by jBome scholars 

that is, that they represent support for extra-continental 

Interes^s^ultivated for some. African states' oxm immediate 

interests--Western Sahara /Morocco) and Shaba (Zaire).[42] 

The secorid x/ay (albeit indirect) in which military 

measures have been actively utilised by African states is as 

'selective security.-' This term selective security is 

preferred'here to 'collective security.' The latter implies 

an arrangement whereby a community puts down any aggressor 

that^might arise within its ranks. The former is designed 

for joint resistance*t° possible aggression stemming from a 

particular pox/er. bloc or entity external to the community 

(e.g. NATO and WTO). While various proposals for a regional 

security system in Africa have so far not materialised (see 
V 

Chapter Seven, section e) the relentless pursuit of a 

'selective security' policy (through national liberation 

movements) against the remnants of Western colonialism in 

Southern Africa has preoccupied the OAU over the past 'couple 

of decades. During the struggles for the independence of 

Angola, for instance', African states acting In concert* , 

helped to legitimise Soviet-Cuban assistance to the Movement 

for the Popular Liberation of Angola (MPLA), Current 

.support for SWAPO, ANC and PAC by OAU. states includes 
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military assistances-training, equipment, and "̂ og is tics--and 

an active diplomatic front, which in the case of SWAPO has 

helped to counteract the high-handed attempt by the Reagan 

administration to gain international support (especially 

from NATO countries) for its anti-Cuban crusaae. 

The third recurrent x/ay--and one with a potential for 

stabilisation--in which the military instrument has found 

expression in the policy of African states has been through 

the mechanism of peacekeeping. As noted in Chapter One, 

this involves a, qualitatively different role for armed 

forces than the use of force entailed in the first two cases 

(vigilantlsm and selective security). Peacekeeping is 

essentially a 'utility in non-use' or' v/hat Dag Hammerskjold 
* 

once' termed preventive diplomacy, that is, a collective 

endeavour to isolate, intra- and inter-state conflict (in 

Africa) from^th^9nexus of cold war and regional animosities, 

while buying time for the conflict to be settled through 

peaceful mediation.[43] 

In this respect, the recent-Inter-African Peacekeeping 

Force (IAF) in Chad represents the first collective attempt 

at 'preventive diplomacy' by African states outside the frame-

Xi/ork of the United Nations. However, while untoward develop

ments in Chad forced the evacuation of this multinational 

peacekeeping forcey it will, continue to be a subject of 

considerable debate about whether such an enervating 

experience constitutes a failure on the part of the OAU.[44] J' 
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Two observations are, nevertheless, apposite. First, the 

experience of the IAF raises a crucial question aboUt, the 

advisability of peacekeeping in an essentially praetorian 

condition (a highly fractionalized and violently politi

cised social order). As the experience of United Nations 

Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) has demonstrated, such a , 

domestic order is anything but conducive to conflict-

control procedures (negotiation', mediation, adjudication and 

enforcement actions) involved in peacekeeping operations. [45 "r 

And second, the horrendous financial, administrative and 

logistical problems which confronted IAF in Chad raise the 

question of the readiness of African states for the taxing 

and complex operations involved in peacekeeping. For 

instance, logistical support for a peacekeeping mission can 

be a nightmare. It Involves a wide-ranging expertise, 

encompassing the broad spectrum of engineering, medical, 

repair and maintenance, communications, transportation 

(including air transportation) and supplies. 

Severe shortages of expertise in areas covered by this * 

logistical spectrum In African states are widely conceded. 

However, as most commentators have noted, while such 

expertise does not necessarily remain outside the competence 

of African militaries, the question of political will of OAU 

members in suport of peacekeeping remains doubtful. Indeed, 

it may be argued that IAF x/as more a> collection of peace-
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keeping forces, (an-ad hoc arrangement with narrowly defined 

standards) rather than a collective effort (an integrated 

force with commitment less subject to independent national 

interpretations). Nevertheless, in operational terms, the 

debacle in Chad .sets a controversial precedent x/hich future 

OAU decisions concerning'peacekeeping cannot ignore. As the 

former GOC of UNIFIL, Major-General Emmanuel Er^kine 

commented. '.'It is encouraging that the OAU. decided to go to 

'Chad...If it fails because of mistakes, x/e xvill have to 

learn from them, why It failed and make the next peace

keeping mission better. It is better to attempt and fail 

than to do nothing.'.'[46] » 

Finally, fourth, the expressive use of military power 

in the foreign policy of African states, has found its clear

ed 

est manifestation as the ultimate arbiter in the reso

lution of inter-state conflict involving divergent boundary 

claims and irredentist aspirations.. Perhaps the most graphic 

example' here is the unresolved crisis in the Horn of Africa % 

Xi/hich has intermitently pitched Ethiopia against Somalia since 

the late-1970s. In recent months (sensitized no doubt by 

the incident along its borders with the Cameroon) the Nigerian 

government has acted x/ith unusual swiftness to dislodge by 

military means t.he Chadian soldiers who occupied tx/o islands 

in Lake Chad legally (under the tripatite settlement of 1976) 

within Nigeria's territorial water' (See Chapter Four, 

section b).[47] 
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Conclusion 

Given the intractability of factors "which generate and . 

fuel conflict and confrpntation In the'African regional sub-

system (delineated above) and the potentiality for the 

internationallsation of these conflicts', the manifest us~e of 

military force as an instrument ot statecraft by^African , 
\ 

policy-makers is bound to increase exponentially, especially n 
c 

as the age of detente Is shading into a new era of cold war 
'* \ 

at the global level. This, however, is not to suggest that -

some of the salutory restraining, factors--which, as noted in 

theMpreceding chapter, have engendered a major, if not 

dramatic, permutation; in the conception of'international war 

and In the utility of military force--do not apply to the 

African condition (as Adda Bozeman, among others, have 

argued). Indeed, there* is reas.on to believe that African 

governments and elites<.tiaJve° a genuine commitment to the 

notion of 'diminished legitimacy of war.' Such a notion is 

implicit in the ideals of Pan-AfricanismI and has to some 

extent found institutional expression ino the OAU, which has 

been instrumental on a number of occasions--via leading 

African statesmen--In bringing about a speedy termination of 

intra- and inter-state conflict.[48] * 

• This notwithstanding, contemporary African governments 

do not seem to lack incentives (for defensive or offensive 

reasons) to consider force or To Be militarily prepared for 
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executing that option. Several conditions peculiar to African 

states „(as well.as.other Third World countrfites in general) 

fail either tp restrain resort to military force or positive-

ly favour the generation of interstate conflict. Most 

African states are economically and technologically undeve-

- "loped and hence untouched by some of the conditions which 

operate to deflate the value of war in the more industrial

ised societies (see the preceding chapter). As structures 

of quite recent orgin (with the exception of a negligible 

few) , endox/ed with potentially troublesome colonial bounda-

'ries t many African states' may be said to confront today the 

sort.of problems that preoccupied the states of Europe . , 

between 1750 and 1950. Furthermore, as Samuel Hunt^gton has 

pointed out in his institutionalisation theory,~ theirs 

political and civil' institutions (especially the conflict-
» - ^> 

resolving mechanisms) are still in the process of stabili-

sat ion or perfection. As a result, they seldom xi/ithstand 

the explosive discharges engendered by the breakdown of 

civil order (e.g. Nigeria, 1966-1970>.f49] 

In terms of future trends, therefore, four major issue-

areas capable of generating the decision to go to war can 

still be abstracted as of crucial importance. First, there 
is the bolonial legacy of arbitrary borders xvhich, apart 

from major conflicts in Western Sahara and the Ogaden, havt 

also draxm Nigeria into a menacing defence posture against 
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its neighbours (Benin, Cameroon and Chad). 

Second, sometimes overlapping xi/ith the first, is the 

protection or"liberation of ethnically-related peoples; that 

is, ethno-national reunification or irredentism. Third, 

apparently the one most productive of external intervention 

In the continent today, is the remnant ^f western * 

colonialism In Africa: the racist albinocracy of South 

Africa and its unflagging hold on Namibia. And fourth, the 

final issue is intervention in civil strife, to either 

support or combat incumbent regimes. Libya's .unabated 

involvement in Chad ap&\Zaire's show of force in support of 

Habre's faction there are^hoth bound to raise the prospect 

of intra-regional competition to influence outcomes In the 

domestic power struggle. 

Tentatively, in the" fors'deable future,» as some African 

countries settle their domestic proble'ms of authority and 
a 

internecine conflicts to devote themselves to vital contin

ental issues commanding some degree of consensus, the 

related problems of Namlbian independence and settler 

colonialism in South Africa will top their agendas. Since 

the challenges posed for OAU Africa by tne' racist Afrikaner 

regime in South Africa cannot be confronted without adequate 

cognizance of the configuration of poxi/erful extracontinental 

interests that help sustain it, the African states— 

especially those in Southern Africa--may have little 
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choice but to play the * Soviet Card' to ensure eventual 

resolution of the conflict (see Chapter Seven). 

Moving from global (Chapter One) and regional levels, 

the next chapter considers the particular Nigerian definition 

of the role of military power in foreign policy. It focuses 

on the theoretical parameters of strategic thinking in the 

Nigerian context, as an immediate framework for the empirical 

chapters to follow. Critical consideration will, therefore, 

be paid i) to'the military or "security environment of 

Nigeria (both the physical geography and the balance of forces 

between Nigeria and its potential adversaries), as a deter-

minant of security policy and defence needs, and . ii) to 

the perceptions and dispositions of its policy-makers tqwards 
. V • i -

the use of force in the post-independence era. As such the 

,chapter brings together regidnal (and global) question in a 

' national context and so relates "comparative and international 

issues to foreign policy and defence strategy in one state: 

Nigeria. v 
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TABLE. 2.1 

African Production and Resources of Certain Raw Materials 

Mineral 
% of World 

Production (1974) % of World Resources[a] 

Antimony 

Bauxite 

Chromium 

Cobalt 

Columbium 

Gold 

Manganese 

Petroleum 

Platinum 

Uraniuij^ 

Vanadium 

South Africa (22%), 
Morocco (3%) 

Guinea (8%), 
Other (1%) 

South Africa (26%), 
Zimbabwe (8%); 
•Madagascar (2%) 

Zaire (58%), 
Zambia (10%), 

Nigeria (6%) 

tv 

r-
South Africa - (61%) , 
Ghana (2%) 

. South A f r l c a ^ ^ ) ; ' 
Gabon (10%); 
Other (4%) 

Nigeria (4%), 
Libya (3%); 
Algeria (2%); 
Other (1%) 

i 

South Africa (49%) 

. South Africa (14%); • 
Niger (5%); 
Gabon (3%) 

Sojith Africa (46%) 

South Africa (6%) 

Guinea (26%); 
Cameroon (4%), 
Ghana (2%)[b] 

South Africa (71%),, 
Zimbabwe (26%) 

Zaire '(18%), Zambia (8%)' 

Zaire (3%). Kenya (3%); 
Uganda (2%>: 
Nigeria (2%), 
Other- (2%)[b] 

Soî th Africa (53%) 

South Africa (42%) 
Gabon (2%) 

Libya (4%); Nigeria (2%), 
Algeria (2%); , 
Other (l%)[b] 

South, Africa (47%) 

South Africa (16%); 
Niger (2%);* 
Other (2%)[d] 

South Africa (32%)[c] 

— X 
"continued 
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TABLE 2 . 1 . P a r t 2 
^ 

[a] Resources are known deposits, whetner economical or not 
at current prices and technology". Reserves ar that 
portion of resources recoverable under present condi
tions. ' 

[b] Reserves only. 

[c] Production and resource figures for South Africa 
include Namibia (Southwest Africa). 

[d] Figures exclude U..S.S.R. 

SOURCE". U.S. Department of Interidr, Bureau of Mines, 
Minerals Yearbook, 1981. 

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Mines, 
Mineral Facts and Problems, 1982. 

. , ' 
U.S. Department Geological Survey, Professional 
Papers Q17 and 820. 
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TABLE 2.2 

Some Foreign Military Bases In Africa 

Country No. of 
Owning Base Bases Location Installation 

France Port-Boet in 
Abidjan sub-
burbs, l^oxy 
Coast 

Senegal 

Gabon 

Djibouti . 

Central 
African 
Republic 

air force 
facilities 

military facilities 

military facilities 

naval and air 
facilities 

multi-purpose, use 
possibly including 
missile trials 

Britain enya 

Mauritius 

Botswana 

military facilities 

communications 
facilities 

RAF Electronic/ 
facilities o ^>-

U. S. A. 

Morocco 
a 

Kenya 

pre-positioning of 
military materials 

pre-posltioning of 
military materials/ 
military exercises 

military/communication 

pre-positioning of 
military materials 

\ continued 
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Part 2 

Country No. of 
Ox/ning Base Bases , Location Installation 

Soviet Union 

/ 

It is not 
confirmed if 
Soviet involve
ment in Ethio
pia has led to 
the development 
of a milit'ary 
base in that 
country. 

West Germany 1 ' Shaba area in missile testlng/commu-
Zalre n^ttlbn facilities 

— , . ^ , , 

SOURCE Jv Keegan', (ed.), World Armies (London: Macmlllan, 
l1983), pp. 832-33. 

NOTES: Bases In apartheid South Africa are not included 
in this table.. 
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TABLE 2 . 3 -

I n t e r v e n t i o n s i n A f r i c a 1975-82 

VENUE YEAR INTERVENER ORIENTATION 

Angola 1974-6[1] 

Zaire 
(Shaba) 1977, 1978 

The Horn 1977-8 

a 
Mauritania 1977-8 

Chad 

Uganda 

Chad 

1978 

1979 

1979 

Tunisia 1980 

Chad ' 1980 

Gambia $981 

Zaire 
United States 
ReVp of South 
Africa 
Cuba (with 
Soviet support) 

France[3] 
Belgium 
Morocco 
Senegal °" 
United -States 

Somalia 
South Yemen 
Cuba 
USSR 

Pollsario 
Morocco[4] 

France 

France 
Libya 

Libya 
Tanzania 

Nigeria 
Libya 

Libya 

Libya 

Senegal 

pro-FNLA[2] 
pro-FNLA, UNITA 

pro-FNAL, UNITA 

pro-MPLA 

pro-Za2rean govt. 
pro-Za5rean govt's, 
pro-Za2rean govt. 
pro-Za5rean govt, 
pro*Zairean govt. 

pro-WSLF 
pro-Ethiopian govt. 
pro-Ethiopian govt. 
pro-Ethiopian govt. 

anti-govt. 
pro-Mauritanian 
govt. 
pro-Mauritanian 
govt. 

pro-Chadian govt. 
,pro-Acyl Ahmat 

pro-Ugandan govt. 
anti-Amin 

peacekeeping 
anti-govt. 

anti-govt. 

anti-govt. 

pro-Gambian govt,. 
a 

continued 
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VENUE 

Chad 

Zimbabwe 

Mozambique 

Chad 

Somalia 

» 

TABLE 2.3 

Interventions in Africa 1975 

YEAR 

1981 

1982 f 

1982 ° 

1982 

1982 

INTERVENER 

OAU ' 

Rep. of South 
Africa 

jl̂ ep. of South 
jAfrida , 

Libya 

Ethiopia 
s 
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Part 2 

-82 

ORIENTATION 

peacekeeping 

destabilization 
of govt. 

destabilization, 
pro-MRM 

pro-Goukouni 

pro-SSDF 

Cuban troops remain in Angola, while South African 
incursions persist. 

Abbretiations FNLA—Frente de Libertaoao Nacional de 
Angola, UNITA--Uniao para e Independencia Total de 
Angola; MPLA—Movimento Popular di Libertacao de 
Angola, WSLF--Western Somali Liberation Front, 
Polisario--Popular Front for the Liberation of the 
Saguia el-Hamr and "Rio de Oro, OAU--Organization of 
African Unity; SSDF—Somali Salvation Democratic Front. 

Since the FLNC (Front de Liberation Nationale Congo-
laise) apparently acted Independently/ and is comprised 
of Zairois, it is not listed as an intervener. 

Morocco's occupation of the Western Sahara is not listed 
as an intervention, as King Hassan was not intruding 
on one side or another, of.an internal dispute. His intent 
xi/as not to affect the internal politics, such as they ' 
x̂ ere, of the former Spanish Sahara, but to extinguish 
them. 



TABLE 2.4 

Arms Imports of African States, 1970-9»($mllllon) 

* 1970 1975 1979 Peak 

Algeria 
Angola 
Benin 
Botswana 
Burundi 
Cameroons 
Cape Verde 
Island 
Central 
African Rep I 
Chad 
Congo 
Egypt 
Equ. Guiriea 
Ethiopia 
Gabpn 
Gamb ia 
Ghana 
Guinea 
Guinea-
Bissau 
Ivory Coast 
-Kenya 
Lesotho 
Liberia 
Libya 
Madagascar 
Malax/i 
Mali 
Mauritania 
Mauritius 
Morocco 
Mozambique 
Niger 
Nigeria 
Rwanda 
Sao Tome 
e Principe 

49 

: 
0 

-
-

-

-
. 

-
1075 

-
16 
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-
-
99 
-
-
-
-
-
16 
-
-

8 
-

-

107 
120 

• 
11 
5 

$ 

-
-
11 

417 
11 

. 35 
-
-

' 23 

-
5 
11 
-
-

656 
-

^s* 

11 
-
-
59 
35 
-

107 
M. 

-

385 
100 
9 
4 
9. 

. 

27 
, 

•4 
-

' 18 
339 
-

192 
9 
-
6 
18 

9 
55 , 
45 
JA <^S 

i\\k 18 
|9 
/9 h 
'NA 

•v 441 
55 
27 
91 
4 

-

625 
261' 

10 (1977), 

11 

11 
32 

1215 

1100 
22 
5 

10 
70 
50 

f 

20 

60 
42 

460 
120 

10 

(1978) 
(1976) 
(1979) 
, 1978) 
(1975) 
(1976) 

(1979) 

(1979) 
(1976) 
(1977) 
(1973) 
(1975) 
(1978) 
(1976) 
(1976) 
(1978) 
(19J5) 

(1978) 
(1978) 
(1978) 

-
= 

(1979) 
(1978) 
(1979) 
(1978) 
(1977) 

-
(1978) 
(1978) 

-
-

(1978) 

= 

N * 
Continued 
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TABLE 2.4 Part 2 

Arms Imports of African Stages / 1970-9 ($million) 

(. , 0 

1970 1975 1979 Peak • 

Senegal 
Sierra Leone 
Somalia 
Republic of 
South Africa 
Sudan 
Swaziland 
Tanzania 
Togo 
Tunisia 
Uganda 
Upper Volta 
Zaire 
Zambia 
Zimbabwe 
TOTAL 

-

<a ~ 
16 

66 
66 
-
8 

-
16 
-
-
16 
8 

-
1463 

-
-
83 

155 
-
-
11" 
11 
11 
83 
5 
35 
23 
5 

2097 

9 
-
27 

18 
73 
-

220 
-
82 
-
9 

27 
18 
18 . 

4540 

20 

170 

204 
171 

22 

136 
60 

(1978) 
-
(1978) 

(1976) 
(1977) 

-
(1979) 
(1976) . 
(1979) 
(1975) 
(1979) 
(1976) 
(1978-) 
(1979) 
(1979) 

SOURCE: World Military Expenditure and Arms Transfers, 
1970-1979 (Washington: Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency, 1982). Figures are in 1978 constant 
dollars. 
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TABLE 2.5 

Size^ of Armed Forces in African States 

> - » 

1965 1970 1975 * 1979 

Algeria 
Angola 
Benin « 
Botswana 
Burundi 
Cameroons 
Cape Verde 
Island 
Central 
African Rep. 
Chad 
Congo 
Egypt 
Equ. Guinea 
Ethiopia 
Gabon 
Gambia 
Ghana 
Guinea 
'-Guinea-
Bissau 
Ivory Coast 
Kenya 
Lesotho 
Liberia 
Libya 
Madagascar 
Malawi 
Mali 
Mauritania 
Mauritius 
Morocco 
Mozambique 
Niger ° 
Nigeria 
Rwanda 
Sao Tome 
e Principe 

30,000 
-

2,000 
-

2,000 
8,000 

-

2,000 
4,000 
4,000 

205,000 
-

60,000 
1,000 

-
25,000 
9,000 

-
5,000 
16,000 

-
4,000 
17,000 
5,000 
4,000 
8,000 
2,000 

-
50,000 

-

2,000 
25,000 
2,000^-

z "» 

80,000 
-

2,000 
-

3,000 
8,000 

-

2,000 
7,000 
6,000 

255,000 
1,000 

45,000 
1,000 

-
35,000 
9,000 

-
6,000 
7,000 

„ 

5,000 
18,000 
9,000 
4,000 
8,000 
3,000 

-
65 ,.000 

-
4,000 

200,000 
- 4,000 

-

80,000 
30,000 
3,000 
1,000 
7,000 

10,000 

NA 

3,000 
11,000 
7,000 

400,000 
5,000 

50.,000 . 
3,000 

-
20,000 
7,000 

• \ 

5,000 
7,000 
9,000 
1,000 
6,000 

, 25,000 
13,000 
5,000 
8,000 
3,000 
3,000 

75,000 
20 ,'000 
4,00 

270,000 
4,000 

NA 

. 89,000 
47,000 
4,000 
3,000 
8,000 

11,000 

NA 

4,000 
NA 

16,000 
395,000 

2,000 
250,000 

5,000 
1,000 

15., 000 
18,000 

5,000 
6,000 

13,000 
1,000 
7,000 

53,000 
20,000 
5,000 
5,000 
8,000 

-
98,000 
24,000 
3,000 

164,000 
4,000 

NA 

Continued 



<*> 

TABLE 2.5 

122 

Part 2 

Size of Armed Forces in African-States 

1965 1970 1975 1979-

Senegal 
Sierra Leone 
Somalia 
Republic of 
South^Africa 
Sudan 
Swaziland 
Tanzania 
Togo 
Tunisia 
Uganda 
Upper Volta 
Zaire 
Zamb ia 
Zimbabwe 
TOTAL 

7,000 
3,000 
12,000 

55,000 
18,000 

10,000 
2,000 
20,000 
6,000 
3,000 

25,000 
9,000 

662,000 

7,t)00 
3,000 
20,000 

40,000 
25,000 

20,6u0 
2,000 
25,000 
16,000 
4,0Q0 
45,000 

" 12,000 
11,000 

1,017,000 

7,000 
•5,000 
30,000 

50,000 
50,000 

' 1,000 
25,000 
3,000 
20,000 
25,000 
5,000 

55,-000. 
16,000 
15,000 

,402,000 

8,000 
2,000 
54,000 

70,000 
65,000 
2,000 
53,000 
4,000 
24,000 
6,000 

v 4,000 
23,000 
2P,000 
22,000 

1,641,000 

SOURCE: World Military Expenditure and Arms Transfera, 
1964-1973 and 1974-1979 (Washington: 
and Disarmament Agency, 1976, 1982) 

Arms Contro1 
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Military Expenditure in Africa,[1] 1970-9 
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1970 
% 

$m GE[2] 

1975 
%.) % % 

GNP $m GE GNP 

1979 -
% % 

$m GE GNP 

T? 

Algeria 
Angola 
Benin 
Botswana 
Burundi 
Cameroons 
Cape Verde 
Island 
Central 
African Rep. 
Chad 
Congo 
Egypt . 
Equ. Guinea" 
Ethiopia 
Gabon 
Gambia 
Ghana 
Guinea 
Guinea-
Bissau 
Ivory Coast 
Kenya 
Lesotho 
Liberia 
Libya 
Madagascar 
Malawi 
Mali n -
Mauritania 
Mauritius 
Morocco 
Mbzambique 
Niger 
Nigeria-
Rwanda 
Sao Tome 
e Principe 

309 8.1 

10 1-2.2 

6 
" A 6 

11 
28 
32 

1161 
7 
66 
21 

12.7 
12.0. 

12.4 
22.3 
NA 
32.4 
19.6 
21.2 
6.1 

208 
30 

53 
32 

8 
443 
30 
2 
15 
5 
1 

203 

8 
1180 
12 

9.< 
NA 

5.1 
4.9 

6.6 
9.9 
8.1 
1.5 

17.8 
9.* 
NA 
12.4 

6.5 
36.6 
23.5 

2.0 456 6„8°-^.3 
103 11.5 3.6 

1.7 -9 11.4 1.5 

1.3 11 20.7 2.3 
1.8 51 11.6 1.7 

NA NA NA 

2, 
4, 
5, 

.9 ' 9 9 

.7 34 29.0 

.0 40 11.1 
12.8 2164 35.5 
5.2v 5 61.8 
2.3 126 20.2 
1.5 24 1.8 

2.0 
3.0 

185 7 .-3 
23 ,10.0 

NA NA 
1.3 83 5.6 
1.0 68 6.5 

1.4 4 3.5 
2.8 262 5.1 
1.4 36 9.7 
0.5 6 3.0 
2.3 23 21.4 
'1.5 10 5.8 
0.2 1 0.6 
2.6 467 13.6 

22 7.5 
0.8 9 6.8 
5.9 1601 8.8 
2.0 10 14.5 

^ 

.1 

.5 
4.7 
19.6 
4.6 
3.8 
0.8 

1.7 
1.9 

NA 
1.4 
1-7 

0.8 
2.2 
1.7 
0.8 
3.0 
2.7 
0.1 
4.4 
0.9 
1.0 
3.4 
1.3 

NA °NA 

6,42 8.2 2.4 
NA NA NA 
15 12.6 2.0 
12 5 2.4 
20 23.3 3.3 
59 9.9 1.4' 

1 4.5 2.1 

9 10.4 
NA NA 
35 14.4 

1.9 
NA'** 
4-2 

1717 24.8 10.5 
NA NA NA 
322 35.1 8.7 . 
NA NA NA 

64 
NA 

4.2 
NA 

NA NA 
214 7.3 
255 15.6 

8 2.7 
394 -5.9 
99 14.3 
18 6.7 
30 23.7 

NA NA 
• 1 

762 
NA 
10° 

1531 

0.4 
17.5 
NA 
4.6 
12 

14 15.2 

0.6 
NA 

NA 
2.7 
4.8 
.r 
1.1 
2.2 
4.3 
1.7 
2.9 
NA 
0.1 
5.6 
NA-
0.8 
2.5 
1.7 

-Continued 
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X 

5? 

TABLE 

„ Military Expenditure 
/ 

6 

* 

_ 

Senegal 
'Sier_ra Leone 
Somalia 
Republic of 
South Africa 
Sudan 
Swaziland 
Tanzania^ 
Togo 
Tunisia 
Uganda 
Uppey Volta 
Zaire * 
Zambia 
Zimbabxve 
TOTAL 

$m 

35 
5 
30 

762 
128 
-

J 40 
7 

49 
152 
10 

323 
43 
42 

5553 

1970 
<? % 
GE[2] 

12.1 
" 5.4 
25.3 

10.7 
1'9.6 
-
6.0-
8.5 
5.4 

10.8 
11-3 
14.5 
5.6 
6.8 
"" 

• 

% 
GNP 

2.0 
0.8 
3.5 

2.3 
3.4 
-
1.4 
2.0 
1.6 
1.8 
1.31 
5.4 
1.-9 
1.1 
™ 

: 2,.6 -

in Africa, 

1975 
% 

$m GE-

34 10.0 
,8 4.2 
32 10.9 

1671 15.6 
,130 10.9 

1 2.6 
141 11.8 
10 5.0 
76 5.4 

231 19.3 
20^15.7 

274 12.6 
. 77 6.8 
85 10.1 

8629 

• • 

» 

[1] 1970-9 

i 

' % 
'GNP 
i 

1.7 
1.1 
'3.2 

4.1 
2.6 
0.7 
3.9 
1.3 
1.6 
2.7 
2.4 
3.9 
3.1 
2.3 

™ 
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Part-2 

•i 

1979 

. $m 

58 
13 

' 85 

1602 
218 
5 

251 
19 
87 
106 
29 
50 
121 
°216 
9090 

% 
GE 

12.5 
5.6 

24.2 

13.7 
12.1 
3.4 
18.7 

7 ? 3 

412 
17.8 
18.2 
3.1 
15.3 
19.3 

/ 

& 

% 
GNP 

2.6 
1.7 
7.0 

3.6 
3.7 
1.8 

- 5.6 
2.2 
1.4 
1.4 
3.4 
0.8 
5.2 
6.5 
™ 

1. 'Expenditures are in 1978 constant dollars 

2. GE--Central.Government Expenditure. 

SOURCE: World Military Expenditure and Arms Transfers',' 
1970-197*9 ' (Washington, Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agerfcy, 1982). 

/ J 
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CHAPTER THREE 

The Conception of Military Power In 

Nigerian Foreign Policy 

It is understandable why it should be 
assumed so readily that a quest for 
Security must necessarily translate it
self into a quest for coercive power". 
Since security is being sought against 
external violence--coupled perhaps x/ith 
internal .subversive violence--it seems 
plausible at first sight.that the , 
response should consist in an accumula
tion of the same kind of force for the 
purpose of resisting an attack or of 
defeating a xvould-be attacker. 

Arnold Wolfers[l] 

Statesmen use war or the threat of war as 
an instrument of statecraft because they 
expect political utility from its employ
ment. It Is political utility precisely 
because resort to force is an allocative 
mechanism, because it is a major, though 
by no means the only basis on which the 
competition of states for various objects 
$>f value is settled. . .The' aim of conflict 
resolution is to accommodate, formally or 
informally, the national wills and 
interests in a particular international 
conflict, and military force is a form 
of poxver that sustains x/ill. 

Klaus Knorr[2] 

The basic analytical premise (and, indeed, the funda-

mental theoretical assumption) underlying the preceding dis

course in the first two chapters has been that in a society 
•v • 

of ^sovereign1 states, a government can in the last' resort 

vindicate" its interpretation of justice or defend the 'vital 

interests' of its state only by the willingness to employ 
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force. Thus, as historical developments since the emergence 

of the modern state-system have proven, the phenomenon of coer

cive pox/er has.,become the kingpin of the inter-state power 

structure because 'there is-normally no remedy Against force 

except equal or superior counterforce.'[3] Indeed, as 

argued In the opening chapter (section c), when unrestrained 

by political, legal, or normative considerations or, more 

often, by limited geographic reach, military power has 

tended to dominate other means of coercion. 

On this view, Chapter One dwells on the overall global 

dynamics of military force as an instrument of statecraft: 

its nature, structure and mushrooming manifestations xtfith 

the expansion of the national state system in the wake of 

decolonisation. It argues that despite the Incontestable 

alteration in relevant parameters (alb'eit, unevenly 

distributed globally) and profound arguments to the contrary 

(the 'modernist' thesis), the use and usability of military 

force remains one of the most -distinctive features of 

contemporary international order. 

This conclusion also seems at one and the same time, to 

be the most profound inference to be drax/n from a survey of 

contemporary African experience (Chapter Two) and constitute* 

the basic supposition upon which an interpretation of 

African history can be constructed.[4] Chapter Two, thus 

represents a second level explanation and projection: a 
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subsystemlc derivative of a global phenomenon and process. 

The present chapter represents a third level (national), 

definition and explanation of this basic theme* the instru

mental role of military pox/er in African inter-state rela

tions. It focuses on the theoretical parameter of strategic 

thinking in the Nigerian context as framework for the empiri

cal chapters" that follox/. Judicious consideration xi/ill be 

paid, therefore, to i) the salience of Nigeria's military 

poxver as instrument of security and crisis management, 

ii) the internal and external determinants of the use of 

military force in Nigeria's foreign policy and ill) the 

perceptions and dispositions of its policymakers toxi/ards the 

use of force in the post-independence era. These considera-

tions in general involve a critical examination of the spe

cific functions, motives and determinants, as well as the 

dynamics, of military power in Nigerian foreign policy in 

the past couple of decades. . "^ ^ 

a) Nigerian Military as Instrument: sefrtigjjry and crisis 
management 
* 

The complex relationship between the imperatives of 

national security, crisis management and military pov/er, as 

argued in the opening "chapter, stems primarily from <the 

pervasive view that the international system,--as a threat 

system—is anarchical. Thus military fopce constitutes the 

ultimate basis of"'diplomacy and of all contractual oblige^ 

tions beyond the boundaries of state.'[5] In this regard, the 
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expansion of national military power has been considered by 

most governments as indispensable to the preservation of the 

basic values on x/hich their survival as socio-political 

entities rest (national security). Similarly, in terms of 

crisis management, considerations of military power have 

acted as counters in diplomatic hargaining so that In any 

serious dispute, diplomacy becomes a 'trial ofNinfluence and 

strength, including military strength even though it is also 

a test of wits and skill.'[6] 

Both these 'issue-areas'--security and crisis 

management--are inextricably linked. On the one hand, since 

crisis management (or crisis diplomacy as some analysts pre-

fer to call It) is by definition concerned with - the proce

dures for controlling and regulating a crisis so that It 

does not get out of hand and lead to x/ar,'[7] it paradoxi

cally does contribute to the preservation of those values 

from which states' security policy derive their raison d'etre. 

On the other hand, by enhancing the defence1 component in 

foreign policy (military power), security policy provides 

leverage for policy-makers in crisisV3*magement. 

This consideration notxi/ithstanding, the 'power-security' 

hypothesis--which views capacity for armed coercion as the 

unalterable underpinning of contemporary international 

system—has definite limits in both theory and praxis, as 

the debate between the Irealists1 and 'mojfdernists' suggests 
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L. 

(see Chapter One, se.ctlon b). This is all the more so since 

in the pursuit of foreign policy objectives (security or 

otherwise) statesmen often employ a combination of different 

means, both military and non-military.- Nevertheless, in 

specific historical circumstances in which*the military 

instrument has tended eto dominate policy responses (as those 

noted in Chapters One and Two), the choice 'in every instance , 
o 

depends on a multitude of factors, including ideological and 

normative convictions, expectations concerning the psychologi

cal and political developments in the camp of the-opponent, 

socio-economic factors and inclinations of .individual policy--

makers.[8] 

Translated into the African situation in general and 

the Nigerian context in particular, any consideration of 

military power as an instrument ef security,, and crisis 

management is hampered by-three ambiguities and two unknowns. 

The ambiguities concern the very notions of ̂ military pov/er' , 

'security', and 'crisis management' as they apply to Nigeria 

in existing and likely conditions. The unknowns are: i) the 

changing phases and postures of Nigeria in the African •. 

regional subsystem (see Chapter Seven, Ejection b) and ii) a 

the state of the international system in a future 'suffi

ciently close to make it relevant for present-day planning- and 

sufficiently remote to allow for the crystallisation and 

implementation of new approaches and policies.'[9] 
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"First, then, the notion of 'military pW/er' in the 

Nlgerfan context. The general definition of this "term has 

beenaprovided in the introduction but to advance comprehen-> 

sida here, some conceptual distinctions have to be made. 

Analytically, the phenomenon, of power ft§nds itself to two 

sharply different conceptions--putative and actuallsed 

military power. In the first Jpo^ption, pox/er can be seen 

to reside in the capabilities which permit the power to be 

effective (that is, in the armies, navies, and airforces 

that a state actor can hope to bring Into play as means in a 

wide range of. future situations). In the second conception, 

. power can be seen to reside in, and be limited to, influence 

over the behavic^ur of another actor in an interaction that 

is an "encounter. [10] In this respect, military power, like 

economic pov/er is relational and specific: It exists only 

In1 relation to other states in particular situations. 

'Hox/ever, these two conceptions of military power 

although analytically distinct are in reality complementary. 

- Actuallsed military power-=an effect—results in large part . 
41 

from putative military pov/er (quantified in terns of size, 

professionalism and striking power) . Conversely, t̂ he 

effectiveness of the latter can be computed only ln terms of 

an InteractIon=encounter--l.e. through war or the threat of 

war--or as'a counter in diplomatic-bargaining. 

Viewed within this analytical matrix, the notion of 
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military pox/er is both at once apposite and a misnomer in 

the Nigerian context. It is. apposite xi/hen viewed in its 

immediate strategic or; military environment--West Africa. 

Yet it is a misnomer when considered >in the broader context 

of the African subsystem (for example, against such regional 

actors as Egypt, Ethiopia, Libya, Morocco and South Africa). 

Indeed, It is an anarchronism in the 'Third World' context; 
v 

that is, xi/hen compared with t?he level of indigenous develop-

ment of military technological potential and projectable 

pov/er of countries such as Brazil, India and Israel (see 

Chapter Five). In putative military terms (that is, strength 

and potential), the Nigerian military establishment undoubted

ly dwarfs that of her immediate neighbours, as, indeed, the 

rest of black Africa. However, the extent to which this 

putative military power can be translated into coercive . 

influence (especially in terms of deterring provocative vio

lation of its territorial integrity by Thad, Cameroun and 

Republique de- Benin or of influencing domestic upheavals, as 

in Chad) is patently limited. 

In0 the first place, the vertical -defence pacts these 

states cqntinu^ to maintain with extra-regional powers such * 

as France, Impose serious constraints on Nigeria's man

oeuvrability in West Africa and 'impedes its natural emer

ge 

„ gence as' a regional power.1 Reviews of France's policy in 

West Africa since the 1950s support this conclusion. [11 ] 
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In the second place, the extent to which Nigeria's puta-

tive -military can be translated into coercive influence -̂  \ 

against* its smaller and x/eaker neighbours is constrairfed by. 

i) the inevitable hostile backlash against its carefully 

constructed strategy of 're-Africanising' francophone XiJest 

Africa, and ii) the general likelihood in the event of war 
r 

of massive (albeit indirect) intervention by regional actors 

such as South Africa interested in humiliating and 'curbing 

Nigeria's influence in black Africa[12] (see Chapter Seven, 

section a). 

The uneasiness of consecutive Nigerian governments since 

Independence about its potentially troublesome military 

environment partly accounts, perhaps, for their disirtclina-* 
, / 
r J 

tion towards a policy of vigilantism compared, for instance, 

with Libya and Tanzania (See Chapter Two, section c)J This 

has been so in spite of enormous public pressure on -two 

different Nigerian administrations—the military government 

under Gowon and the civilian administration under Shagari—to 

initiate military action against tEquatorial Guinea and the 

Cameroun, respectively. The former case was particularly 

tempting, since the section of the Equatorial. Guinea involved--

the island of Fernando Po--is of preeminent strategic Interest 

to Nigeria.[13] - - - , 

In sum, although the 'notion of military power1 in the , 

Nigerian context may be considered a misnoner (indeed an , 
\ 
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anachronism) in the outermost of the 'three concentric . 

circles' xvithin which its security policy must operate, (see 

Chapter Six) it remains relevant in the immediate West 

African sub-zone--that is, the innermost of the three 

circles. However, Nigeria's ability to translate its puta

tive military pox/er into coercive influence even against the 
« 

intermittent provocation of its neighbours has been sub-

stantlally limited, first, by the possibility of extra-

regional military intervention, and second, by its self-

imposed restraint, given, as the former head of state Olusegun 

Obasanjo put It, the dangerous precedent (in terms of con-r 
t 

flict Spirals in Africa) such^ policy of retribution could 

set. Thus, as Nelson notes, 'these facts of relative xi/eak-

ness and strength have been a central Influence on national 

security perceptions and policies since independence from 

Britain in I960.'[14] 

The second ambiguity in translating the 'pox/er-security' 

hypothesis into the Nigerian context concerns the notion o f 

security as applied to it in existing and likely condi-

tions. AB an analytical category in international studies 

the concept security has been problematic at best. The 

reason lies, first, in its ambiguity--both in its objective 

and subjective content--and second, in the demonstrable fact 

that as a defence and foreign policy goal, security is, in 

the words of. Bernard Brodie, 'an infinitely expansible "' 
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concept' : an Ideology which legitimses a number of crucial' 

trends in the post-World War II order.[15] 

In traditional terms, security is often equated xtfith 

defence of the state against internal and external threats to 

Its basic values.' These include, 'core' values, x/hich are 

near constant and fexi/ in number, such as survival of the 

society and its population, political sovereignty, and terri-' 

torial independence. A second value dimension is context-

specific Jhigh-priority' values; these derive from ideologt-

cal and/or material interests as defined by decision-makers 

at- the time * of a particular crisis (e.g. Nigeria's role in 
* * » 

the*tstruggle for liberation of Angola and Zimbabwe as° an 

expression of its "Pan-African ideals). Core values, bV ^ 

contrast, are shared by changing regimes and decision-making 

groups, as xi/ell a's by attentive and mass j-^bllcs, of the \ 

stajte under inquiry. In this respect, it is instructive- to , 

compare the conceptions of Nigeria's national interests Jarti-

culated by two radically different, administrations: the ( 

conservative, pro-Western Balewa civilian government of the 

first Republic (1960-66) and the dynamic, Afro-centric 

Mohammed-Obasanjo military government.[16] 

However, although traditionally associated with the 

protection of t?his 'irreducible minimum' (to use Hans 
v. 

Morgenthau's phrase) of a state's interests vis-a-vis other 



^units' and forces, the debate .about the idiom of national . 

security takeB on a further dimension (and often becomes^ 

confused in the process) xi/hen the argumentation shifts from 

strategic premises to the interdisciplinary matrix" pf poll- . 

tical and military sociology. The level of debate can be 

transformed from one focusing broadly on the conceptual 

assumptions regarding the conceptions of 'national security" 

concerns (involving abstract national goals, purposes, and 
•A 

priorities) to one focusing on the ob j esSta of security (that 
t -

is. who or what is actually to be secured or preserved) ., In 

this context, three hasid^ interrelated "questions about \ ' 

security in Africa In general, and in Nigeria in particular, 

x/hich seek to differentiate alternative levels and 

targets/objects of security have been posited In the 

literature.[17] » S 

While these operational distinctions raise profound 

questions and cannot be dismissed lightly (given the pre

vailing conditions and realities in the continent. See 

Chapter Two) , their theoretical import or relevance is""pre-

emintly methodological (in this case, the mode of analysis) 

rather than epistemologlcal (substantive content or meaning), 

In other words, their relevance borders on the logical and. 

methodological problems of devising/focusing on different * 

'questions about the same phenomenon (variation on the same 
o 

theme), and seeking or adopting alternate or different 

analytical perspectives/approaches on the issue. 
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Furthermore, participants in security debates often 

tend to define issues in terms that are compatible x-/ith 

their academic orientation, ideological biases and/or organ-

isational or partisan perspective. Recognition of the idiom 

in which security issues are ,cast and of the distinctive sub-

cultures associated x/ith participants to such debates helps 

analysts of security affairs gain insight into the dynamics 

of the security process and decisional outputs. 

In keeping x/ith the overall thrust of this .dissertation, 

the position taken here is consistent with*the mainstream,of 

analytical assumptions in strategic studies. It 'recognises 

that different disciplines proceea^fromor enshrine a certain 

set of 'givens.' In these terms, strategic studies—or 

more appropriately the strategic paradigm--encompass certain 

'givens': I) a legal entity—the state—as a unit of 

analysis, ii) an authoritative embodiment--the govern

ment- -responsible for allocation of values both within and 

between it and other governments, ill) a 'threat' or 

'anarchical' system--the nation-state system, and, iv) a 

military pox/er as the kingpin of the Interstate .pox/er struc

ture « ' 
/ * 

/ ' •** 

In the light of thes/e characteristics, for the strategist 

and defence planner the Question 'What is a state?' for 

instance, ceases to be a first order question and becomes a 

locatlonal and conceptual question ( a 'where' and 'how' 
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question)^. t States are seen'as 'authority structures', or 
i 

gateways mediating challenges, through a national 

sovereignty which functions so as to admit arid domesticate 

certain forces, and to/exclude other forces by strategies of • 

rejection that entail legitimate violent sanctions.[18] It is 

in this domain of state sovereignty that the logic of x/ar as 

politics finds its provenance. 

^ Given this basic premise, the notion of security--from 

the standpoint of the 'disciplinary' matrix of strategy— 

measures, in an objective sense, 'the absence of threats to 

acquired values' of state and, in a subjective sense, 'the 

absence of fear that such values x/ill be attacked. ' [19] Thus 

in some xfays security can be defined or computed by the 

threats which challenge it. As a consequence, the security 

policy of a state may be seen as 'that set of decisions and 

actions taken by a government to preserve or create an 

internal and external order congenial to its interests and 

values primarily (although not exclusively) through the 

threap or use of force.'[20] 

There are, hoxi/ever, txi/o major problems with this defini

tion. First, just as, It is a well-knoxvn fact that state 

governments differ widely JJD. their assumptions about the 

International system and threat perception, it is also a 

demonstrable fact that groups within the same polity 

(especially in plural or segmented societies such as Nigeria) 
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may react differently to one and the same external situation. 

Hence, it x/ould be simplistic to think of security policy 

only as a singular national policy, for it can also be a class 

or clique policy, since the values pursued In the external 
** » 

environment depend on the interests of those who have 

political influence.[21] * 

Second, defining threats to national security merely 

(or even primarily) in military terms conveys, as Richard* 

Ullmah"observes, 'a profoundly false image of reality.'[22] 

On the one hand, it compels or induces policy-makers to 

concentrate on military threats and to ignore other and 

perhaps even'more harmful dangers, that is, the non-military 

threats--economic, political and social—that promise to 

undermine the stability of many states (especially the LDCs) 

during the years ahead. On the other hand, it contributes 

to a pervasive militarisation of global and regional systems 

that in the long-run can only increase global insecurity. 

In these essetitial respects, the definition of threats to 

states' security in purely military terms may be considered 

dysfunctional, as it reduces their 'total security.' 

It is on these and preceding considerations that con

temporary 'strategic reformers' (to use John Lovell's' cate

gory), [23] such as Richard Barnett and his associates at the 

Institute .for Policy Studies, have argued that current 

security problems in^international relations should nox* be 



147 

viewed as political issues set in a xi/ider context of social 

relations .between societies. This is so they contend 

because the setting of social relationships--including econo

mics, technology, and human geography--shape the terms and 

parameters of states' security. Hence their call for an 

'expanded agenda' of national security policy: 

Security relations.. ..must be understood in 
wider and subtler terms than the crude 
employment of violence...It requires the 
integration of military, economic, and 
political factors, not an afpproach that 
presumes the independence, of these factors 
in shaping the exterior behaviour of otherv 

states.[24] 

What this 'expanded agenda' of national security implies 

for most African states, including Nigeria, is that tradi

tional conceptions of security discussed above--x^hether-of 

the dominant 'realist' (state-centric) variant or of the 

alternative 'idealist' (system-centric) approach--represent 

what Mohammed Ayoob has termed the 'symptomatic level of the 

question.'[25] That is, in the Nigerian context, such 

traditional (preeminently 'Western1') notions of security are 

merely reflective of the symptoms of much deeper or profound 

contradictions and problems in the African subsystem. The 

first of these concern the history and nature of the state 

formation (super- as well as substructural forms) in Africa 

as compared, for instance, to its counterpart in the West. 

And the second relates to the 'pattern of elite-* recruitment 

and regime establishment and maintenance' in Africa aa com-
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pared to the same processes in the developed states.[26] 

Within such, a context, critical consideration will have 

to be given to a spectrum of factors (both military and non-

military, internal and external) in the determination, formu

lation an<3 implementation of security policies 9f African 

states. In the Nigerian case, these entail, inter alia, 

•addressing a complex set of interrelated issues in policy 

formulation and planning: 

i) social and economic questions of 
mass poverty and underdevelopment, 
that Is, the domestic (especially 
the divisive dynamics of elite-mass 
interests) and external factors •* 
generating economic dependence and 
underdevelopment; 

ii) the'mode of national integration: 
designing a political framework wh1ch 
mitigates the problem of 'unequal 
citizenship' between dominant/and 
minor ethnic groups. Such a .pc-liti-cal 
system (e.g., the multi-state federa
lism in Nigeria, from 1967) may help 
deflate fissiparous tendencies toward 
secession in many African riountrieB 
(as currently the case in/Ethiopia, 
Sudan, and Zaire's Shaba /province) and 
arrest the threat to national security; 

ill) interventionary diplomacy, either 
individually (e.g. Nigeria's effort in 
Chad in the late 1970s) or collectively 
(through the OAU), to minimise and 
contain intra- and iirter-state conflicts 
x/hich spur the current arms race in the 
region and open new opportunities for 
foreign intervention and penetration 
through-arms transfer (see Chapter Two, 
section b and c); 

iv) t>intervention by extra-regional powers 
and forces (especially mercenaries). 
Measures to be considered in this 

\ 
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- category may entail decoupling African 
defence and economic systems from 
foreign entanglements, through viable 
strategies of collective self-reliance 
as the OAU Lagoo Plan of Action 
urges.[27] This in turn inevitably 
Involves terminating base rights and 
facilities for extra-regional actors* 
and concentrating instead on functional 
cooperation in intra-African defence 

* exchanges and partnerships rather than 
on vertical alignments with foreign 

^military blocs. (See Chapter Seven) 
« and, 

v) taking serious cognizance of South 
Africa's strategy for survival: Its 
destablisation policy against the 
'Front Line States' and its inexorable 
tendency to exploit domestic J 
instability (e.g. the Nigerian civil 
war) and interstate conflict in Africa 
to its'advantage. The threat posed 
by South Africa to the rest of Africa 
is, as Luckham notes, both unique 
within the continent and also part of 
the broader geopolitical imperatives 
discussed in Chapter Two. It is 
unique in that 'there is a permanent 
threat from a state arid military system 
physically located on the African 
continent itself; and that the threat 
arises out of the irreconcilable anta
gonisms inherent In the racist nature 
of the Ŝ outh African economy and State.' 
And it is part of broader geopolitical 
imperatives 'because of the special 
relationship of South Africa to Western 
capitalism, including the role of gold 
in the international financial system, 
the large Western investments in South 
Africa and its mineral production.[28] 
The security of any African state 
(•particularly Nigeria) cannot, afford 
to ignore the commanding nature and 
structure of the threat posed by the 
South African Reich (see Chapter Seven, 
section a). 

The third ambiguity in relating the 'realist' hypo

thesis regarding military power to the Nigerian context 

1 
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concerns the notions of 'crisis-management.' While the. 

general role-conception of Nigeria's military power as an 

instrument of security has raised (as discussed above) 

serious conceptual and substantive problems, its use and 

usability in crisis management is even more controversial. 

Part of the problem lies In the very nature of the crisis 

situation: it is 'intractable and. far from amenable to 

precise manipulation and control.'[29] Further explanation 

for the lack of conse^suis may be found in the problem of 

diverging perspectives on the utility of military power as 

instrument of prevalence in situations that threaten the 

high-priority goals of a state.- Yet, if 'manipulation and 

control' through the threat of force are central to "crisis 

diplomacy (as most strategists contend),[30] then It is 

difficult to see how the leverage offered by coercion can "* 

be neglected in crisis resolution (see the next chapter). 

As generally understood here, a 'crisis' may be thought 

of as 'an unstable sequence of interactions, of tacit or 

explicit bargaining moves, at an intense level of confronta

tion that increases the- probability of international vio

lence. '[31] Seen in the broad context of this definition, 

crisis management or crisis diplomacy is thus concerned: 

On the„ one hand, with the procedures for 
controlling and regulating a crisis so 
that it does not get out of hand and lead'" 
to war, and on the other with ensuring 
that the crisis is resolved on & satis
factory basis in which the vital 
interests of the state are secured and 
protected. The second aspect x?ill almost 
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Invariably necessitate vigorous actions 
carrying substantial risks. One task of 

*° . crisis-management, therefore, is to 
temper these risks, to keep them as low 
ând as controllable as possible, while 
the other is to ensure that the coercive 
diplomacy and"risk-taking tactics are 
as effective as possible in gaining con
cessions from the adversary and maintain
ing one's own'position0relatively 
Intact.[32] 

'As generally implied In this quotation, central to the 

process of crisis management is the 'manipulation of risk' 

through the threat of military action as counter in diplo

matic bargaining. Such consideration of military powder is 

generally at the core of crisis diplomacy since, ad Knorr 

explains7 'the aî m of conflict resolution Is to accommodate, 

formally or ir2jiformally, the national wills and interests in 

a partictilarXxnternatlonal conflict; and military .force is a 

fornWorpower that sustains xvill.'[33] 

In a conflict between unequai actors=-such as between 

Nigeria and its immediate neighbours--the .threat, to resort 

to force by the superior power constitutes one of the most 

potent weapons in the resolution of crisis. As Harold, 

Nelson has noted about Nigeria the taslc. of defending itself 
0 

against external aggression has always been made easier by 

the fact that the country is surrounded by much smaller and 

weaker neighbours relectant to bring*their disputes with . 

Nigeria to a more than occasional border skirmishes.'[34] 

That these 'skirmishes' have been extremely Infrequent com-

pared, for instance, with'the incendiary nature of Ethiopia3r 

relations with its neighbours, is largelyHattrlbutable to. 
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anticipation among Nigeria's immediate neighbours that it may 

resort to military strength in a serious conflict. Thus, to 

conclude in this instance that if the ex^ercise of"power 

requires 'manifest intention' then this mechanism allows the° 

strong shtate (in this case Nigeria) to 'enjoy the fruit of 

pox/er x/itlaout deliberately x/ielding it.' 

In a crisis (e.g. the Nigerian-Cameroun crisis of May 

1981) the manipulation of military threat :Ls often calculated 
o 

to engender a change in' an adversary's perceptions as the 
4 ' 

crisis proceeds, and so to produce a 'kind of quick learning 

process through which risks arid resolve are reevaluated.'[35] 

The threat itself may be1 substantive (that is, specific and 

precise such as an ultimatum)„or inferential (vague and 

implicit) . [36] As will be seen in the next chapter, the 

Nigerian posture during the border conflict with Cameroun 

involved threat of the former category, backed by troop 

deployment' on mlassive- sca^le. It was a prima facie case of 
-J* 

coercive influence resulting from asymmetries in the military 

capabilities of the actors involved. Such a manifest case 

of 'negative sanction' involving threat of military reprisal, 

as some Nigerian defence analysts have been quick to assert, 

may l&v& had ja sobering impact on neighbouring stores to the 

North arid: West. In other words, Nigeria's successful 

employment of a threat of military action (against Cameroun 

in May 1981) may in the short-term have averted similar 
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provocation from armed forces of neighbouring countries and 

so enhancedNigeria's reputation for readiness to resort to 

coercion when vital security interests are at stake. 

In addition, to be analysed in Chapter Four under the 

rubric of crisis management, there are also those instances 

of 'crises of domestic political consensus1 in x/hich the 

Nigerian military acted as a stabilizing force through peace-

keeping. This was the case In the Congo (noxi/ Zaire), as 

part of the United Nations Force (1960-1963); in Tanzania 

(1964), in Lebanon as part of UrJlFIL (1978-1983); and in 

Chad (1979 and 1981 to 1982). Such experiments in crisis 

diplomacy involved the introduction of a contingent of 

Nigerian troops (independently or as part of an international 

force) into trouble spots to stabilise and isolate an explod

ing military situation until the bases of a more durable 

settlement could be established. The primary logic of crisis 

management in this respect, therefore, is to provide the dis

puting parties with a buffer zone behind which it is hoped 

they x/ill negotiate. 

However, as will be argued below, such an intervention

ary response in crisis management by multilateral agencies 

often tends to undermine the real value of negotiation, 

since the sense of urgency which might otherwise have led 

the parties to a negotiated settlement no longer exists. In 

the Congo, Lebanon and Chad, the combatants utilised the 



interim to reorganise and augment their firepox̂ er In prepara

tion for inevitable shox/dox/ns. Nevertheless, such expe

riences iri crisis management involving 'preventive diplomacy' 

do not in themselves negate the. imperative of peacekeeping 

in conflict resolution. They only highlight the limited 

extent to x/hich the contemporary international system will 

accommodate such initiatives.[37] 

This, in a nutshell, is the root of the intractable 

problems that bedevil 'preventive diplomacy as an approach 

to peace,' which is invariably exacerbated in a domestic 

context (such as in the Congo; Lebanon arid Chad) by the 

existence of unrestrained and mutually hostile sub-national 

factions bent- on achieving parochial goals through the force 

of arms. 

In the final analysis, judging from the experience of 

UN endeavours in this "field, it may be hypothesized that some 

conflicts are manageable in the immediate term or future, 

and others are not. The empirical evidence for this is that 

some of the peace-keeping operations undertaken in the past 

twenty-four years (such as the ONUC, 1960-1963, and UNTEA, 

1962) can be considered as successfully concluded, the 

causes of the conflict having been contained at the time. 

Others can be said to have led to either temporary settlement 

(UNIPOM, 1965) or to stabilization of the status quo 

(UNMOGIP, UNYOM, and UNFICYP). But as Inis Claude aptly 
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concludes: the value of peacekeeping 'lay more in its pre

ventive than in its therapeutic action. It can help to keep 

the pea*ce so long as the contending parties are prepared to 

give priority to the stifling rather than the free expression 

of their tendency to conflict.'[38] 

Nigeria's experience in crisis diplomacy through peace

keeping—as will be seen in the next chapter-substantiates 

Claude's conclusion. In the. Cong<̂ P(nox/ <Zaire) and Tanzania" 

inhere centrifugal and mutinous tendencies were sufficiently 

arrested by the introduction of peacekeeping forces 4to allow 
- * i 

negotiation, conciliation and mediation to prevail, a degree 

of normalcy was restored. In the internal imbroglios of 

Lebanon and Chad, where armed and intractable factional - v 

strife sustained by powerful external interests (both 

regional and extra-regional) have combined, repeated efforts 

at crisis management through peacekeeping have so far been 

unproductive. ' 

In light" of the foregoing ana-lysis, and in keeping with 

the primary focus of this chapter, it may be pertinent to 

ask what tentative conclusion may be reached about the rele-

vance of military power as an Instrument of security and 

crisis management in the Nigerian context? The answer lies 

In the definition of the' nature of threat by which the Nigerian 

state may be confronted in existing and likely conditions 

(as perceived by Its decision makers). Since threat manifes-
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tation and threat perception (the TP/TM Model) [39] are not 

constants. Certain challenges to the security of Nigeria 

may only be amenable to equal or superior counterforce. 

Thus, the Biafran secession which threatened the disintegra

tion of the Nigerian state could only be suppressed by feat 

of military force. 

Externally, the imperative of sheer deterrence against 
* N 

constant diplomatic irritations and violent- territorial 

infringements by elements of the armed forces of neighbouring 

states (Chad, Cameroun, and °Republique de Benin) may require 

limited coercive responses such as the recent engagement of 

units of Chadian forces in the Lake Chad basin (see Chapter 

Four). Furthermore, developments In Nigeria's military or 

strategic environment may unalterably require military pre-

paredness. This, in the perceptions of its policy makers and 

defence planners, has been the inescapable lesson bf French 

'security policy in West Africa noted above. It also under

lays the alarm with which Nigeria's key security elite views 

Gaddafi's 'Sahelian design'--especially following the 

impressive performance of"his Islamic Legion in«Chad and the 

announcement of a Libyan-Chad 'merger,'(40] 
s 

Nevertheless, as previously noted, threats to Nigeria's 

security can np longer be satisfactorily defined in military 

terms alone; but they could also be seen- in the overall 

context of socio-economic and political factors and forces 
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x/hich threaten to'undermine the national order. These 

factors and forces, as theorist's of 'neocolonialism' remind 

us, are not in essence amenable to the use of national mili-

tary poxi/er. In this respect, excessive defence spending 
- J 

(see Chapter Five) In the name of national security may para-

doxically come to defeat its ox/n ends. Clearly;, while it is 

in theory' indisputable that the level of^military preparedness 

considered adequate for defence oj- deterrence is & function-

of the nature of the potential necurity threats faced by a 

nation in the ever-changing internal and external environ

ment, a balahced determination of these threats is also of 

vital importance to rational defence planning and posture. 

As Is evident frdm the spate of articles and official policy 
- ' s 

papers (see Chapter Five) on the national defence expendi

tures debate since the late-1970s, there is little con-

sensus in Nigeria's official circle and.attentive public as 

to the nature and degree of the threat to national security. 

It is not surprising, therefore, that there has in response 

been a bifurcated tendency--maximalist versus minimalist 

positions;--on this issue in the Nigerian press, academic 

journals, and official policy papers,.[41] 

In the final analysis, this debate about Nigeria's 

security situation, and the appropriate policy responses 

involving national military power cannot be separated from 

the broader question of national interest and foreign and 
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defence policy planning. As noted in the preamble to the 

f first chapter, the security-and foreign policies of a state1! :ie£ 

are^Inextrlcably linked. The former invariably reflect 

fundamental assumptions and objectives of the latter, and 

when necessary, provide the means for their actualisation. 

Conversely, foreign*policy objectives characteristically -

reflect, and a're often limited by, the pov/er base (ultimately 

expressed in the quantity and quality of military capability) 

u-iOf a state, x/hich gives them substantive under-pinning. In 

the nest sectiifcm, thereof ore, TT brief attempt x/ill be made to 

.situate the 'power-security' dehate (that is, the debate 
- * * ' ' Yl 

, about military power as ah. insxrument of security and-crisis 

managepent in Nigeria) within>the broader context of domestic 

and external determinants of the use; of Nigeria's military 

power'as an instrument of statecraft. ' ' V 

b) Domestic and External Determinants .'of the Use-of • 
Military Force >" ', ' 

In analytic terms, consideration of the .internal and -

external determinants of a state's use of military force, 

is part of a broader systematic inquiry into its sdurces of 
* -\ v 

i 

foreign and security policy. As a consequence, these deter--

minants are more often'than not treated as the -'unwanted 

step-children of political systems,' 'assumed by "both (foreign 

and defence policy studifes) .and neither properly or adequate

ly analysed by either.[42] Furthermore, such ari inquiry is 

also Inescapably subject to the same gamut of strictures and 
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problems that has so far bedevilled endeavours to develope 

universal theory of foreign policy behaviour. [43t] These 

- caveats notwithstanding, the use of military power as an 

instrument of statecraft is seldom a haphazard phenomenon. 

To this extent it may be. Influenced by certain domes.tic and 

external factorsadeterminants x/hich, although analytically 

distinct, cannot be\:ompletely understood JLn isolation from 

the other. Nigeria i>s not an exception in this regard. As 

1 understood here, the tyrm^Vdeterminant1' implies a set of 

factors x/hich coriverĝ sd to tVigger a state's use of force. 

In reality, hoxi/ever, these antecedent and situational 

variables may or may not operate as contributoVy factors to 

the-actual use of military force. What follows, therefore, 

is a general consideration of these factors in the light of 

Nigeria's exper.ien.ce. 

I ' National military power, as posited in the opening 

chapter, can be used externally for.threatening, deterring, 

xvar= fighting, or peacekeeping. It -can be empl'pyed coercively 

«-in order to either influence the behaviour of opponents or 
D 

Q * • 

alter or preserve "the status <juo. Ideally, the ̂ frequency 

and intensity of, states' applications of military power in 

pursuit of one or a combination of these objectives are 

functions of their capability and intentions--viewed within 

the general context of ̂ foreign and domestic political* 

objectives and constraints. However, in specific* circum-

http://exper.ien.ce
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stances (see Chapter Two, section c), the military response 

provoked by external stimulus is invariably conditioned by a 

set of antecedent factors/determinants that predispose a 

society or regime towards a military reaction. In contem

porary parlance of strategy, It is these factors that consti

tute the political and cultural component in the military 

potential of states. 

Tnese domestic antecedent factors may be categorised 

according to" the way in which they are produced as either 

direct or indirect. They may also be classified according 

to the xi/ay they function as either long-term or short-term. 

'They may further be codified according to the xmy in which 

they expedite the use of force as either anticipatory or 

reactive. Four such antecedent factors with relevance to l 

the Nigerian cpndition are noted here in brief.[44] 

The first involves certain psycho-cultural dynamics 

t 

x/hich predispose a society towards the use of force exter

nally (a well as internally/V This 'attitude complex,' 

which more or less favours a military response to inter

national situations of conflict, has beenoevident in the old 

martial ethic (warrior and Jihad traditions) associated v/ith 
*V Q 

the diverse ethnic groups in Nigeria, especially with the 

dominant Hausa-Fulani. [45] The latter were tihe 'fighting 

tribes' from x-zhich the British recruited the bulk of the 
•M. ' a 

infantry for the Nigerian Regiment of the Royal West African 
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Frontier Force (RWAFF) . The extent to xahich relevant Impacts 

of historical experience may have dissipated this old martial 

ethic among the Nigerian population (as All Mazrui has con

tended) [46] is highly debatable. If anything, the events of 

the civil Var, and the unprecedented tanti/um of the Nigerian 

public following the killing of five Nigerian soldiers on 

routine border patrol by Camerounian gendarmes, are clearly 

indicative of the population's underlying propensity to 

mobilise and use military strength*in conflict situations. 

Such a dispostion tox/ard the use of force is not alien to 

Nigeria's social ethic, it parallels in many x/ays the 'cult 

o'f violence and of aggression' which several writers have 

associated with the 'American x*ay of life.'[47] 

The second antecedent factor is public disposition to 

support the foreign and defence policy of government: to 

«.accept it as authoritative and hence binding, simply because 

it is seek as .the prerogative of the government. For 

exampleB in Nigeria the public's attitude toward the acqui

sition and^se^of military force had been largely benign • 

until the ̂ mid-1970s, as\tbis, 'issue-area' was considered the 

legitimate domain of thex government alone. However, 

increasing, public awareness since the late 1970s--especially 

as a result of media coverage of the 'Gun or Gari' contro-

versy--has engendered groundswell disco&tent about the 

direction of-government policy concerning defence (see 
4 
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Chapter Five). .Not surprisingly, therefore^ support for the 

relatively horrendous (in terms of the percentage of the 

federal budget) military expenditures under the Shagari 

administration tends to accrue from groups who expect to 

derive personal or corporate advantages.^ This generally holds 
o 

true for the Nigerian military establishment, xdio benefit in 

terms of career interests, professional relevance, and 

social prestige* It also holds true for business interests 

that derive profit from logistics-related supplies. Conver- , 

sely, the most articulate detractors of the government's 

defence policy are to be found in the attentive publics 

(especially in academic and media circles) who consider the 

current military build-up an affront "to egalitarian and 

social ideals. 

The third antecedent factor involves differences in 

political systems frequently associated with the potential 

for generating^and using military power in the literature. 

As Kenneth Waltz has incisively articulated in Man, the 

State, and War, one of the most potent sourcesv of theories 

about military conflict is the idea that a state's form of 

government influences its propensity to use force. Thus, 

Quincy Wright has argued that: 

Absolutistlc states with gedgraphically 
and functionally centralized governments 
under autocratic leadership are likely 
to be most belligerent, whereas consti
tutional states with geographically and 
functionally federalized governments . -
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under democratic leadership are likely 
to be most peaceful.[48] 

Seen in the-light of Wright's* argumentation, it may be con

tended that certain legal and constitutional aspects--some 

explicit and some general--of Nigeria's presidential system 

and multi-state federalism, xi/ere quintessentially less 

supportive to the use of military pox/er than the military 

dictatorships they supersede and preceded. The 'War Provi

sions' of the civilian constitution, for instance, expressly 

prohibited the-President from declaring a state of x*ar 

between Nigeria and another country ' except xi/ith the sane-* 

tion of a resolution of each of the Houses of the National 

Assembly' (Article 5, 3a). Furthermore, in a move to deny 

a Nigerian President the manoeuverability which several 

United States Presidents have used to commit troops abroad 

xvithout a formal declaration of war, the Constituent Assembly 

added Section 5 (3b) which stipulated: 

...except with the prior approval of the 
Senate no member of the Armed Forces of 
the Federation shall be deployed on 
combat duty outside the Federation. [49]. 

Moreover, while the Nigerian President held most of the 

powers of initiative and was the Commander-in-Chief of the 

Armed Forces, the National Assembly retained financial veto " 

through budgetary control (that is, appropriation and autho

risation of funds for military operations). 

In practice, however, ̂ such constitutional and legal 
\ 

restraints on the Executive---as the American experience amply 
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demonstrates--were* so easily circumventable that they were 

effective only under very unusual circumstances; i.e., when 

the President's use of force was extremely unpopular. In 

Nigeria's limited experience with the presidential system, 

Shagarl resisted near unanimity in the National Assembly for 

punitive military action against Cameroun in May 1981, in 

the teeth of popular pressure while sanctionings two years 

later (June and July 1983), a limited military action against 

Chadian forces JLn the Lake Chad basin without prior approval 

from the Legislature. Such dialectic of -inaction and action 

simply underscores the relative importance of the personality 
l 

variable and of perceptions in foreign and defence pqlicy "• 

decision-making: it serves to confirm the observation of 

R. V. Denenberg that: 

. . .xi/hen threatened with external dangers, 
the complex system of checks and balances 
reverts to a tribal dependence on the 
warrior chief.[50] 

In the militancy-strategic domain,, the power of xvar or 

peace (irrespective of the political system) in the contem-

porary international order tends to rest In the unfettered 

hands' of heads of government^ and the 'man who holds the 

trigger inevitably gives the orders.' If in theory differ

ences in political systems per se impinge on the propensity 

to use force, historical records do not provide adequate 

comparable data to establish such an association conclu-

sively. 
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The fourth and final, domestic antecedent factor is the 
* * 

occasionally irresistible pressure of the military .esta

blishment itself. As several theorists[51] of civil-military 

relations have noted, in essentially praetorian polities 

such- as Nigeria, the jingoistic attitude of the military ieP 0 

often a force with which to reckon by civilian policy m̂ alcers 

in periods of inter-state conflict. This is, however, a 

double-edged sword, since external ventures without the 
Q 

t \ 

support of the military can topple a government, while undue . 

restraint in situations unyielding^ to pacific strategies 

could invite an adverse response from the military. 

A balance sheet? of the Nigerian military (in arid out of 

government) is on the whole inconclusive. As previously 

noted, Gowonrs administration (1966-1975) astutely resisted 

public presstrrfê f̂or military action against Equatorial 

Guinea--following the massacre of Nigerians "on the island--as 

inconsistent, with the precepts of the OAU. .Similarly, p » 

Shagari^.successfully withstood the tempestuous reaction of 

the defence staff, favouring instead a diplomatic solution 

to the Nigerian-Cameroun border crisis (May 1981), Perhaps 

the administration's apprehension that such restraint" may be 

interpreted by the military as inexcusable appeasement (with 

incalculable consequences for .its survival) elicited the 

subsequent decision in June 1983 to permit a military 

response against Chadian forces in the Lake Chad basin. 
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From a decision-making perspective, however, these 

domestic determinants are/flot in themselves sufficient 

explanatory and predictive categories for the use o*f military 

force.* If, as noted in thq opening chapterl government 

behaviour in the international arena-is a,function both o-t 

perceptions of environmental situations and pf predisposi

tions brought to perception, theh the significance of the" 

varlous" antecedent factors analysed" abbve depends Jon develop

ments within the st;rate)gic_ environment r-1 Thes4 tx̂ o deter- -
r D * \ » 

minants (internal and external) may either reinforce.or 
"*. \ * 

conflict with each other'* add policy-makers may also ent.er-

tain more or less correct assumptions about the! properties 

of» such contingencies.. "Nevertheless, as Knorr has aptly«..-

noted*, 'the stronger thfe~-pfeexi"sting attitude (^antecedent 

factors) presses for a particular course Q£ action, tfee mpre 

i* 

jit"will have its way even when environmental stimuli axe 

weak or confusing, or vice versa.'[52] - ' 
0 „ 

In the Nigerian context, this means, that the„various 

domestic determinants are not in themselves sufficient to 

trigger a military rea'ction.' Linkages between antecedent 

and situational conditions in its strategic environment'have 

fo be considered irreducible essentials in the calculus of' 

such a reaction. Specifioally, (developments within Nigeria's 

etratfegic environment °with\ bearing • on its s^feurity have been 

pisdraary oituational detemiiimat'c In ito nee or threat to 

\ 
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resort to the military Inst.rutaent In the post-independence 

era. These include, inter alia: i) The- violation of its 

territorial "threshold" by armed forces of neighbouring 

states-(in particular, Cameroun and Chad)j Ii) acts of 

external aggression unacceptable to-its policy makers (e.g. 

the attempt" by foreign mercenaries to overthrox/ the govern-

ment of neighbouring Benin) ; ill) the need for military-
A 

stabilisation through peacekeeping (Tanzania, in 1964) or 

through peace-enforcement (as in Che Congo in the' early 

1960s) , both of x/hich were considered eosential to peace and 

security in Africa; and iv) developments in Southern. 

Africa in the late=1970a (particularly in Angola, Mozambique 

and Zimbabwe) , x?hen the process of decolonisation escalated 

•* x/ith 'elemental fury.' In an impressive volte face from the 

attitude* and perception 'of Prime Minister Balewa of the 

First Republic, two subsequent heads of Nigerian military 

governments (Gowon and Ohasanjo) aggressively canvassed the 

OAU on the imperative of a Pan-African Force againstj'the 

racist aifid imerpialist' domination of African territories. 

, v Accordingly, while rejecting the idea of a multi-purpose 

continental force,. Gener'al Gowon\ argued at the Rabat Minis-

terial Conference of the OAU in 1972 for a specific 
- » (•, - # o r . 

functional'Task Force'to be deployed in'Southern Africa (see 
' „ •• . • " 

s. Chapter Seven,} s.ectionoe). In a s im i l a r ' v e in , the head of 
the succdasor, m i l i t a r y govermiSnt, General Obanaajo in his 

* " $ " H ' "N . ' « • 
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valedictory speech to the OAU," called for the establishment' • 

of a 'truly Pan-African Force'„'urging in the process that 

'the problem can no longer be shelved and must be squarely 

faced.'[53] As one Nigerian scholar has noted: 

There x</ere manifold reasons for Nigeria * s 
spirited advocacy for the formation of an 
African High Command, el shift In Its 
declared foreign policy. For one Nigerian 
leaders had come increasingly to perceive 
the„continued existence of Portuguese 
colonial rule «• and x/hite minority govern-
ments/sln Africa as a threat not only to 
Nigera.A-iMj€-~fcQ^A£rica. Portugal, South 
Africa and Rhodesia were alleged to have 
supported 'Nigerian secessionist during 
the. civil x/ar. Logic and the rhetoric of 
the Gox/on and Obasanjo administrations on 
African liberation dictated support for the 
creation of a force that might serve £o 
eliminate these regimes .[54] ' ,* 

* 

These developments x/ithin Nigeria's strategic environ-

ment have, in diverse ways, generated a greater appreciation 
•a 

of the relevance of the defence component in its foreign 

policy, and have accordingly been considered part of the 

external stimuli that provoke or threaten to provoke a mili-

tary reaction on the part of its decision-makers. In the next 

and final section, a concise review of Nigeria's policy

makers' attitudes and perceptions about the instrumentality 

of military power in Nigerian foreign policy will be con-

sidered as a background and transition to the fourth chapter. 

The logic and relevance of such a review can be readily 
• * % " " * -

appreciated-from the- literature on political psychology al?out 
the 'dynamics'of personality variables-.-in'policy-making. [56] 
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In a nutshell, this analytical perspective takes as its pre

mise the incontestable fact that many of the decisions made 

in an official capacity are not merely pr.oducts of bureau-

cratic, organisational, domestic, and "external imperatives 

and constraints, but also products of the Individual's peir-

sonality. In other x/ords, policy derives both from the 

requirements of 'high office and from personal conviction 

and individual experience', the difference lying principally 
* — » 

In degrfee or. relative potency of the tx/o variables. As bt\e 

theorist of this field explains: 'the Individual, far from 

being a mechanism manipulated hj forces such as the 'national 

Interest1 or 'pox/er relationships.,4 is a* significant indepen

dent -factor in the decision-making process. ' His perceptua.1 

•screen, his emotions, nls personality, and- his- social-} back-
0 * 

ground are all independent variables that may affect a v 
•Hi 

nation's foreign behaviour.'[56] - . ' „ 

While the variability in relative potency Of per*-

sonality factors in defence and foreign policy betx/eeno the_ s 

civilian and military governments olf Nigeria cannot be denied, 
-

the personalised nature -of foreign policy5 decision-making 
under Balewa,, for example, has had as much Impact (adverse) 

«. 

on the production and use of military.power as it had in the 
^ 

military era (siigniflcant)-~the. latter 'baoed as it. were on 

complete fusion of legislative and executive pover̂ s. 
> 

•* 

A7 
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c) Nigerian Policy-Makers ̂ Qnd National Military Power 

One of the pre-eminent features of the history of 
/ Nigeria's foreigp relations Is the marked re-orientation from 

a period "of conservatism and self-effacement to a more dyna-

lie posture from 1960 to the present. The latter Is charac

terised by an increasing acceptance of a° 'realist' philosophy 

x/hich, viex/s military power as one of the bases~ of diplomacy 

tana of contractual obligations beyond the boundaries of the 

state- As x/ill be appreciated belox/, this development in 

.Nigeria's foreign policy posture is not entirely haphazard; 
i 

neither^ Is it part of a syndrome of 'aggressive negritude* . „. 

as some' cri&Ccs have contended (e.g. the tirade of a,,British 

'Conservative MP follox/ing Nigeria's nationalisation<• of BP 

shares a£ a height, of.thfe 'Rhodesian CH«is'')." 

> On the contrary, i;he -increasing acceptance of this 

essentially Clausewltsian precepf as a value "parameter by 

Nigerian policy-makers, derives from a complex s.et o£ rapidly 
v ' ° <?»» ' " ' ' i '*" ' -' • " " > 
Evolving"-fe-la-tionships, between'.historipal circumstances and* 

* ** ^, * ' ~ *V " ^' ** 
present condition. I«t has been' an-end-result,"of domestic 

tumult âa. well as untoward developments in the African _. 
• $ v - ^ > ; o-c. . - >° - op. . - " * . 

continent: .s'irice"** the ear ly 1960s-^ffh-at i s ^ a .response^to. *--

"d i s t inc t ive conjunctures of -forces*) .* 'unprecedented leveFs q'f 

V<*: foreign*interventioft i*a the*Nigerian Civil'\"ar« (especia l ly 

'- . of France, ^Portugal> South Africa" and defunct Rhodesia), " 

s *fc>he Pj-tj^tuguesje invasibn• of Guinea, the rad ica l changes of 

. . decioion-rtofcero, the search for "greater, i n t e l l e c t u a l 
< = • - - • • . * . , . ^ v- * x • *•' •* ' ^ 

• *> v̂ - *. t r 
<e< (, 

; 0 ^ . 
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foundations In foreign bolicy, the remarkable increases in 

Nigeria's revenue, and the crisis Iii Southern Africa, have, 

,ln many ways, generated a greater appreciation of .the rele

vance of the military coffiponent'ln the foreign policy of 

Nigeria[57]. And x/ith these changing parameters of strate

gic thinking In the policy-sdaking cirque have proceeded the 

parallel expansion of the military instrument through a mili

tary modernisation and augmentation programme that touches 

upon all, elements of military pox/er (see Chapter Six) . 

As this development in the history of pbet-indepeiftdence 

foreign .policy of Nigeria also coincided" x/Iteh changing 

regimes and actors' at the*helm of powjsr, a clear picture of 

this evolving posture may be appreciated frqss specific exam-
r 

Ination. of individual Nigerian policy-maker°s attitude and 

perception of the *Instrumentality of military power in state- a 

craft. This examination ffilay in turn be divided into' two 

broad categories: the pre-civll war era (1960-1966) and the 
\ * 

b 

civil war and post-civil war era (1966-83")'. The former era 

correspbnds to the administration of Alhaji Abubakar Tafax/a 

Balewa; t'he latter era spans three administrations: the 

"Gbwqn "Government, (1966-1975), the Mohammed-Qbasanjo Govern-

ment (1975-1979) , and the Shagari;Government (1979-1983)*. 

Each .will be considered briefly in taurn. ** 0 n •> 
• • ' . '•> ° - ,' s* \ * ' / - ° * 

^ / ' ' " " ' r ' < 

,V *» • " • r '" » '- * 
. - . *<• 
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i) Balewa Era (1960-1966) 

As has been implicit in the preceding analysis^ 'atti-

tudinal prisms and elite images' x/hich condition, foreign 

policy decisions are generally part of the psychological 

environment and are, therefore, subject to change over time -

i/î:h the shifting dynamics of the operational environment of 

a decision-maker'. Furthermore, the relationehip between-

attitudinal and perceptual variables, official policy[and 

international behaviour of a government, Is not always 

symmetrical. 'States', as NaziI Choucri reminds us, 'do 
s 

not alx/ays behave in accordance x/ith their declared policies, 

nor are their actions necessarily congruent x/̂-th dominant 

attitudes and -\perceptions. ' [58] 

Thus, xi/hlle Balex/a's conservatism and pacifist inclina-

tions cannot be denied, It may, nevertheless, be a prejudg
e 

ment to say x/hether,, given relevant changes in the operational 

environment, his -perception of> the relation of forces in the * 

lnt;erna,;tiohal system would not have alter/ed dramatically Dand 

with it "his attitudes toward the "production and use of mill-

tary power. However;,, this reservation about thfê durah.ility 
• " \> »*. ( '* 

of a conservative streak inf "Ba-l'ewa' s policy over time not-

"» - * • ./ \ K " ' 
withstanding, it can be concluded from specific policy 

' " 
behaviour of the Balawa/s government thdt hisvthinking about 
the role*.and utility of military power, ini,international 

relations w£s at beDfe naive ajad. at worot malig 

- ' .-r « 

n. 

i 
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First, his commitment to maintain a largely ceremonial 

Army for internal and border duties x/as consistent x/ith, and 

predicated ujion, his virulently anti- 'realist' ethos: that 
» 

is, his avox/ed rejection of the viex/ that pox/er (as ultimately 

expressed in military capability) constitutes *&& basis of 

°'all contractual obligations beyond the boundaries of 

states.' As a consequence, by 1966 the Nigerian military 

ranked as one of the smallest (10,500) and under-equipped 

USLT machines in the continent (see Chapter Six) . Such an 

attitude and policy toward the development, maintenance and 

use of military power as an* instrument of policy by Balexi/a 

contrasted markedly x/ith the perceptions of the higho status 

and roler"6f\Nigeria in the post-independence Africa by a 

significant section of the government functionaries and „ , -

informed publics alike.159] That is, given Nigeria's geo-
t 

graphical expanse, human endoxtfment, and* political pluralism 
^ * - • i 

(parlimentary and federal rule) 7̂ S*t£ ""manifest destiny' is 
• ' • ~ • * • . 

to excercise leadership on the continent. It may, neverthe

less, be argued that while this widespread s°elf-image and 

' role-conception,of Nigeria were, nop altogether unpopular with 

Balewa (as suggested by his responses to Nkrumah) , [ 60] h'is 

perception of the functionality,of military power in the 

.resolution of"vital African issues hardly accorded v/ith 

this dominant 'redList' precepts (see Chapter One). « " _ 
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Second and related to the first, Balewa's aversion to 

military power as 1 an instrument of statecraft x/as clearly 

evident from hie vehement opposition to Nkrumah's proposal 

of a continental' defence system (an African High Command) to 

keep 'the imperialist Invaders at bay' (see Chapter Seven, 

section e) a.[61] Most attempts to explain Balex/a's stance on 

continental defence have shifted betx/een the personality 

factor and his 'naive and legalistic conception of interna

tional processes.I[62] - In addition to these considerations, -

' hox/ever, must be noted the underlying conflicting conceptions 

of international and regional order, two different views of 

historical processes y ̂ nd t*wp variant "visions of the future 

betx/een Balewa and the foremost advocate of Pan-African 

Force. Nkrumah. ".Furthermore, domestic capability factors--

the fragile political system and the serious limitations 

imposed b y an essentially dependent and neo-colonial economy--

° . . ' - t I 

'may also Jiave partly contributed to Balewa s c,ajjtionary 

inclination.$ ^ ' 

Never the les 8% since Nigeria's foreign and* defence 

-policy Was,-'largely formulated and rigidly controlled by the' 

Prime Ministerr, his attitudlnal and perceptual prism^-.U « G 

i. •"• <a particularly his incurable dislike for all types of radical-

r , ism ancf militancy--has to be.considered as a major factor in 

tt f his administration's derogation of military^pQwer ,as an^' * 

ithst*rument of statecraft.^ In the final? ̂ analysis, it, was a 
• ^ - * » °' r 

.a t. _ . • ^ 
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policy marked by neglect rather than by conscious promotions 

of the military option, and an Inclination tox/ards quiet 

diplomacy rather than international'or regional vigilantism. 

This period of uncertainty and self-effacement which charac

terised Nigeria's foreign policy posture came to an abrupt 

end" at the beginning of 1966- x/ith the assassination of Balex/a 

in a military coup. Hox/ever, as x/ill be argued beiox/, the 

policy approach of his protege (Shehu Shagari) in the Second 

Republic, despite significant alteration in both domestic 

and external"(regional and glohal) environments and the 

" rhetoric of a. jihad against the 'evil of apartheid' , was in 

some v/ays reminiscent of this initial post-independence era. 
•* tf 

. ii) The Gowon Era (1966-1975) 

,The overt intervention of the Nigerian'military in 

" politics injected into the national arena a Corpus of.u" , 

decision-making elite whose Afra-centric activism and ideals 

underscored the unmistakable reorientation of Nigeria's 

post-independence foreign relations from the Balewa period, 
0 

of quiet diplomacy to* the more dynamic and uncompromising 

posture of° the military era, which later saw its climax^ in* 

the subsequent Mohammed-Obasanjo administration. * However, 
* * . 

the differences between the two eras centred less*on Sub-, 

• stantive0policy' departures -than on style and mean's: _ „a . , ' 

especially the greater appreciation of the military component 

in i foreign policy by thê  Gov'on admlnJboT.rat.lon. Thla became 

http://admlnJboT.rat.lon
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visible at several policy levels.[63] " " 

/X First,-the unprecedented augmentation of the capability 

of the Nigerian military during and after the Civil 

War--which may have resulted in part from the corporate 

interest of the Nigerian military establishment--reflected a 

general concern ofx the policy elite that (as a later head of 

state put It) 'our dynamic foreign policy posture can only 

be credible if we -have a x/e 11"equipped and•disciplined 
-• N 

defence force capable of defending our territorial integrity 

and national interests.'[64] As a consequence, the qualita

tive and quantitative expansion of the Nigerian military 

(especially Air Force and Navy) became a matter of great 

urgency after the Gox/on era. For example, by 1975 the 

Nigerian Navy had grown from its 1967 level of 1,500 to 6j500 ' 

personnel and the Air Forcevfrpm 1,000 to 7,5000. In terms 

of operational requirements, both services acquired new 

frigates and long-range-fighters, respectively. The NAF, 

xi/hlch by early 1970 h4$ thirty-three ̂ combat aircraft, 

expanded to about sixty, by mid-1972.[65] (See Chapter Six). 

Second, the shift in .attitude of the new policy-elite 

towards the instrumentality of military power was also 

demonstrated by its aggressive commitment to revolutionary 

force as the only viable me^ns of change in 'colonial Africa.' 

Unlike trie ambivalence which characterised the Balewa era,„ 
<"»* 

the predominant 'mind set" of the successor government x/as 
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'that the survival, .security and independence of Nigeria 

cannot be assured as long as any part of Africa remains 

under colonial rule, or an apartheid regime.'[66] As Gowon 

declared at the OAU summit at*Addis Ababa in September 1970: 

•'Ue know from experience that in opposing colonialism and 

racialism in Angola, Mozambique, Guinea, Bissau, Zimbabx/e, 

„ Namibia, and South Africa, x/e are serving the cause of our ox/n 
i 

freedom and independence. ' [67] Part of Jthe reason for this 

position h.as been noted above: the "intervention of the 

racist and imperialist states of South Africa, 'Rhodesia' 

and Portugal in -the Nigerian Civil-War, in a calculated^ 

attempt to balkanise the country. . It was also due partly to 

t̂he developments x/ithin the international jjsystem which con-

vinced the new administration" about the determination of the 

former imperial" powers to preserve their 'economic and stra

tegic dominance^In Africa.[68] (See Chapter Seven). 

This new direction in the military policy of Goxi/on's 

administration became unquestionably obvious in its radical 

departure from the policy guide of the Balewa government 
•"> 

concerning a regional defence system in Africa. At the 1970 
9 

OAU Summit,° Gowon also castigated what he called 'the0 evils 

and the plots of the forces of colonialism, racism and 

oppression to divide us1, and ended, with the assertion that 

'we have no choice bu#, to commit ourselves wholly to the > 

struggle against racial oppression.[69] 
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Accordingly, the Nigerian delegation presented at the 

1972 Rabat Ministerial Conference, a modified version of 

Nkrumah's proposal for a regional defence force--an African 

Task Force--to be deployed in Southern Africa to: 

a) assist African liberation movements based, 
.and trained, in neighbouring African countries; 
and t 

b) participate In the militant armed struggles for 
the total liberation of Southern Africa.[70] 

As previously noted, the reasons for such a departure 

from the Balewa era involved a combination of internal and *** 
» "* 

external developments which has become obvious even to the 

most conservative circles in Nigeria. As Gowon declared: 

The -forces v/hich impede the freedom and 
independence of Africa and which at the 
same time seek to undermine our achieve
ments remain very formidable. .'.They will 
never leave us alone to develop our " 
natural and human resources to our advant
age. They will forever want us to waste 
our time and energy in negative pur
suits. [71] • * 

This nex* inclination toward radical assertiveness in 

the Gowon administration x/as undoubtedly reinforced by the 

post-civil war economic prosperity which the oil boom 

engendered. " The heightened basis of national economic power 

(in terms of international liquidity, see Chapter Five) as a 

result of the oil revenues increased the confidence and means 

of- the administration to pursue a nexiz, active and effective 

policy within the continent and to influence the decisions 
o 

of extra=regioaal powers. The 'finest hour0 of this policy 
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xi/as t h e e a r l y Muhammed-Obsanjo e r a . 

C ' • - . . 
iii) The Muhammed-Obasanjo Era (1975-1979) 

Although the militancy of"the Muhammed-Obasabjo govern

ment far outstripped the assertiveness of both its predecessor o 

and successor, the tough rhetoric of this administration was 

not accompanied by* any drastic or fundamental change in the use 

of Nigeria s military as an Instrument of policy compared, 

for instance, with Libyan vigilantism (see Chapter Two). 

However, given the celebratedvpurposefulness of General 

'Muhammed, it may-be hypothesized th"at such restraint, on the 

part of the Nigerian leadership in this period was more a 
. * » - — 

consequence of the limited 'striking power' of the Nigerian 
military rather than conscious policy choice. Such a limita-

0 I 

tion w&a not insurmountable, however, (given astronomical 

oil revenues) and, judging from the Angolan episode, it is 

not unthinkable that had the 'tough, inflexible, strong-

minded and aggressively intolerant' Muhammed survived, the 

Nigerian military would, perhaps have been drawn into a 
* „ ' 

defensive operations in Mozambique or Zambia at the height 

of the Rhodesian crisis in the late-1970s.[72] As one^"' 

analyst of this era has noted: 
Muhanmed held the view that ther^ was 
no reason why Nigerian soldiers should * 
not go and fight in South Africa along
side the • liberation^forces, whatever «~ 
the obstacles. -From this^incident it . , 

ft was obvious tbat Muhtamiiiprd-
:-aŝ  Head of / 

. * State would not hesitate to push 
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•- Nigeria into a confrontation with Q 

^South Africa if the situation xi/ere to 
arise. [73] -Q 

Indeed, the unprecedented Commitment of this regime to 

a military solution in situations unyielding to pacific stra-

tegies, was highlighted by the announcement'of the Chief of 

Army'Staff, T. Y. Danjuma, in June 1977^ that the government 

would be prepared to send trpops to' assist the freedom 

fighters In order to speed up the^ collapse of the 'Albino-
JS 

cracles' in Southern Africa. However, since undoubtedly ther 

nex/ level, of radicalism and militant assertiveness-ras xi/ell 

as the tacit encouragement of the radicals and left-wing 
* "* a 

elements in the country==had General Muhanjmed as-Its prime^ 

mover, it was not entirely surprising that, his premature 
- *• . * # 

death, coupled with the slump in oil revenues, renewed * 

restraint and caution in Nigeria's "defence and foreign policy 
i 

posture. It was, perhaps, the,, latter realisation that » 

prompted Alaba Ogunsanwo's observatipn in his critique of the 

Muhammed-Obasanjo foreign policy performances, that: 
Bold foreign policy positions and stances, 
are hardly sustainable for a considerable * ' 
period without domestic Infrastructural 
underpinnings which' form the .solid found-

« atlon for such*policies. -Long-term pursuit 
of national Interests is facilitated through 
the availability of policy options that 
decision makers may resort to. The degree 
of manoeuvrability depends to a large extent 
on a country's dependence on the external 
environment for the life-sustaining .resources 
that are needed.w[74] . &/ 
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The creation, maintenance and'use of armed forces on 

xvhich Nigeria's foreign and security policy par'tly restj, 

requires a concomitant .expansion in the primary foundatioj/ 

of its national military power. economic and technological 
/ , ' . 

resources. To recall the analysis in 'sect\ion (a)' above, 

economic strength constitutes the basis of two components of 
; / ' * v 

putative military power in Africa as elsewhere. mobilized 
" .; * 

or ready military forcee and military potential (from which 

additional'military capabilitiesr can be derived). While, as 

Timothy Shaw has noted, 'the ineluctable progress towards semi-

peripheral capitalism' (towards a more industrialized economy 
• >." • . * * 

dominated by an ever-Changing balance df fractional forces 

among national*, transnational'and bureaucratic bourgeoisies 

or"capital) hka profoundly altered the„economic basis"of 

-Nigeria's military power,' -pe'r sis tent fluctuations in' this 

essentially^"monocultural economy* have imposed serious limits 

on the use and usability of force as an instrument of 

policy.[75] The realisation of this paralysing factor on 

-Nigeria's" foreign and security policy posture no doubt 
* underlies the feverish debate about the viability of the ' 

i 

present industrialisation strategy- initiated under the -

Fourth National Development Plan.[76] - (
 r 

A comparison of thfeee two*Initial eras (1960-1966 and 

1967-1979) suggests'an element of continuity as well^as 'dis-

continuity. There has been an undeniable e£emen,t 'oi, ' ' ' 
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continuity in terms of fundamental "policy objectives, as 

Ogunbadejo and Aluko among others have argueti. * However0 °in 

terms of policy means--the primary fojcuŝ ofOjjthts di'sserta-

tion--the two eras exhibittfsignifleant departures or dipcon-
> \ , {- n » 

tinuity, especially in terms of appreciation of the military 
a 

^ component in foreign and security policy. ' ( ' ^* 

.These differences in style and means, while not.-unre-

'dated to the fortuitous augmentation0of national economic base 

as a result of considerable oil revenue, is, nevertheless, to 

^ . be seen more in terms of the incommensurable ~dissimilarity In * 

' personalities and 'mind-sets' Of the leadership in the two • 

periods. In this respect, there"are sufficient grounds to 

hypothesize that a Balewa (or his successor in the Second 

Republic) at the helm of power in 1975-76 would have reac/fed 

differently to South Africa's incursion into Angola. How-
* / 

ever, although the military interregnum between the two 0 -

civilian eras strengthened in many ways (see Chapter Six) the 

/C) defence underpinnings in Nigerian foreign policy, • it will be 

contended below that the Shagari era did not necessarily 

represent a return to 1966 ante. This contention is supported 

by the unabated level of defence expenditures (see Chapters 

_ ' Five and Six), the revanchist posture toward unruly neigh-
n 

•.bours (see Chapter Four), .and the intensification of support 

for liberation movements in"Southern Africa. 
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£v) The Shagari Era (1979-B3) 

r Despite the obvious differences in*personality and 

foreign policy posture between the second-civilian administra-

tion>and its military predecessor, the emergence of a 'gentle, 

patient and cool-headed' leadership in the person of Shehu «> 

Shagari in the Second Republic x/as not accompanied by a ^ 

depreciation of the military component in Nigeria's foreign 
4* 

policy as was widely expected. Instead In line with the NPN 

Manifesto^[77] there? was a. continued emphasis on and enhance

ment of the military underpinning' of Nigeria's foreign 

policy. This undiminished trend in policy posture under V 

Shagari was succintly represented by Aminu Tijjani and David 

Williams: 
Inspite of the growing criticism of the 
deficiencies of military rule, there has 

* been, since the soldiers .handed Over * -. 
power, no sign of the expected civilian 
criticism of the high proportion of the - . 
Fedeual budget devoted-to defence, still 
the-5 highest single item In the 1981° 
budget. Nigerians seem to feel that they 
have a duty to match their political 
important in Africa and the worldywlth 
military strength...more money is being 
spent on equipment and training, and the 
President has promised that Nigeria's 
defence system willtf become "the best in 
Africa^" and "comparable to the best in __ 

" the World." A modernized and well-
equipped force "can be* expeced to dis
charged creditably and positively the 
task of defending the largest Black 
nation on earth; and only such a force -
can- give adequate credibility and 
expression to Nigeria's strong foreign 4 
.policy posture." This is an attitude 
which "radicals" as much as "conser*-
vatives" agree7[78] 

«& 

O 
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Thus, Unlike his counterpart and political superior in 

t,he First Republic, the military instrument x-/as far from 

- regarded as an anomaly by Shagari. Instead, the president's 

response to critical" situations (such as the Nigerla-Cameroun 

border conflict^f May 1981) x/as a judicious combination of 

'carrot and stick'--a threat of military repr̂ isa*! If diplo-/ 

macy failed to yield a mutually acceptable solution. However, 

unlike the Muhammed-Obasanjo era, fche second civilian pre

sident w"L-ll, perhaps be remembered for his 'low-key style of 

quiet diplomacy' reminiscent of the Balex/a's Republic. As •* 

one reviewer of the foreign/'policy performance of th^^Shagari 
administration has aptly ffoted, 'some people greet the 

mention of Nigeria s foreign policy during the last four 
\ j * 

years x/ith sr derisive What foreign policy? There is 

obviously some nostalgia behind this view, which glances 

^backwards in time to the 1975 struggle In the OAU over 

recognising the MPXA,and General Murtala Muhammed's pojsitive 
' ° *t 

^role. There was also the strong position the Obasanjo-fl3« * t> 
• c* 

government took on the French and Belgium intervention in 

Shaba. Some consider these to be high points from, which the 
•3 I 

' NPN°has descended into uncertainty.'[79] 

In overall terms, however, this brief review of the incli

nations of successive Nigerian policy-makers towards military 

power as an instrumenf of policy is suggestive of fundamental 

differences of Style and means rather than substantive 

- ' " o 
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departure«in policy objectives. Unfortunately, space pre-

cludea a detailed comparison, evaluation and explanation of 

the complex mechanics (personality, organisational, societal-

socio-economic and political--,»and systemic variables)[80] 

underlying these differences. sftch a disquisition x/ould 

necessarily-entail an additional chapter. 

However, viex/ed in conjunction x/ith the domestic and 

external determinants"of the.use of Nigeria's military as an 

instrument of foreign and security policy discussed in 

section (b) above, it should suffice in my judgement; to 

elicit a tentative conclusion. Considered both in terms of 

t"he,crucial distinction betx/een a state's role conception 
\ • °' " 

(that is, its x/orld view, or orientation, general policy 

commitments to and plans for action) and its role enactment 

(that is, its actual international behaviour), 

significant differences exist between periodsr reflecting 

not only relevant changes in parameters (domestic and, 

systemic) but also the personalised nature of leadership, 

Combined with the relative degree of latitude in decision- . 

making afforded the foreign policy elite.\ In this regard,. 

apart from the uncertainties and naive slipshodness x*hich 
' \ 

characterized the formative years of the Balewa era, the 

role definition "(as different from the role enactment) of 

the military Instrument In Nigerian foreign policy has been 

.remarkably consistent with the Clausewitzlan or 'neo-
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realist' tradition in International politics (see Chapter 

One). ' / 

There haw been among the5 policy elite x/ide-ranging -

perceptions of the military both qs the basis of/ national 

security and^as instrument of prevalence in situations 

unyielding to pacific strategies, as In the Lake Chad basin \ 

in summer 19$3. Explicitly In the form of threats or v 

implicitly through silent calculations, considerations of 

Nigerian military pov/er have acted as counters in diplo-

'0 ' * <P̂-*b 
matic bargaining (e.g. Nigeria-Cameroun boi-der crisis in May . . 
1981). Given the current reorganisation and expansion of 

# « 

Nigeria's military capability (Chapter Six) it is to be 

expected that such a" trend in strategic thinking among its 

decision-making elite x/ill heighten rather than diminish, 

especially x/ith the return of the soldiers to power in , 

late-1983. " 

In the next chapter, case studies involving the 

application of the theoretical substructure of the preceding 

analysis will be considered. Specifically, the role pf the 

Nigerian- military as an instrument of .security and crisis 

management will be^evMuated in the light of developments in 

Nigeria's strategic environment between 1960 and 1983. In 

this respect, Chapter Four may be considered essentially an 

extension of the present chapter, albeit with a greater 
focus on empirical details 
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Foreign Policy, Chapter 5. 
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' The full text of this address is reproduced in Morning 
f Post,-, 25 June 1971. 

Instead Muhammed's successor, General Olusegun Obasanjo, 
f dispatched a squadron of Nigerian Air Force planes to Dar 
es Salaam in Tanzania, from where they carried supplies 
to the Patriotic Front forces based in Zambia and ° 
Mozambique. The reason for this new phase' of commitment 
by Nigeria in the liberation struggle in Zimbabwe was 
highlighted by Obasanjo in his address to the OAU summit 
in Khartoum in 1978-

We have always maintained that it is only 
through the armed struggle that the Zimbabwe 
impasse can be speedily resolved. Even if a , 
peacefully negotiated and acceptable settle
ment were possible, it is only though the 
pressure of success on the battlefield that 
Ian Smith would be induced to the negotiation 
table. Thus while we are firmly committed to 
the armed struggle, we have never closed the 
doors to the possibility of a political 
settlement/ We believe that there should be 
a place for all Rhodesians, African as well 
as white in an independent Zimbabwe. (From 
the text of General Obasanjo's speech of 
July 27,. 1978, as issued by the Embassy of 
Nigeria in Washington, D.C.)" 

Abiodun 0. Sotunmbi, Nigeria's Recognition of the 
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Shaw and Aluko (eds.) Nigerian Foreign Policy « 
(London. Macmlllan, 1983), p. 3~̂  

The Fourth National Development Plan, an"* ambitious . 
document^that proposed the investment of N82,000 over 
five ye>ar s, has so far revealed the crippling myopia 
In the'National Economic planning bureau. Like its 
predecessors, it erred grossly on the side of optimism. 
For example, the GDP was estimated to rise from 
N36.1bn (1977 factor cost) in 1980 to N51.1bn, imply
ing an average annual growth rate of 8.3 percent in 
real terms, foreign exchange reserves were to rise from 
N5,357m. in 1980 to N9,148m. in 1983 before starting to 
decline, while gross national savings at current prices 
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would rise from Nl>3,370bn. in 1980 to N17,74lbn. in 
1985. For a critictaj-^review of the domestic economic 
policy of Shagari's administration, see Onyema 
Ugochukxcu, "Rich men, Poor Men" West Africa, "10 October 
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ing , equipping and reorganisation q£f the 
Army, Navy and Air Force to ensure the 
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trained, professionally high-quality, and 
fully equipped force. In doing so, (i) 
care x/ill be taken to "ensure that proper 
balance in arms and' men is maintained bet-

i ween the needs of internal and external 
security; (ii) to ensure that the 
nation's security is not endangered and 
our national power does not decline due 
to poor military preparedness, (iii) 
planning will seek to ensure harmony 
between defence needs, foreign policy 

/
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Year Book, 1980 (Lagos: Daily Times, 
1*981), pp. 21-22. T 
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79. West Africa, 10 October 1983, p. 2350. 
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Problems, 12, 3, 1973, pp. 102-13, H. A. Asobie, 
"Bureaucratic Politics and Foreign Policy: the 
Nigerian experience", Nigerian Journal of Political 
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The Nigerian Military and Foreign Policy: Processes, 
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1980, Research Monograph No. 45). 
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CHAPTER FOUR ' , 

The Military Instrument in Nigerian Foreign Policy: 
» >* 

case studies application 

It is high time., therefore, that those « 
x/ho provoke her unnecessarily learnt 
that they cannot forever ride on 
Nigeria ' s lenience . Nigerian neigh
bours have been adequately warned and 
President Shagari should not hesitate 
to mount a swift and punitive military 
action against any country that again 
tries to violate Nigeria)s territorial 
integrity. Unless and until this is 
done, there may be further -attempts 
by others midgets to test Nigeria's * 
resolve and willingness to act swiftly 
in defense of' her vital interest and 
honour. 

» " Punch (Lagos) [1] 

I understand these feelings and do hot 
question the patriotism of those who 
are in favour of Nigeria adopting an 
aggressive posture towards those who 
provoke us. However, I think that our 
reaction to these events should, rather, v 

be judged against the background of the 
principles ©"f our foreign policy, our 
prominent membership In the OAU, our 
leadership and mediatory role in Africa '• 
and the continental and global reper
cussions of any hasty reaction to con
flict situation between us and our 
neighbours with whom we share common 
heritage and destiny. 

President Shehu Shagari[2] 

The/foregoing analysis and evaluation of the con- . . 

ceptual and policy parameters and determinants of the use and 

usability of Nigeria's military power as an instrument of 

security and crisis management highlights both the relevance 

<r 
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and limits o£/this policy means in the dynamic condition of 

its strategic environment. This chapter examines" through 

selective case studies the methods--threatening, deterring 

and war .fighfeing--in which Nigeria's military power has been 

exercised to fulfil the foreign and defence policy functions 

from which, as argued in the preceding chapter, it derives 

its raison d'etre. The conditions for possessing the ability 

tp meet these functions and challenges,- as well as the 

structure, magnitude and institutional parameters of Nigeria's 

^enCe establishment will be the related subjects of 

chapters five and six respectively. 0 

a) Nigerian Military as Instrument. security* 

National military forces--as contended in^ Chapter Three--

can and have been employed in a variety of ways to promote 

States' security. They have been employed coerclvely in 

order to influence the behaviour of opponents or in order to 

alter or preserve the status quo by the sheer military feat 

of attack or defence. Two pertinent case studies in the 

latter category involving the Nigerian military will be 

examined in this seOtion x/hlle an evaluation of its role in 
0 J 

the former category x/ill be considered ln the next section 

under crisis management. 

*" The first of the two* case studies to be considered in 

this section involves the inner of the three 'concentric 

cirles' of Nigeria's security boundaries: the Nigeria-

'Biafra' war. The importance of this conflict lies not only 
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ln~its being the first expressive use of Nigeria's military 
o "̂  '7 

power on a massive scale to prevent the dissolution of the , 

Nigerian state, but also highlighted.the vulnerability of 

post-colonial states to outside influences and pressures. 

The latter factor In-turn signified a third: the inesdapable 

linkage between the first, second, and4 third .'concentric 
*?• i 

circles' of Nigeria's security environment. This become 
ominously clear from the magnitude of foreign intervention 

- s 

in theF conflict, with the unmistakable purpose--in the case 
» 

of France, Portugai, South Africa and Rhodesia--of expediting 

the balkanization of the Nigerian- statue as part of the pro

cess of dominating a divided continent. , . 

The next case study involves the second circle of the 

Nigerian security boundary the repeated encroachment on 

Nigeria's territory by elements of the armed forces of neigh-

bouring states x/hich have necesslated on a number of 

occasions the use of military force to dislodge or preserve 

the' status qub.[3] Of central consideration here will be 

the confrontation in the Lake Chad basin between^ the Nigerian 

and 'Chadian armed forces (April-June 1983). 

Both of thesp incidents in Nigeria's immediate security 

environment are siWlar to the extent that they represent-* 

from a decision making pt^rspective-ja military response to 

situations unyielHEig^fep psfeclfic strategies. Such a res-
\ T 

ponse, as noted in Chapter JThree (sect ion c) , manifestly 
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highlights the value assumption ^realism) of Nigeria's* 

policy-elite in the post "sivil x/fir era; one that views war 

not an an expression of insanity' or madness (Balexva's 'mind-

'Set'), but as an 'act of applying arid distributing military 

means to fulfil the ends Of policy4'[4] On this view, it 

follows logically that the application of military force to 

suppress the 'Biafran secession' or to dislodge Chadian forces 
r 

from txvo strategic islands in Lake Chad, does npt constitute 

a defeat for diplomacy. On the contrary, it represents as ^ 

Clausewltz wrote, 'a continuation <?f policy by an admixture 

of other means . T^Sj 

i) The Nigeria-"Biafra' Conflict 

The circumstantial imperative which precipated the 111-
*• i a ° - • 

fated secession of«the former Eastern Region of Nigeria has 

been so extensively documented as to not warrant3 a detailed 

analys.is' here. [6] Suffice to note that underlying, the entire 

melodrama was a complex set of socio-polltical-cum--constitu-

tional questions^which have beset a great number of countries 

in their formative years. Preeminent among these are two 

pivotal, if' conflicting, /tendencies inherent in the^nroces's 

of national integration in plural societies such as Nigeria. 
t 

One is constitutional: • the question of federalism versus 

confederalism.[7] The other is socio-cultural: the prin

ciples of macro- versus micro-nationalism.[8] Both sets 

of centrifugal propensities in the body politic of plural 
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systems are inextricably related. Federalist tendencies 

invariably-appeal to the _ principle .of macro-nationalism, while 

confederal ism, enshrines the aspiration of sub- -or micro-

nationalist-forces. ° *" „ 

By arguing elegantly and persuasively at Aburi (January, 

1967) that 'it is better that we move slightly apart and 

survive, it is much worse that we move more closer and perish 
» M 

in the collisort,' Ojukwu was in effect advancing'the cause 

, <jf sub-nationalist forces in the* Eastern region for autonomy 

within a confederal union. As John de st. Jorre" has rightly 

noted about the Aburi Conference* 

Ojukwu'a strategy was to bring back a 
concerete agreement on something" as 
near to a confederal system of govern- <? 

\ ment as possible...He came to Aburi to 
rewrite the Nigerian constitution and 
largely succeeded.[9] 

The theoretical underpinning of Ojukwu's position xi/as 

unmistakably informed by the principle of micro-nationalism, 

XT/hich, as noted above, asserts the prerogative* of ethno- • 

national groups to ^establish for themselves a new sovereign 

entity (statehood) should they adjudge their survival as a 

people to be at stake. -Thus, one of the official government 

publications of the 'Republic of Biafra' later stated: 

The state Is not an Inflexible structure 
x/hich is absolute, irrespective of pre
vailing circumstances, but an affirmative' p 

•Gt framework xi/hose primary aim is * the collec- \ 
tive welfare of its people, and which ' 
should adjust itself with preponderating 
circumstances in order to maintain Its • 
ability to acnieve its aim. When, there-
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fore, new conditions arise which are a 
negation of the happiness and well-being 
of the people of a country, it is not 
only justifiable but imperative and 
obligatory that these people should 
establish for themselves a new natiorr 
which assures their welfare, and should 
set for themselves new territorial 
limits to correspond with this new 
nation. This is' the choice, the deci
sion, Biafra has made.[10] 

The significance of Ojukwu's move to 're-x/rlte the 

Nigerian constitution' at Aburi x/as not lost on Gowon and 

Federal bereaucrats in Lagos. As the latter stated in a 
* 

rejoinder to Ojukx^u's post-mortem news conference on the 

'Aburi Accord'• 

the day we say confederation, it would 
be goodbye to Nigeria, since confedera-

0 tion meant a xi/illing grouping together 
of independent sovereign states.[11] 

The conflicting and, in many ways, diametrically 

opposed positions between the Federal and the Eastern govern-

ments on ways to handle the fallout from the horrifying car

nage of 1966 in the North inevitably resulted In a stalemate. 

With the stale°mate followed a drift at the governmental level 

and a new upsurge of bitterness below. As one writer later 

put it, 'Aburi x/as to die on the vine. The^ civilians had 

tried to produce a solution of their ox<m (the Ad Hoc Confer

ence in September, 1966) and failed, the soldiers had now, 

similarly, made an, attempt and they also xi/ere to fail.'[12] 

In this condition, the use of force--Gowon's ultimate sanc

tion—became unavoidable, if the disintegration of the 
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Nigerian state was to be arrested. „ **• 

The decision itself to use force was a product of a, com-* 

binatibn of factors* domestic and external. The< first of 

the domestic factors involved serious and mutually reinforc

ing misjudgements. the belief in Lagos that the East would 

not secede and the expectation in Enugu that Gowon would 

accept the fait accomplinonce the East seceded, given the 

withdrawal of key military personnel (mainly Ibos) from the 

Nigerian armyo. Gowon and his advisers hopelessly under- ^ 

estimated both the mood and the strength of secessionist 

forces in the East. It was hi-s mistaken belief that, despite 

tough rhetoric, Ojukwu would in the final analysis accpfrmodate 

himself to the new political design (multi-state federalism) 

for Nigeria and override pressures for ,seccession which did 

not have the support of Eastern!minorities. This glaring 

misperception of the intent and determ/tnation of Ojukxi/u and 

his colleagues may no doubt have contributed to Gov/on's 

reluctance to initiate a preemptive action xvhich some of his 

military colleagues were urging after the collapse of the 

'Aburi Accord.' 

i The second set of domestic factors x/hich triggered the 

military option was military-institutional and bureaucratic' 

The military-Institutional factor pertains to the enormous 

pressure on Gowon from his colleagues in the military (espe

cially, the late Murtala Muhammed) to preempt secession of 

the East, by force of arms.[13] This pressure was further 
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exacerbated by the*> intransigence an'd apprehension ôf Federal 

" » J* 

civil servants in Lagos who entertained little illusion about 

the ultimate objective of the Ibo-dominated Eastern govern-

ment. ' 

Commen-ting on the 'Aburi conundrum,-' John de St. Jorre 

has, for example, noted that: 
Meanwhile, the Federal civil" servants in 
Lagos were passing a cold and critijcal 
aeye over the document the spldiers had 
brought back so triumphantly. .The more 
they read the more appalled they became 
for, xv/hatevef they thought of the inte
grity and intentions of Ojukwu and the 
Eastern military they had no doubts that 
their own former colleague,s--top Ibo 
civil servants, like Francis Nwokedi,—" 
Pius Okigbo, and Cyprian Ekwensi--having 
lost all xvere hell* bent on secession and 
x«mld use the Aburi accord to further 
that end. They Immediately x*"rote a 
devastating memorandum, punching holes 
through virtually every clause of the. 
agreement, spelling out, its unwork- & 
ability, how it would lead to the break
up of the Federation, -and adding a few 
gratuitous political ideas of their 
own.[14] 

Thus, when the 'die was cast' five months later and tWfc 

East finally seceded, these bureaucrats (many of whom origi

nated from the Eastern minorities) became a major lobby for 

coercive action against Ojukx-zu and his colleagues. Such „ 

pr'essures/from the minority communities in Lagos (both within 

and outside government) was not altogether unexpected. Since 

a successful secession of the East--as Obafemi Awolowo 

x/arned-=Xi/ould almost certainly have resulted in the dissolu

tion of the federation,[15] the spectre of Institutionalised 

0 
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domination which minority ethnics dreaded could have- become 

inescapably real. Conversely, the implementation of , 

multi-state federalism* would, as they rightly perceived, 

correct the burden of unequal -citizenship which the minority . 

groups has to bear in the First Republic. As A.JH. M. 
> ° c _ 

Kirk-Greene succinctly noted- ' u ' • 

...there was little reason to expect " 
the minority leaders to let slip ''this 6 

». chance to' secure recognition of 
' statue denied them during the years »_ 

• of parliamentary opposition, political 
persecution, nugatory alliances with 
dominant Southern- parties ana open 
resistance that had been their lot over ' 
the previous decade.[<16] 6 

^ The determined assertiveness of minority groups con

stituted but only one facet of the larger public pressure 

on the Supreme Military Council to use force when peaceful 
* 

persuasion and economic sanctions failed. Thus, £» TJnoriga 

has observed in this respect that: 

. %' An account of* the events after Aburi-
until the East's secession fiye months 
later, a period which witnessed an', 
irteversible lunge towards war, x»/ithout 
sQufe attempt to convey the feeling of 
the time and- the attitudes of the-
ordinary people Is like eating a dish 
of Nigerian pepper stew without the 

" pepper. It was one of those rare, 
emotional times in history when it is - ' 

' difficult, perhaps impossible, ̂ o 
distinguish,the roles of leadership 
and the led; first one, then the 
other seems to be making the running 
until events themselves appear to , sK" 
assume a terrible vttfcKS of their ©wn 
and plunge everyone Into the dark v 
'abyss. [i7] 
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The call for military action against the East from the 

public emanated to a. - considerable extent from the North, 

f alarmed by now ih'part by the prospect of Inheriting a 
* 0 

predominantly .agrarian and landlocked ecofaomy in the event of 

the disintergratton of the federal experiment. As a conse

quence, at a meeting of the Northern Emirs and leaders Q^*^ 

thought a resolution of 'truly revoluntionary character' x/as 

adopted. It stipulated, in essence, that: 
*̂  

i. The North is irrevocably committed 
• to the creation of more states " 
whether or not they are created 
elsewhere, as a basis of stability - . 
in the North; and 

O 
ii. < The Supreme Military Council should 

deal effectively with the defiance^ 
to' its ---decision by the Governor o4T 
the East.,[18] * 

This resolution, among- other things, left Gowon and 

his colleagues' in* no doubt about wtiat was tolerable to 

Northern elite and public opinion, since it in effect 
X) 

castigated the indecisiveness of the Supreme Military .'Council. 

As the resolution put it: y 

this failure and laxity on the part of 
the Supreme Military Council has tended 
to invite public ridicule and contempt 
of the council's decisions by the radio, 

• , the press and the politicians...[19] 

Ŝ -nce any hope of maintaining a .unified front by the 

Supreme Military Council' against the Government of the 

Eastern region 'depend on the unreserved support of Northern ' 

and Western elites, the resolution in effect strengthened the 

determination of Gowo'n to use force against the secessionist 
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forces. Finally, developments in the'international arena 

x</ith profound bearing on the crisis within the country also ° 

reinforced the Supreme Military Council's decision to use 

force. Among these were i) the arms embargo by NATO coun-

tries against Nigeriq., and ii) the undisguised and blatant 

intervention by France, Portugal, Rhodesia, and South^Africa 

on the side of the secessionist forces. Both developments 

^considerably, strengthened the resolve of Ojukwu and his 

colleagues and were seen by the Supreme Military Council as 

-an affront which, if successful, would set a dangerous pre

cedent for Africa-in terms of giving impetus) to secessionist 

forces who may find in 'Biafra' a model of viable ethno-

national revolt to emulate. 

In stun, therefore, the decision by the Federal Govern

ment to arrest the dissolution of the Nigerian federation by 

force of arms was the .result of an intractable existential 
a 

dilemma with which a number of post-colonial s'tates in Africa 

have had to contend (Chad*, Ethiopia, Sudan, $aire, etc.). 

From the viewpoint of the Supreme Military Council, the deci

sion to use force was not simply the 'opposite of persuasion, 

but a response to the limits of persuas%on.' Coercive vio-

lence, in this regard, was not simply the antinomy of 

peace, but a response to situations which are unyielding to 
' • 4 * 

pacific strategies. ..,'[20] The war which resulted from the 
Q 

failure to reach a compromise' lasted for two and half years, 

involving armed confrontation and horrendous loss of life on 
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a scale fhen unprecendented in black Africa.[21] That the 

i 

federalists finally sec^eeded in subduing the secessionist 

force© owed more to superior military potential (the mobilis-

able resources of Nigeria in terms of infantry personnel, 

economic resources and purchasing" pox/er in the international 

market) rather than to any decline in the will to resist of 

the- 'Biafran camp.'[22] 

The next case study examines the use of military force 

against Chad and its significance, in terms of Nigeria's 

defence posture." It will be noted that despite occasional 

provocations from neighbouring""countries (Republique de Benin, 

Niger, Chad, and Cameroun) In the" 1970s, this was the first 

,time Nigeria-resorted to its military instrument to preserve 

the status quo. Considering its previous declaration of a 

policy of 'good neighbourliness' (i.e. that Nigeria's neigh-

bours had nothing to fear from its size and military might), 
r 

does this incident initiate'the beginning of a less tolerant 

attitude and posture on the part of Nigeria? 
r 

* • 

ii). Nigeria-Chad Conflict' 
Nigeria's resort to coercive violence to dislodge regi-

> 

•ments of Chadian forces from the Island of Kinsara (April 

1983) x/as a timely reminder of the chequered/'and potentially* 

explosive situation on its highly amorphous^ frontier. The 

incident in the Lake Chad basin was preceded by another inci-

dent on the north-western border (Sokoto State) where troops 
/ - " 

from the Republic of Benin occupied -several villages on the 
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Nigerian side of the frontier in April 1981. This incident 

drexi/ a bitter reaction from the Nigerian public, but unlike 

the subsequent development in the Lake Chad (April-July 1983) 

did not result in a confrontation. 

The Lake Chad basin had been identified as a potential 

flashpoint by Nigerian policy makers since the early 1960s. 

As a consequence, Nigeria initiated a collaborative venture 

(the Lake Chad Basin Commission--CBC) with Niger, Chad and 

Cameroun, to oversee the administration of their zones of 

convergence in the Lake basin* (1962). lA treaty—'Convention 

and Statue Relating to the Development of1 the Chad Basin'--1 

was formalised and signed in May 1964, empowering the 
V . 

Commission to:, 

a .^prepare general regulations which, on 
' approval by member-states, would be 

enforced by the Commission, 

b. to collect, evaluate and spread informa
tion, 

c. to recommend plans for joint projects 
and reseatch, ' 

d. to .maintain liaison between member-
states, 

8 

e. to formulate common transport and 
navigation rules, staff regulations, 
and administrative codes: 

: f." to settle disputes after hearing com
plaints , and 

g. to prepare a budget which can be raised 

by member states through contribution.[23] 

Like a number of other experiments in inter-*state 

cooperation In Africa, the Commission eventually 'lapsed into 
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obscurity owing principally to the evolving political climate 

in the region;'especially to domestic,crisis and instability 

in Chad, Niger and Nigeria. Thus, with the machinery (CBC) 

for resolving conflict in the Lake -basin paralysed through 

neglect, it was only a matter of time that serious 

infringement of »the vital Interests of any one party drew a 

hostile response from other. This was the case in April to 

July 1983 x/hen the Nigerian Government of Shehu Shagari Y 
• o 

unleashed its military forces on Chad on the latter's arme4 

forces occupation of two strategic islands in Nigeria's 

territorial waters. * - ' 

According to an official government news release in 

Lagos, serious fighting broke out (between April 18 and 24) 

when a patrol of 24 Nigerian soldiers sent to protect Nigerian 

fishermen on Kinsara Island came under unexpected attack from 

Chadian "forces loyal to Hissene Habre.[24] Nine Nigerian 

soldiers x/ere reportedly killed and the rest compelled to 

withdraw. Following this incident, the Nigerian theatre 

commander launched a combined air and seaborne assault against 

Habre's forces in the Lake Chad basin. The assault was 

intended to dislodge Chadian forces from the Islands they 

occupied, but as Africa Confidential noted: 

There are indications that some junior 
Nigerian commanders near Lake Chad are 
not only trying to regain lost ground 
but to advance beyond the recognized 
border-points, to prove their mettle. 
...It is widely recognized that the 
army has suffered from a sense of 
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frustration since OAU peace-keeping duties 
in Chad. During the Chad episode it was 
under strict political orders not to 
protect the Goukouni Weddeye adminsitra-

* tion against Habre's troops because this 
would have amounted to OAU 'inter-

-£ ference'. [25] 

The first phase of the fighting was officially ended on 

May 7, with the visit to Lagos of an official delegation from 

Chad, only to resume x/ith elemental fury the next month, 

June. [26] .This confrontation, as the 'London Economist 

observed", shoxi/s how difficult it can be 'to halt even the 

most pointless conflict.' Lake Chad, a huge area of shallow 

water and swamp,-can vary in size between 4,000 and 9,000 

square miles, according to the water level. It includes 
a 

hundreds of islands (some of which appear and disappear) on „ 

which fishing communities live. The Nigeria-Chad border" runs 

through the middle of the Lake, and there is a dispute about 

its exact line.[27] * 

However, as noted above, Nigerians response to Titiie^ 

particular Incident cannot be understood or judged ln isola

tion from earlier provocations involving its Eastern and 

Western neighbours (Cameroun and Benin). Institutional 

(military, legislature, an^^c^IviT^ervice personnel) and 

public (media, university students, trade unions and the 

masses) reactions to these3 'unwarranted provocations' made 

It almost Impossible for President Shagari to eschew the use 

of force in the Lake Chad ft^sin incident. , As the Afri< 

Research Bulletin notes: • 
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Some nexi/spapers have accused his govern
ment of once again being "spineless" in 
the face of "aggression , particularly 
unwelcome comment during the run-up to \ 
Nigeria's elections in August,. [28] 

Such an accusation was apparently directed against the 
CD* 

strict operational limitation imposed on the generals in the 

conduct of the reprisal campign against Habre's forces. As 

reported by Africa Confidential[29], following the latest 

coup in Nigeria, the political handling of the border battle 

with Chad infuriated nearly all senior officers involved and 

may have expedited^the overthrow of Shagari's administration 

It is not surprising that one of the ring-leaders In the 

coup--Major General Babangida.--disclosed that the coup was 

first planned for July 1983, that is JB|rt after the cessation 

of hostilities In the Lake Chad basin.[30] 
0 

I 

While from a purely military standpoint, the frustration 

of the officers can be understood, it has to be remembered 

that war as Clemenceau is reputed to have said, is 'much too 

serious a matter to be left to the generals.' It has been 

one of the distinguishing traits of the 'military mind'--the • 

'groupthink' factor--in conflict situations that operational 

imperatives tend to dominate all other aspects of policy. 

In this respect, General MacArthur's defiant comment in rela

tion to the Korean stalemate—that 'in war there is no sub

stitute for victory *-7touches a responsive chord In most, if 

not all,°military establishments.[31] 
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Nevertheless, if war is tod -deadly a business to be left 

to the generals, it is also much too serious to be left to 

the politicians. What is, therefore, required as Henry 

Kissinger has persuasively argued, is a 'dialogue between 

political and military minds.' As he puts it: 

...a separation of strategy and policy 
„ can be* achieved only to the detriment of 
both. Lt causes military policy to 
become identified with the most absolute 
applications of power and it tempts dis-
lomacy into an overconcern with finesse. 
Since the difficult problems of national 
policy are,, in the area where political, 
economic psychological and military 
factors oyerlap, we should give up the 
fiction that there is such a thing«as 
"purely military advice. "[32;] 

There,is substantive evidence to support the view of a 

lapse in 'dialogue' betwen military and political elites 

during both thê  border crises of May 1981 (with Cameroun) 

and April to June 1983 (with Chad). The reason was, perhaps, 

primarily organisational. As the Chief Executive and 

Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces, President Shagari had 

the constitutional power to 'determine the operational use of 

the Armed Forces,' subject, of course, to the provision of 

section 167 (4a) xi/hich empowered the National Assembly to 

eimend the 'powers exercisable by the President as Commander-

In Chief of the Armed Forces.' However, the President was 

required under section 131 of the constitution to seek advice 

from the Mational Defence Council 'on matters relating to 

the defence of the sovereignty and the territorial integrity 
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of Nigeria.' 

The National Defence Council consisted of the President 

(Chair), -the Vice-President, the Defence Minister, Head of 

the combined Armed Forces, and the Heads of the three 

services--the Air Force, the Army and the Navy. One signifi

cant omission was the Minister for External Affairs--Ishaya . 

Audu. As was anticipated and forewarned by a number of 

Nigerian foreign^ policy scholars, [33] this omission was to 

create avoidably divergences in crisis management between the 

Ministry of External Affairs and the Defence Establishment*. 

It became fairly obvious from decision-making process during 

the two border incidents Involving, Cameroun (May 1981) and 

Chad (April to June 1983) that it was the Ministry of 

External Affairs rather than the National Defence Council, 

which became the dominant bureaucratic agent in the resolution 

of the conflicts.[34] The military establishment's percep

tion and position on the .operational environment tended to be 

ignored of relegated. Given the potentially volatile and 

unstable (praetorian) civil-military relations in Nigeria, 
V F 

it was to be expected, as was reported atN£he time that a 

'secret' meeting of senior officers, including Buhari, 

decided after the 'border fiasco' that the army xvo'uld not 

suppport Shagari politically.[35] 

Despite such lapses in coordination among 'political 

and military minds'' during the Lake Chad basin conflict, it 

is still to be commended that the Shagari administration's 
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skilful combination of .'stick and carrot' approach effectively 
TV. 

J * "" * 

contained the fighting before it escalated into senseless 

conflagration with incalculable consequences for the policy 

.of ' gooo^neignbourliness' which Nigeria had carefully culti

vated and fprmalised in the ECOWAS treaty. If the barrier 

was broken, there was no way of knowing the consequences and 

future ramifications'of invading Chad. Yet the decision to 

use force against Habre's forees, arguably, underscores a 

new trend In Nigeria's defence policy posture towards its 

midget neighbours: a policy of measured response based on a 

compelling need for deterrence and restraint,- if future armed 

infringements on its territory are to be effectively contained. 

In the next and final section of this chapter, the role o 

of the Nigerian military as an instrument of crisis manage-

ment xi/ill be examined. As noted in the preamble to the pre

sent chapter (and consistently argued, in'the three preceding 

chapters), the utility of national military forces as instru

ment of security does not only reside in their expressive 

use (war making). They can also [be employed coercively In 

order to Influence the behaviour/of opponents or in order to 

alter or preserve the status "?fuo in the process of crisis 

diplomacy. However, as will be, seen below, the function of 

military power in crisis situations, crucial as it is, cannot 

be exaggerated especially in a regional subsystem such as 

Africa, which is usually considered to be exceptional in its 
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development of the 'third basis' of security the definition 

of norms of behaviour reducing external threats from both 

within and outside the region.[36] The personality of 

leaders, the freedom of action' they have in the national 

arena, and their bargaining skills are also Important deter

minants of the outcome of crisis.[37] The latter factor--

bargaining skill--ls obviously crucial in the manipulation 

of threats,' tacit or explicit, of impending military action. 

Two major categories of case studies in crisis diplomacy 

or management will be considered below. First, at the infer-

state crisis-management level. the Nigeria-Cameroun border 
- f 

crisis of May 1981 in which consideration of military force 

(on the part of Nigeria) acted as a counter in the diplomatic 

bargaining that followed the killing of five Nigerian soldiers 

on routine border patrol. And second^ at .the regional-global 

crisis-management level: the interposition of contingents of 

Nigerian troops, either independently (as in Tanzania, 1964 

or in Chad, 1979) or as a part of an international peacekeeping 

force (the Congo, 1960 to 1963, Chad, 1982 and Lebanon, 1978 

to 1983), to help stabilise and seal off an explosive military 

situation until the bases of a more durable settlement can be 

established. The focus of analysis in this second category 

xi/ill be on Chad, since, unlike^*he—Congo and Lebanon cases,, 

Nigeria played a dominant role there both at the decision

making level and in the actual conduct of the peacekeeping 

operations. 
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b) ' Nigerian Military as instrument: crisis management 

i) Nigeria--Cameroun Border Crisis (May 1981) 

The border crisis of May 1983 xi/as--as widely reported--

precipitated by the killing of five Nigerian servicemen on a 

routine border patrol by Camerounian gendermes at Ikang on 

the south-eastern border of Nigeria. This incident high

lighted some of the tension that has existed on the frontier 

between the two countries since the early 1960s. Part of 

the? border problem had been to devise a mutually acceptable 

solution for controlling a frontier which until 1961 x-zas no 

more than an administrative demarcation point between the 

Eastern region of Nigeria and the West Camerouns which 

had been mandated to Britain after- the First World War. The 

UN-organised plebiscite of 1961 resulted in a 'reintegra

tion' of the West Camerouns Into the Republic of Cameroun. 

Conversely, in the north near Lake Chad', under a similar 

plebiscite, the people of Adamawa opted for association with 

Nigeria. 

Thus, while the causes of the May 1981 incident were not 

recent, and details remain unknox/n, [38] the location permits 

a reasonable assessment of the circumstances xt/hich surround , 

the tension ln the area of the Nigeria--Cameroun frontier. 

The disputed area involves about 168 square miles of terri

tory which was cart of Nigeria until October 1961. It was 
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the continual border clashes in this area which flar^d-up in 

May 1981 and almost resulted In a war between Nigeria and 

Cameroun.[39] Initial speculation about the crisis touched 

on an alleged discovery of oil by Cameroun in this region at 

the very- southern end of the frontier (around the Rio del 

Rey). However, from the Nigerian perspective (corroborated I 

by incidents since the early 1960s) , it is the movement of*"-""'̂  

fishermen, especially Nigerians frpm Cross River State wno 

have been frequently harassed by £amerounian patrols, that 

engendered the tension in the area and set the stage for the 

forceful response following the incident of 16 May 1981. 
*. ** 

The handling of-the crisis itself by the Shagari admini

stration, was to a considerable extent a classic case of 

crisis-managment, involving a skilful combination of diploma

tic bargaining end threat of coercive violence. Despite the 

jingoistic public outrage, the Nigerian government desisted 

from arbitrary retaliatory measures", while at the same time, 

impressing upon Cameroun (through an ultimatum and troop 

deployment) its determination 'to take actions it considers 

appropriate to protect the lives and properties of Nigerian 

citizens', if its demands were not met.[40] The eventual 

compliance of the Ahidjo government in the Cameroun with 

Nigeria s demand--compensation for the families of the 

victims and an apology--may be ascribed to a number of, fac

tors highlighted in Klaus Knorr's crisis model cited in 
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Chapter Three, section, a* 

Preeminent among these were, first, Cameroun'*s estimate 

of the cost (financial, international loss of *-face, dbmestic 
«*> 

political weakness etc) of complying with Nigeria's ultimatum. 

These costs were in the final analysis tolerable compared 
4 

with the second factor: its estimate Of the costs of defying 

Nigeria's ultimatum. These involved the calculation that 

Nigeria xrould actually execute the threat if defied (given' 

its military capacity to do so and the unprecedented level 

of public outrage iri Nigeria), and the probable consequence 

in terms of material and human losses. It was fairly obvious 

to the Camerounian authorities (as was confirmed to me in a 

number of interviews in Nigeria), that annexation of the 

disputed area x<ras one of the ultimate objectives if retalia- ~ 

tory action had to be taken. A' third factor was Cameroun*s 

bargaining position and skill relative to Nigeria. The 

bargaining skill of a government is an important determinant 

of the outcome pf crisis, that is, x/hether it 'ends in 

peaceful adjustment,^ or unresolved deadlock, or pauses the 

eruption of military hostilities.'[41] Thus, one obvious 

strategy of the Ahidjo^ government was to endeavour to defuse 

the crisis through the passage of time by: * 

' a) protracted negotiations (for example, 
acknowledging the incident while delaying 
response until its investigation was 
completed); and * \> 

b) offering minim̂ J. concesaions to induce 0 
Nigeria into commitments that would make 
Cameroun's compliance with its ultimatum 
unneceoaary (for example., Cameroun'*s 

a, ' 
v 
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proposal for a joint commission of 
Inquiry into the incident). 

/ •*• /KB a justification for this proposal, the,Ahidjo government 
• t 

j — • 

spoke of 'several negative incidents'--involving alleged 

kidnapping of eight Camerounians, including a government 

official in January 1981 "•-about x/hich J-t never received a 
# , 

satisfactory explanation from Nigeria.[42] 

- - .Nigeria's rejection of this proposal (on the grounds 

that it had never worked in the past, apparently a reference 
-4> I- ' 

to the defunct Permanent Joint Boundary Consultative Com
ic -~ 

• mission) drastically reduced the Ahidjo's government room 

for manoeuvre and increased the pressure for-compliance. 

Invthe final analysis, it was arguably the second factor--

Cameroun's anxiety or anticipation that Nigeria might resort 

to its military strength if its demands were ignored--that 

prompted its* eventual compliance with the ultimatum. Such 

anxiety was not without reason, since Nigeria's military 

buildup in the disputed zone continued unabated„throughout^ 
S ft*-. 

the crisisv 

Despite the virulent (and in certain cases*grossly unin-

formed and^irresponsible) criticism of the Shagari administra-

Jtion's conduct Of the crisis,[43] the President's refusal to 

- ( permit, as he .put it, 'any hasty recourse by us to military 

response in these situations until all diplomatic persua-

sions- had failed'[44] was no doubt a commendable display of 

statemanship. Such restraint had less to do with the 'spine-
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lessness in the face of aggression as his domestic detrac

tors charged, aŝ ji compelling cognizance of the 'classic 

. constraint'., which Nigeria ,as an aspiring regional pox-/er 

would 'increasingly be called upon to live with.' As *one 

commentator rightly argued then: 
\ Objective military analysis shows that 
Nigeria has the capacity to punish . \ 
Cameroun.militarily and can, if it 
choses easily annex Cameroun territory o 
with impunity. President Shehu Shagari 
of Nigeria was right in concluding that 
this line of action will serve no useful 
purpose bearing in mind Nigerian national 
character and African .policy. 
Shakespeare's wise counsel that "it is 

* excellent to have a giant's strength, 
but it is tyrannous to use it like a 

' giant" is very appropriate and tends 
to support President Shagari's wisdom 
in exercising restraint and his reluc
tance to use Nigeria's military power 
against midgets like Cameroun.[45] 

A military response to such provocation may undoubtably 

have engendered a sobering effect*on Cameroun's military in 

the short-term.'However, the long-term political fallout 

(especially If Nigeria had unilaterally annexed the disputed 

area) in terms of .future ramif legions for ECOWAS (see 

Chapters*Three and Seven) is difficult to forsee. This 

notx-zithstanding, the imperative of national security (the 

protection of life, property and economic resources of the 

country) may in the long-run necessitate limited punitive 

mesures as x/as recently the case in the Lake Chad basin. In 

a condition of tenuous civilian control ovejr the military and 

widespread indiscipline among members of armed forces (as is 
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presently the case in many African countries), absolute 

adherence by Nigeria to the provision'of 'international law 
} 

t 

relating to the non-use or threat of. use of force in rela

tions betx/een states' may be costly mistake. [46] 

Mere public outrage and official government warning 

failed to deter elements of the -Benihois armed forces from 

occupying Nigerian'villages in,Spkoto State (April 1983) or 
0 X * 

impressed Habre' s forces in the7 'Lake Chad basin (April-June 

1983). In this respect, one cannot but sympathise x/ith 

editorial sentiment expressed in Punch-til(Ltjgos/, that, 'it is 

high time, therefore, that those who- provoke her unnecessa

rily learnt that they» cannot fo"6e$|rv ride on Nigeria's 

lenience...' Unless and until this is-done, 'there may be 

further attempts by midgets to fcejjt Nigeria's resolve and 

willingness to act swiftly in defence of her vital national 

interest...'[47] \ , 

Nevertheless, while subsequent events since 1981 have 

generally vindicated this editorial position, the. inherent 

dangers of the« logic of such argumentation call for circum

spection. For example, since--as extensively argued in 

Chapter Three--»it has been in Nigeria's security interest to 

expedite the demise of the French strategic presence in West 

A£**?ica, a ̂ retaliatory defence posture on the part of Nigeria 
•o t 

may only compel these.countries to seek the protective 
> « - " ' 

umbrella0 of France as never before. The bilateral defence 
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accords xi/hich France signed in the early 1960s with franco

phone black African states (except Mali and Guinea) remain 
1 s 

in operation in many countries. These accords afford France 

the right to 'intervene' at the request of the local govern

ment. [48] 

The final case study in this section examined below is 

the peacekeeping function of the Nigerian military ('utility 

in non-use') as an Instrument of crisis managment. As 

already noted above, the primary focus will be on Chad, where 

the role of Nigeria x/as prominent, compared for instance, 

with. Its more marginal participation in both- ONUC (the 

Congo) and UNIFIL (Lebanon). 

II) Chad and FaxnNigeriana 

The civil disorder in Chad which surfaced in the mid-
*» 

sixties as a revolt of the muslim North against the Southern 

Christian-dominated' central government of Ngarta Tombalbaye 

had by \the late 1970s stalemated into a fearsome* contest for 

power between the two, dominant wings of FROLINAT (Eront for 

the Liberation, of Chad): FAN and FAP. Allied to these two 

opposing factions (in a shifting pattern of ali-Bghment and 

realignment) were* and still are other splinter groups, which, 

as will be seen below, have so far grossly complicated and 

confounded any hope of a coherent and comprehensive peace 

plan for Chad. These maverick groups include Mouvement Pourv 

la Liberation du Tchad (MPLT) led by Abubakar Aburahaman. 
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Others are the Algiers-based wing of FROLINAT led by Abba 

Sadiq, the Peoples Liberation Army led by Mohammed Abba and 

the FROEINAT 'Vulcan Force' led by Acyl Ahmat.[49] It was 

in the context of this domestic imbroglio--x/ith its regional 

and extra-regional linkages--that Nigeria intervened diplo

matically in 1979 to reconcile the warring' factions and 

.restore civil tranquility in Chad. 

Nigeria's intervention--involving its armed forces in a 

peacekeeping role--came in two stages. The first stage was 

initiated in 1979-1980, when the military administration of 

Olusegun Obasanjo, acting independently of the OAU, arranged 

sBveraL conferences for the warring parties in March, April 

and August 1979, resulting in the Kano'and Lagos accords. 

The second initiative (and the more controvesial of the two) 

came after Libyan intervention in,Chad 1980-1982. This was 

coordinated at the OAU level, ostensibly to revitalize the 

peace process based on the Kano Accord; but in actual fact 

It became an anti-Ghaddafi exercise with incalculable 

consequences for the restoration of peace in Chad. The two 

stages coincided with changes of regimes and actors in 

Nigeria with inevitable policy consequences for Nigeria's 

position on Chad. 

The first stage of Nigeria's crisis diplomacy on Chad 

involved the dispatch in 1979 of a 'neutral force' contingent 

of the Nigerian military to Chad as part of the Kano Accord 
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of August 1979. This neutral force was to ensure: 

a) demilitarisation of N'djamena and the 
surrounding district up to 100 km; „ 

b) control of the Chadian Air Force; 

c) * security of. all .Important Chadian 
personalities, 

d) enforcement of ceasefire; and 

e) free movement of civilian population ^ 
through Chad. [50]' 

For reasons to be seen belox/, the Nigerian contingent had to 

be withdrawn with the resurgence of civil strife following 

the breakdown of=the Transitional National Union Government 

under the presidency of Goukouni Weddey.f51] 

The second stage of the peacekeeping operation, as 

already noted, was coordinated at the continental OAU level 

following Libya's intervention. While undoubtably an OAU 

operation, Nigeria's inputs--in<terms of decision-making, 

operational planning, deployment and command--was unmistakably 
•J 

immense. The decision to replace Libya's Islamic Legion 

xvith an Inter-African Peacekeeping Force (IAF) was made at a 

Nairobi meeting under OAU auspices in February 1982. It 

Called for: 

a) A ceasefire to go into effect no latter 
than 28 February, t * 

b) Negotiations between GtfNT and FAN to 
begin no later than March 1 under 
OAU auspices in a country other 
than Chad, 

c) A provisional constitution to" be agreed 
upon during the month of April. 
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d) Legislative and presidential elections 
to be held betxveen May -1 and June 3P(, and 

* * 
e) Withdrawal of the Inter-African Force 

on 'Jtane 30, with an elected President 
- |« of Chad now presumably in place.[52] 

» ° *• 
< •« 

By March 1982 nearly 4,000 troops (to grox/ to 6,001)) of the 

Inter-African Peacekeeping Force (from Nigeria, Zaire arid, 

Senegal), under the command of Nigeria's General Ejiga, were 

patrolling.Chad in pre-assigned 'operational areas.' Much 

like its predecessors^ hox/ever, the IAF was compelled to ', 

leave In June in the wake of Habre's (FAN) onslaught and i 

eventual.capture of the eapltal^ N'djamena. 

In retrospect, the failure of the two peacekeeping<*> 
** a 

operations in Chad raises a number of fundamental questions 

(both political and logistical) about the feasibility of such 

ventures which although they" may have been fo'rseen by their 

planners, were largely ignored. As noted in Chapter Three 

section (a) the success of any peacekeeping operation is t 

inescapably dependent upon the readiness of the contending 

parties 'to give priority to the stifling rather than the 

free expression of their tendency to conflict.'[53] Chad's 

political maze--the existence of competing and mutually hos-

tile armed factions--and regional and extra-regional dynamics 

which fueled the war, hopelessly nullified the" prospect of 

generating a consensus on xvhich the success of 'preventive 

diplomacy' through peacekeeping could be predicated or 

guaranteed. This conclusion is readily borne out ln any 
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dispassionate post-mortem evaluation of the experiences of 

the two peacekeeping forces so far deployed in-Chad (1979-
p 

80 and 1982) . 

In the first round of the peacekeeping* operation, 

exclusively involving a Nigerian military contingent, the 

Habre-Weddeye and French factors became the decisive variable 

in the eventual failure of the implementation of the Kano 

Accord. Obviously dissatisfled with an arrangement (for 

domestic political reasons) x/hich instituted his mortal enemy 

(Boukounni Weddeye) as the head of the Transitional National 

Union Government, Hissene Habre (Defense Minister and head 

of FAN wing of FROLINAT) eventually torpedoed--with undis

guised French backing--the implementation of the Accord. 

Clearly aware of Nigeria's strategic objective in Chad--to 

secure the withdrawal of the 1,200-man French military pre-

sence--France" not only 'hardened Habre's resolve to sabotage 

the series1 of accords on Chad in which Nigeria was the main 

architect,' but also created problems for Nigeria's peace

keeping Force <?in Chad in* 1979. According to Colonel Magoro, 

the commander of the Nigerian contingent: <>, 

The arrival or the Reconnaisance „-Battalion 
off-set the French supremacy of ground 
troops and unleashed a ,wave of shock and 
panic. The French were left asking ques
tions, such as, what do the Nigerian want? 
°Is it the oil or uranium in Chad? They 
never believed we were there to see to 
the return of peace and harmony in a sister ^ 
African country. They hurriedly brought in 
their heavier amoured vehicle, the 

, Panhard.[54] 
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As note/3 in Chapter Three (section a) , the French have 

reason to worry about Nigerian's military presence in any 

neighbouring states. Since the intervention of France on 

the side of the secessionist forces during the civil war 

(1967-70), Nigeria's policy makers have set as their primary 

objective the reduction of French influence in West Africa 

as a sine qua non of Nigerians ox̂ n national security. In 

any case, Habre's defection from the transitional government 

and open rebellion against Weddeye, with French military aid 

and logistic support radically altered the domestic political 

and military balance, thus compelling the withdrawal of the 

Nigerian 'neutral force.1 Conversely, the transitional 

government under Weddeye, according to the Chadian Minister 

-of Interior and Security Alhaji M. Sahid, had no alternative 

than to Invite the Libyans under the longstanding defence 

agreement between the two states. 

^ Much like the first initiative, the failure of the 

second attempt to create through peacekeeping a conducive 

atmosphere for political and social normalisation in Chad 

only highlighted the futility of such endeavour in the 

malign context of interrelated domestic quagmire and external 

complicity. In this respect, four pertinent factors Xi/hich 

foreclosed any possible success for the inter-African peace-

keeping venture may be briefly noted here. Q 
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First, the various factions in Chad were in an alliance 

Under GUNT (the National Unity Government) only for tactical 

reasons which were not sufficient to sustain a strong 

central authority. Second, the conflict in Chad once inter-

nationalised became an appendage of regional as well as extra-
•** 

regional interests and feuds•»-hence the network of American, 

French, Sudanese, Egyptian and Saudi Arabian participation 

in re-establishing Habre who was knox-m to oppose Libya. 

Third, Libya's intervention (on the invitation of 

Weddeye) and the subsequent announcement of a 'merger4 pro-

voked the hostile response of otherwise relatively non

chalant states such as Nigeria.[55] The 'merger' proposal 

refurbished the "spectre of a Pan-Islamic Sahelian empire 

'stretching from Chad to Port Sudan' in the minds of 

Gaddafi',s detractors. [56] This signally undermined Weddeye's 

credibility and dependability as head of GUNT, and unleashed 

the chain-reaction of events and forces that led to his over

throw by Habre. 

And finally, fourth, the conception and implementation 

of the peacekeeping operation itself left much to be 

desired. From the beginning, the IAF wate more a collection 

of peacekeeping forces than one collective peacekeeping 

force; that is, an ad hoc arrangement xvith narrowly defined 

standards instead of an integrated peacekeeping regime xi/ith 
•s 

commitment less slibject to independent na t ional In te rp re ta -
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tion. Although nominally under the command of General Ejiga, 

the participating forces remained under the 'direction of 

their respective national defence establishment (Zaire, 

Senegal, Nigeria) Instead of the OAU. This made a collective 

response to the changing internal environment difficult. As 

a consequence, from the outset the IAF x/as deployed without 

'securing a ceasefire and pledged neutrality*0 so it stood by 

until Habre captured the capital N'djamena on 4 June 1982. 

No sooner had the capital fallen than the contributing 

states started to withdraw their troops. Thus, the OAU 

endeavour in Chad x/as defeated by t*he same forces that called 
a 

"for It In the first place.[57] 

The debacle of the two peacekeeping experiments in Chad, 

both of which Nigeria had been crucially involved raised a 

fundamental question about the propriety of such an approach 

crisis managment in the African context, that is, the 

suitability or advisability of peacekeeping as opposed to 

peace-enforcement (UN's approach in the Congo). Given the 

conflict dynamics in Chad '^it is arguable that if the IAF 

was to accomplish Its objectives, it should have been partial 

to the Transitional Government (endorsed by the OAU) against 

Habre.' s dissent. Like Tshombe, such a display of 'manifest 

intention' by the IAF would, perhaps, have forced Habre and 

his patrons to compromise. However, giving the paucity of 
/ ""* 

resources available to the OAU, and the Byzantine nature of 
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African regional politics, the likelihood of securing even a 

limited consensus for any enforcement action was patently 

bleak. This was especially so, since with the stigmatising 

of Weddeye as 'Gadaffi's--hence Soviet--'agent', by the U.S., 

France, and their regional surrogates--Egypt,"Sudan and 

Saudi Arabia--, Habre's forces (FAN) came to enjoy lavish 

military and logistical support from the U.S. This x/as 

channelled through the 'Sadat Trail' (the East-West road 

across central Chad from the Sudanese oasis of al^Fashir) to 

the advancing Habre's forces by French and American Intelli-' 
i 

gence officers. With such firepower at his disposal and the 

certainty of a sanctuary in Sudan, a UN-style enforcement 

actions, as that against Tshombe's forces in the Congo, would 

have been a formidable task for the IAF In the difficult and 

inhospitable terrain of Chad.- / 
9-

Conclusion <„ " 

As an overall conclusion to this chapter, while the use 

and usability of the Nigerian militarŷ a*8"==«n instrument of 

statecraft--security and crisis managment=-have been reason

ably established in the preceding case studies, the frequency 

and effectiveness of their role in future contingencies remain 

a subject of speculation Their salience will necessarily 

depend on a number of fundamental factors--domestic and* regime 

stability, economic vicissitudes, and shifting regional and 
w 0 

global dynamics--to be explored in the next chapter. 
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Chapter Five, therefore^represents an attempt to 

grapple x̂ ith a question of central theoretical and empirical 

importance: x-zhy have Nigerian policy makers resorted to 

the military instrument at some times^ and places but not in 

others? In other word, why did the Nigerian governmejit, for 

example, resort to military force against 'B-iafra' and against 

Habre's forces in the Lake Chad basin and no»t against Equato

rial Guinea, Republic de Benin, Cameroun err, !for that matter, 

In support of the MPLA in Angola, despite enormous public 

pressure in favour of such intervention. Is there a pattern 

in Nigeria's appeal to military pov/er such that one theoreti- a 

cal hypothesis can explain both the use and the more frequent 

non-use of the military instrument? 

These questions are,of major importance to any endeavour 

to understand or anticipate the future responses of Nigerian 

decision-makers in crisis situations. One primary considera

tion resides in the restraint factor (assuming that statesmen 

behave more or less rationally). The general hypothesis here 

is that several restraints have each combined to prevent 

Nigeria[ a resort to military powe*r in/a number of circumstances, 

For analytical purposes, these restraints will be grouped into 

two categories: domestic and systemic. The former includes 

ja. range of internal capability factors: military, socio

economic and political. The latter concern a set of systemic 

constraints (Including xi/hat one analyst has termed,'the 

radius of effective military action1), [58] x/hich may or not 
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Inhibit resort to coercive measures depending on the circum

stances of the particular situation. • Given the historical 

cases examined0 in the present chapter, it will be* argued that 
k o 

in terms of relative potency, the- restraints on the use of 

Nigeria's'military power generated by'*its x/eak military--1 

industrial base and monocultural economy are perhaps para-

mount. These considerations constitute the focus of the. 

next chapter. 0 
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CHAPTElt FIVB 

Restraints on the Use of Nigerian Military Power 

To provide sensible^ war plans based on 
actual capabilities of a state and in 
accordance with foreign policy objectives 
that are themselves both sensible and 
prudent poses one of the most difficult 
tasks of statecraft. A foreign policy 
objective beyond a state's capacity in
evitably establishes requirements that 
""military planners cannot meet. 

Fred Greened] 
•a 

There is an urgent need to define 
national goals, to determine their costs, 
to estimate the resources that x/ill be •, 
available in the 1980's, and based upon 
the relationship between goals and avail
able resources to draw up a scheme of 
national priorities. Foreign policy 
objectives must be brought into balance 
with the resource capabilitites of 
Nigeria. To set objectives or to assume 
certain foreign policy first and then 
straxn resources and dxstort domestic 
priorities in order to meet their con
comitants m terms of military capability 
is to set the cart before the horse. 

0.S„ Kamanu[2] 

As suggested in the conclusion to Chapter Four, the 

central focus of this chapter is on a question of major 

theoretical and empirical significance for Nxgerxa's' defence 

and foreign policy posture. Thxs xs the restraxnt factor, 

x-zhxch, as already noted, provides the conceptual and theo

retical bases for understanding or explaining .the apparent 
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contradiction of *pu2zle' in Nigeria's security policy. In 

specific terms, the-arestramt hypothesis attempts to answer 

the inescapable question xvhy Nigerian decision-makers 

have resorted to the military instrument — m pursuit of 

security and foreign policy objectives -*-- at some times and 

places but not others (see Chapters Three and Four). Is, 

there a pattern a.n Nxgerxa's"appeal to military power such 

that a general proppsition can explain both the use and the 

more frequent non-use of the military instrument? 

It is my primary contention m this chapter that one 

possible explanation of this seeming contradiction frequently 

highlighted in recent literature on Nigerian foreign ** 

policy[3] resides in the profound restraints on its policy

makers (assuming their xvill to act in support of policy 

objectives). The general hypothesis in this /context, there

fore, is that several restraints have each combined to inhi

bit resort to Nigeria's military power m a' number of circum-

stances - (Equatorial Guinea, 1974-75; Angola,, ' 1975-76; 

Rhodesia, 1979-80.) m which national sentiments, policy 

JM t 

objectives and principles dictated such a response. As is 

the case with the precipitants or determinants of the use of 

Nigerian military power (examined in Chapter Three, Section 

B), these restraints can be classified according to their 

i 

sources as internal or systemic. They can also be cate

gorised according to the way in which they are generated as 

either direct or indirect. Furthermore, they can be concep-
\ 
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tualised according tq the way they inhibit the use of 

national military power as anticipatory or reactive; long-

term or "short-term.[ 4] » 

For reasons of analytical clarity, the disquisition 

below proceeds withm three broad sub-sections; (i) 

thematic overview (determinants and effects); (ii) internal 

factors; and (111) systemic factors. The last two sub̂ * 

sections examine xn greater detail issues highlighted in the 

first. The focus will be on two basic issue-areas: mili

tary-institutional factors, and socio-economic and political 

factors. The former involves the -capability factor of the 

Nigerian military as it relates to its strategic environment 

(that is, the 'three concentric circles of Nigeria's security 

boundaries'). The latter includes arrange of domestic and 

systemic constraints — political, economic, social and psy

chological — which may or may not inhibit resort to coercive 

measures, depending on the vitality of the issues and the 

climate of public opinion (see Chapter Four). In line with 

the general thrust of 'this dissertation, it will be asserted 

that these restraints on the insTzrumental use of Nigeria's 

military power represent prevalent tendencies whxch affect, 

but do not determine, governmental behavior. Actual or mani

fest behavior xj3 always subject to a host of partxcular 

cxrcumstances, and the use of mxlxtary force does not of 

course vary greatly xn thxs respect. 



247 

a) Determinants and Effects: an overview 

In the appraisal of the 'modernist' versus 'realist' 

debate on the continued relevance of military force as an 

instrument of statecraft in the contemporary international 

system (Chapter One, Section b), three major issues were 

highlighted and examined in terms of their potency as 

restraining factors on the use of military force. These 

include the" impact of/the constantly changing dynamics of 

modern military technology (particularly nuclear x7eapone and 

delivery systems), complex interdependence (the grox/th of 

transnational forces and international interdependence), and 

the normative devaluation of force as a means of settling 

conflict. As indicated in Chapter Two, Section c, the first 

two factors are almost exclusive attributes of the industrial 

civilisation of the 'North' (as represented especially by the 

two formidable alliance blocs of NATO and Warsaw Pact), whose 

defence and foreign policy concerns are so firmly interlinked 

xvith those of the international system as to make them vir- , 

tually indistinguishable. 

This conclusion bears considerably less relevance for 

the utility of military power as an instrument of statecraft 

m the LDCs in general, and the African context in particu

lar. [5] Several conditions singularly unique to this cate

gory of states fail to restrain resort to the military 
4> > 

instrument or positively favour the generation of interstate 

conflict within this group (see Chapter Two, Section c)0 
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The theoretical significance of this condition of mul

tiple disorders and underdevelopment for the use of military 

force in Africa has been, extensively analysed m Chapter Tv/o. 

Dnlike the industrially-advanced regional systems of Europe 

and North America, escalation of intra-regional conflict in 

Africa is* structurally delimited by the relatively frail 

underlying socio-economic and technological fabric' (the pri-

mary fouridation of • national military power). Within such'a 

context, and given the weak linkage betxveen the security of 

African states and central issues of global* security in the» 

nuclear age, short term xvar as an instrument of* policy, 

xtfhether for domestxc or external reasons, xs still a realxs-

txc option, fo"r many regimes. Conversely, given the stalemate 

in the centra^, balance, wars by pwoxy (within defined limits) 

in the Afrxcan subsystem appear to be a realxstxc, even 

attractive,, optxon for superpower decision-makers (e.g., 
v 

-Nixon-Ford and Reag&n carte* blanche for South Africa's inva

sion of Angola). ( 7̂  

A corollary of_̂ fehis argumentation is inescapably thus: 

that wars, whether internal or intra-regional,owithin and 

among states of the African regional subsystem — as indeed 

m the broader context of 'Third World' states — may be 

considered 'permissible' by dominant powers as long as they 

do not threaten to draw these powers into direct confronta-
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tion with^e^ch other. [6] Hence, in. terms of source and 

dynamic functioning restraints on the use of military force 

by thi-s group of states may be considered qualitatively 

different from those xtfhich discourages or operate to deflate 

resort to international violence among the industrial coun-* 

tries Qf NATO and the Warsaw Pact. As Klaus Knorr has sue-

\ cmctly argued concerning the use and usability of military 

force in the LDCs: 

... in their cas^, no special disincen
tive arises from the expectations about 
the cost of military conflict that obtain 
among the nuclear powers. As long as war 
is sure to be fought by means of conven
tional armament, the leaders of the non-
nuclear countries do not share the syn-" 
drome 6f fears stimulated by the risks of 
nuclear war. They do not partake of any 
nuclear balance of terror. In this very 
important respect, therefore, they are 
not affecte,d, at least directly, by some 
of the recent changes in the nature and 
utility of war.[7] /' / * ( 

But if, as noted above, the predominant factors — nuclear 
*"* "a o 

xveaponry and complex interdependence — which have made war 

'unthinkable' among major 'industrial powers do not neces-

sarily transfer into the African context, the same argument 

is not equally applicable to the t-hird factor: normative 

devaluatiofrxof force as an instrument of national policy. 

J& V ' . - & 

Thus, as Mazrui and Zartman among others, have argued, Africa 

iS' considered" to°be exceptional in its development of a 

•third, basis' of security? the definition of norms of behav-
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lor reducing threats to"the stability of the states from both 

within and outside the region.[8] In this respect, three 

such norms — highlighted by Zartman in his 1967 article and 

Mazrui in his Towards a Pax Africana -- are particularly 

instructive. The first is that 'intra-system solutions are 

preferable over extra-system solutions' — a logical deriva

tive of the principles of non-alignment. It can be hypothe

sized in this regard that in a situation of military weakness 

and dependence (vis a vis extra-regional actors) general 

acceptance of this norm in the 1960s and early 1970s enhanced 

regional ̂ security by reducing the degree of. external mvolve-

ment (often by invitation) in African conflxctsi[9] 

A second norm is that territorial irredentism through 

the force of arms is not an acceptable policy alternative. 

And the third, prominent an the OAU Charter, is the principle 

of non-interference in the internal affairs of member states. 

The latter, of questionable propriety from the outset given 

the widespread lack of regime legitimacy in many African 

countries, was to become a thorny issue m intra-regional 

affairs in the 1970s (Tanzania's involvement in Uganda) as it 

was m the 1960s (Nkrumah's Ghana versus its francophone <• 

neighbours and the recognition of 'Biafra' by a number of 

African states). Its prominence'*in the OAU Charter w la • 
V 

apparently based upon several implicit judgements with Ves-
pect to the effect of military or subversive interference ono 

the basic values of the target state: that interference both 



251 

prolongs and intensifies the conflict xvhich provoked it, 

increasing the number Of casualties and refugees and -fame 

level of physical destruction in the target environment; that 

it thereby jeopardises economic development; that it erodes 

national sovereignty; and that it is politically destabilis

ing. As a consequence the Tanzanian intervention in Uganda ' 

in 197 9 to remove a regime' widely considered an embarrasment 

in the region met x^idespread condemnation and received only 

minimal support at the Monrovia OAU summit later m the 

year.[10] 

Taken ̂ together, hoxvever, while these three 'core norms' 

reflected, and to an extent governed, state behaviour in OAU 

Africa in the 1960s and early 1970s, it is nevertheless to be 

noted that the increasing incidence of intra-regional con

flict and external intervention in Africa in the late 1970s 

and early 1980s is indicative of a profound erosion of this 

normative basis of interstate relations in this region. [11] 

SoN. McFarlane, for example, has convincingly argued — 

partly as a rebuttal of Bolaji Akinyemi's assertation that 

the OAU, rather -than seeking to resolve conflicts, strives to P 
insulate them from 'non-African factors1 — that the mcreas-

ing number of. interventions in this period not only reflects 

but fosters the erosion of previously accepted norms, for, m 

the absence of a "supranational authorJ^by capable of enforc-
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ing rules, compliance l̂s based upon mutual interest and upon 

the expectation that others will comply'. [12] For this rea 

son, he contends: 

IB 

It is legitimate Nto question whether the 
conventional characterisations of mter-
African relations in terms of principles 
such as the non-use of force, non-inter
ference in internal affairs, general 
acceptance of the territorial legacy of 
imperialism, the commitment to pan-
Afncanism, and multilateral conflict 
resolution are still valid, and, if they 
remain so, how long tjjis will last. [13] 

One aspect of this erosion of the normative basis of 

interstate relations in the evolving dynamics of Africa^ 

politics, is the apparently greater willingness*of regional 

actors to augment their operational military capabilities 
v „• > -

under the military assistance program (!MAP) of extra-regional 

actors- Another aspect is the greater tendency of regional 

actors tox/ards vigilantist activism (see Chapter Iwo^ Section 

o)„ The consequences of these shifting parameters in vr 

regional politics have been a veritable conflict spiral, as 

each violation of these norms challenges the expectation 

about compliance. As the latter becomes increasingly unten

able, it ip to be expected that regional actors will move 

further towards seeking other means of guaranteeing their 

security and pursuing parochial interests.' This "seemingly 

Inexorable trend is in, turn undoubtedly greatly amplified or 

exacerbated by crippling and fundamental sources of regional 
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disorder and adverse systemic condition; that is, on the one 

hand, by the effects of x̂ eak state structures, fragile domes

tic political institutions, lack Oof societal^consensus, dis

torted economic development and lack of regxme legitxmacy, 

and on the other hand, by the way xn whxch systemic variables 

(particularly the renewed and viciously combative ideological 

conflict betx/een the superpowers) impinges once again on the 

core values of the African states. As explained in Chapter 

Two, given certain continental and global conditwas, these 

two sets of factors'-- domestic and systemic — create an 

environment of insecurity and instability in which inter-
t 

state rivalries, encouraged as they are by the policies and 

actions of extra-regional forces, are relatively easily 

transformed into overt military hostilities. ° 

Shifting from global and -regional to a national level of 

analysis, it is to be contended below {Section c) that norma

tive restraint as a controlling factor in Nigeria's defence 

and foreign policy behaviour has been considerably diluted 

since the 1970s„ This is the unmistakable conclusion to be 

drawn from any reviexv of the perceptions and attitudes of 

Nigerian policy-makers toxvards the use and usability of 

(^national military power as an instrument of policy in Africa 

„ (see Chapter Three, Section, c). The prime example of this ~, 

departure from the position of excessive concern for the 

normative stipulations in the OAU Charter (a departure partly 
Jf* 

expedited by the refusal of OAU Chairperson Moi, to grant 
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Nigeria's' request for an investigatory \commission) about the 

use of military violence was the forceful responses of the 
a* 

Shagari administration td the border crises involving 

Cameroun and Chad in May, 1981 and April-J^ne. 1983, respect-
* * " • 

ively (Chapter Four, Section b). This constituted a clear 

volte face from 'the Obansanjo administration's pious, if 

incomprehensible (to many), reactions (°i) to" the proven 

massacre of Nigerian nationals m Fernando Fo*-(Equatorial 

Guinea) and (11) to Tanzania's decisive action against the • 

decrepit and xenophobic dictatorship of Idi Amx^o On the 

former case, the administration resisted public pressure to 

pacify and annex the island of Fernando Po, despite persua-

sive strategic and demographic arguments in support-of such 

action. The rejection, as Alaba Ogunsawo explains*" was based 

on the grounds that if would amount to an invasion of a 

sister African country, -contrary to the charters of the OAU 

and the UN and previous Nigerian declarations to the effect 

'that Nigeria's neighbours had nothing to fear from Nigeria's 

size and military might'.[14] Such a position is clearly in 
•an- ft 

accord with the second normative principle cited by Mazrui 

and Zartman: ' 'that- wafs of conquest were not acceptable * 

policy alternatives'. 

In the latter case — opposit-ion to Tanzanian invasion 

of Uganda — the administration's position was avowedly based 

on the principle of non-interference in the internal affairs 

of member states and the implied assumption that 'any people 

file:///commission
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have a right to remove their government when it becomes 

rtyrannical; but this is not a right extended, to the goverji-

mtent of another state, no matter what pretext it put forward 

in such^an exercise'.[15] As debatable as this argumentation 
o t i 

might be m the context of Amxn's Uganda, the administra-

tion's pronouncement was vigorously artxculated by then Head 

of State, General Obasanjo, xn an address to the OAU, summit 
i 

iri Liberia in Jaly 1979: 

w*>» * ' 

W^ saw our duty as being to condemn, to 
^- *• , ° wgrn, and to bring whatever pressure we, 
~^> , • could bear-on the constituted government 
N ' <> of Uganda to curb ""its excesses and return 

"- V ' to the path of morality and decency. We 
„ neVer sawlt'as oiir duty, and we'did not 

see it as the qluty of any other country, 
to, forcibly effect a. change in 'the , 
government of -another country on the 
groundsybliat we do not agree with the 
ideologyy style or morality of that gov
ernment end under kny smoke* sore^ri. Such 
an intervention creates a' dangerous3 pre
cedent in African inter-state relations, 
the consequencs of which are" nnimagin--
able. [16]' / ' * 

\ • - S 

In the context of this dogmatic preoccupation with the 
• * - . *-
normative prteceptsl of„the>OAU Charter, which the Obans'anjo » 

administration tended to share With its predeqessors, the >-' 

' * "' \ proclivity of the successor government .towards force —• Bargu*-

ably more out of frustration, than phoxce .7- feerves to rem-

force MacFarlane's prognosis., However, while a demonstrable 

difference can be established in practice about the extent to 

which policy considerations have been guided by 'the non-
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conflictual rule-governed character of inter-state relations 

in Africa'hetween the Shagari administration r̂ nd its predec&s 
c * \ 

sors, a clear distinction has to be made aboutt the precep-

tions and applicability of these normative*guiaes to OAU 

Africa and the albmocracies of Southern Africa. 

In this regard, -Nigeria's drive since the early 197 0s in 

'support of bonp. fide indigenous governments in Angola and 

Za.mbabv-e short o^ military action is"tTo be ascribed less 

to normative considerations than tT^mi^^feary impotence. 

Indeed, with the poesoble exception of the Balewa era, 

Nigeria's position opr the\role of military force in the 

decolonization x^f^Southern lAf-rica has been remarkably consis

tent. On this viexv, Generral^ Murtala Muhammed's declaration 

that 'there was no reason why Nigerian soldiers should not go 

and fight in South Africa alongside the liberation forces, 

whatever, the obstacles', [ 17] was, and still is, revealing of 

the prevailing climate of opinion in the of f wjer Tco*cps of the 

Nigerian military^, as several infcerviex/s by the xirriter con-

firmed. The ultimate driving force behind this sentiment is 

perhaps psychological. In, the~.words of the late Tom Mboya: 

"The liberation of Southern Africa is essential,0' not only for 
** •* * ' 

(its Own sake, but also for the -African in the eyes of the 
<V Q- * - . 

wor(ld — and a l s o in Afr ican eyes too . . . « As long as any 

p a r t of Afr ica remains under European r u l e , we do no t f e e l 

t h a t Africans xv?ill be regarded i n - t he r i g h t way".[18] Thus, 

in p r i n c i p l e , Nigeria 's commitment t o a m i l i t a r y so lu t ion — 



o 257 

the basis of the Go'won and Obasanjo administration's proposal 

for a Pan-African Task Force — in Southern Africa is unques

tionable. However, Nigeria's actions so far — reliance on 

diplomatic pressure, economic sanctions (e„g«, against 

Britain over Zimbabwe), logistical and financial support for, 

liberation movements — falls short of a full scale defensive 

or offensive military "lotion and is primarily a consequence 

of certain domestic*-and systemic restraints in Nigeria's 

operational environmentTx 
**-s. 

These restraints, as already noted, are partly military, 

and partly socio-economic and political. A detailed examina

tion of these factors constitutes the subject-matter of the 

two sections below. For analytic reasons (albeit critically 

cognizant of their contextual convergence or Ixnkage) these 

•restraints on the use of Nigerian, military power are classi-

fied according to source — internal'and systemic — while 

their influence dynamics — direct or indirect; long-term or 

short-term; anticipatory or reactive —* will be'highlighted 

as the examination of the variables proceeds. Conversely, 

the current effort underway (armed forces modernisation and 

its military-industrial adjunct) to grapple with and relieve 

these paralysing constraints on the production and use of the 

military instrument will be considered "in the next chapter. 
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b) In te rna l Factors 
• ' ' • ' i i » — - ^ • ^ — 11 ' 

Generally considered the use and usability of national 

military forces (either for threatening, deterring or war-

fighting) is a function (i) of hoxu military capabilities of 

possible opponents compare quantitatively and qualitatively 

in military effectiveness; (11) of the stakes involved in a 1 clash of interests; (in) of the skill of statesmen and 

military leaders; (iv) of the propensity of governments aiad 

generals to accept risks and to behave rationally; (v) of the 

character and strength of domestic political support; and 

(vi) of normative, political and legal restraints. [19] But 

it is also a function, it may be added", of the 'technostruc-

ture' (to use Galbraith's terminology) of the state in ques

tion since, as O.S. Kamanu has argued, 'ultimately the mili

tary capability of any state is a function of its economic 

and technological level of development'.[ 20 ] 

Critical deficiencies in any one or combination of these 

'issuefareas' —, especially in the vital economic and techno-

•logicalX base — may seriously undermine the use and usability 

of national military power as an instrument of statecraft. 
v 

-̂As Samuel Huntington trenchantly explains: 
» \ ' 

.^ 
The most distinctive, the most fascinat
ing, and the most troublesome aspect of 

v ,"•» military polipy I'S its janus-like quali
ty. Indeed, military policy not only 
faces in two directions, it exists m two 
worlds. One is international politics, 
the world of the „.. subtle arid brutal 
uses of force and diplomacy to influence 

4 
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the behaviour of other states. The prin
cipal currency of this world is actual or 
potential military strength: battalions, 
weapons, and warships. The other world 
is domestic politics ... . The currency 
here is the resources of society: men, 
money, material. Any .major decision in 
military policy influences and is influ
enced by> both worlds. A decision made, in 
term's of one currency is always payable 
in the other. The rate of exchange, 
hox-zever, is usually in doubt. [21] 

This observation highlights, in a nutshell, the persis

tent dilemma and pivotal source of the current discrepancies 

betxveen Nigeria's foreign and defence policy posture and its 

projectable military power (see Chapter Three, Section a). 

Its principal 'currencies' in both worlds, of its security or 

military policy — on the one hand,, 'battalions, weapons, and 

warships", and, on the other, skilled manpoxver, money, and 

material — axe grossly overvalued. It shares with the great 

majority of the LDCs the constraints of 'military policy 

dynamics in the contemporary context of peripheral capital

ism'. [22] Nigeria's basic problem in conducting an effective 

'military policy', therefore, resides in or is reflective of 

its relatively frail underlying socio-economic and techno

logical fabric. In the disquisitioh below, primary consid

eration xfill be given to three dominant' internal restraint 

factors — military capability, socio-economic and political 

— besetting the use and usability of Nigeria's* military 

power aa an instrument of policy. 
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i) Military — Capability Factor 

Since the crux of defence or security policy is the 
i 

relation of force to national purposes, military capability, 

by definition? constitutes a fundamental direct restraint on 

a .state's use of force. Thus, from the decision-maker's 

standpoint, any consideration of the Nigerian military as an 

instrument of national policy hinges inescapably on how it 

compares quantitatively and qualitatively in operational 

effectiveness with possible opponents. That is, the capacity^ 

and the viability of the Nigerian armed forces to function 
-̂  

adequately as an instrument of statecraft cannot be computed 
c 

in isolation; it must need relate to the strategic environ-

ment (troth the physical geography and the balance of forces 

between Nigeria and its potential adversaries), strategy and 

tactics, and available technology. 

As will be seen in the next chapter, however, given the 

variability of factors involved — organisation, doctrine, 

equipment, leadership, training, experience and morale, all 

in a condition m x/hich contingencies are hard td^foresee — 

such a comparison of national military capabilities is 

extremely difficult to estab-lish wx̂ th a high degree of cer-

taxnty. As.Knorr has succinctly noted: 

Many people believe that armies and 
navies are-military power, or that great 

"~n""**-tional wealth is economic power, and 
they are inevitably puzzled when, in real 
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life, superior national pox-zer, so 
defined, fails to coerce a weaker state, 
or when the superior power gets bested by 
an inferior one.[23] 

, -"*•**•• "° 

A more realistic approach, therefore, of determining or, 

assessing the comparability or readiness of the Nigerian 

military establishment to meet the challenges of its security 

role and mission is to integrate both national capability 

x and intentions, and to do so within a broad picture or frame

work of its foreign and defence policy objectives and pos

ture. The justification for this approach becomes clearer 

once a distinction is made between maximalist and minimalist 

definitions of role and mission, between 'conjecture' and 

•prediction', between major and minor issues," between 'behav

ioural' and 'technical' surprise, and between actual and 

potential capabilities, in "Nigeria's defence planning and 

goals. [24] Within such a context, the question of Nigerian 

military capability ceases to be a first-order question (a 

'what is* question), and becomes a locational and conceptual, 

(doctrinal) question (a 'where* and 'how* question). In » 

short, seen in a slightly different light, the capability 

factor of the Nigerian military becomes a question of the 

inherently variable interconnection between the character and 

structure of national military power and the parameters of 

strategic doctrine. The latter, as Kissinger splendidly 

notes, defines: *• 
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The l i k e l y dangers and how t o dea l wi th 
them, t o pro jec t plans for a t t a i n i n g 
them. I t must fu rn i sh a mode of a c t i o n 
for the circumstance i t defines as 
"ordinary". I t s adequacy w i l l be demon
s t r a t ed by whether these events do in 
fact occur and whether the forces and 
procedures developed m ant ic ipa t ing , them 
a r e adequate t o dea l wi th t h e r e a l c h a l 
lenges. [25] 

Viewed in such terms, considerat ions of N ige r i a ' s /m i l i -

t a ry capab i l i ty assume a,'further dimension beyond a s impl i s - « 

t i c and s t a t i c quan t i t a t i ve comparison between I t s overa l l 

force leve l and s t r i k i n g power and those of i t s p o t e n t i a l 

adversar ies {especial ly . South Africa, and, as some commenta-
a 

tors would , assert, Libya). [26] It becomes ̂preeminently a 

situational and doctrinal question; that is, how the per

ceived threat (from these countries) is manifested and 

'whether the fprces and procedures developed in anticipating 
"> "?* 

them are ad©q*iate to deal with the real challenges'.[27] 

Hence, strictly speaking, ̂ Nigeria's military power exists, 

only in relation to particular other nations and regarding 

particular conflict situations. 

For example, given the perceived threat -posed by apar-

theid^,South Africa to Nigeria's security (see Chapter Three), 
t-~> 

the fundamental imperative for its defence planners becomes ' 

.•essentially that^of determining, on the one hand, the nature 

and situational conditions in which this threat might be 

manifested (direct or indirect)/ and, on the other hand, the 

priority structure (offensive or defensive) for dealing with 

6. 
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such challenge.* Thus, if South Afriea,'s threat to Nigerian0 

security is rated indirect (sucn 'as its support of secession-
, • 1 

ist forces during the civil war or aiding any of the neigh

bouring states in a miij?£ai?y showdown)', th;en it, would be 

appropriateqto concljaue that in terms of military capability, 

Nigeria is presently adequately prepared to 'furnxsh-*a mode of action for the circumstance it defines as ordinary1 (see 4 
1 / • • ' 'I ; -

Tables 5.1 to 5*4). As Harold Nelson, has observed, 'Although 
' ^ 4 • 

South jLfnca possesses we 11-"-trained Qnd\ 'equipped *armed 
1 * "* o * * I f " ° " 

forces, it is some 2,0*00 miles from Nigeria *-,-i well beyond 
< ~ ' ~a \ y - i 

t he ran*ge of i t s ' ab i l i t j / ^ to s u s t a i n a p r o t r a c t e d milit#™Hk 

9jperation , ' .[28] 

Conversely, if South Axrica's t h rea t — flor contingency 
* t i - -

reasons •— i s deemed d i r ec t (such as a re ta l ia tory .submarine 
/ „ • - * . ' • «* ' Y \ 

attack.on Nigeria's oll-facilitxes, f or aiddng the liberation 

forces in South Africa),, then N-igerliaJs capacity to deter or 

beat qff .such a threat -p especially 'ix:s-anti-submarine • L 

- warfare <ASW) capability — is still -to».be ..considered mini-
. » * *•*• — t 

mal. Nigeria's oil installations —,the country's economic 

* life-blood -7 .are vulnerably concentrated along the coast-
." ^ 
line, a Situation 'that led the Nigerian defence planners in 

, •> • . ' , V - " 

the,1970s to expand the Navy1significantly at the expense of 

other services "(Table 5.4). It-should be? noted, however, * 

that even for a major mili^arsy power such âs the United 

' . " I ' *-
9 Kingdom, absolute protection for itc coastal installations 

• .' ° '• N\ m 

(e.g., Mferth Spa oil platf^rjB&T io an impossible tasko Pre-
' ** \ 4 ^ ^ -» C» 

- * - 1 



> ' . • 
•>*• 

s, 

G-

**• \ , ' 

rd 

264 

venting or deterring an attack on these. Ins*baM.ations by a 
< * ""' 

hostile power inevitably thus resides m the 'credibility of 

its retaliatory power. 

In terms of the priority structure for dealing with 

South Africa's threat, however, the enormous restraint 

imposed by the current level of Nigeria's military capability 

is readily visible when a shift of focus, is made fro*** defens

ive to offensive strategic option* 2n the former case, as 

noted above, the primary "radius of effective military 

action0 is essentially *9igeria0s territorial threshold or the 

'innermost circle* of its security environment., Within-this. 

sphere the totality of Nigeria's putative military power 

(both actual and potential) becomes the preponderant factor 
«*3 , 

in resisting threats to its national security<» In the latter 

case — offensive strategy — the cost of "transmitting power 

over space" (the. "loss-of-strength gradient',, 'to use Kenneth 

Boulding's phrase)[29]* the physical geography of Southern 

Africa, as well as the defensive and offensive capabilities 

» of the South African military necessarily .become cogent *fac-
*r * -•» 

•v * 
tors un any decision by3 Nigeria to use force. "It is- on this 

4' * 

consideration that one may legitimately argue that the cur

rent, (actual) force capaJ&ility of Nigeria — its military-

'industrial- base and t*fts, externally projectable military power 

"* / * '. - A. 
"•*—„is hopelessly inadequate (Table „S.2). 

o J \ 
r 

% 

*\ 
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However, even within this problematic context of offen

sive strategic option, a distinction has to, be made between 

minor and major commitments. The former may involve logxs-

tical aid and operational support for the liberation move-

mefntSo A cardinal example was the Nigerian Air Force (NAF) 

logistical operation from Tanzania m support of the Patrio-

tic Front forces based m Zambia and £4osambique, at the 

height of the war of independence in Zimbabwe (1973-80). In 

this respect, as John Ostheimer and Gary Buckley have noted, 

the growing air mobility of NZ\P transport command — two 

squadrons of nine C-130 Hercules aircraft, sur. C—47 trans

port? 12 F-27 friendship transports, twenty DO-2-7/28 utility 

aircraft, and six CH-47 Chinook helicopters — are presently. 
> 

adequate to support such ventures. For enampleV the nine C-

130 Hercules aircraft (range 4,Q00 miles) &re each capable o£ 

carrying up to either 90 fully equipped combat troqps or 

several°light and medium military vehicles or artillery 

pieces, while the sis CH-47 Chinook helicopters'are each' 

capable of carrying up to forty combat troopso[30]^-

It is, nevertheless, in terms of a major role commitment 

— either as part of a Pan-African Task Force or mdependent-

iy in a Cuban style interventionary role in0Angola"— that 

the, profound restraint imposed on Nigerian decision- makers by 

current capability of its military forces can readily be 

appreciated. In quantitative terms, this can be seen in the 

trifleness 'of the striking*power of Nigeria's ar^ned forces 
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vis a vi3 South Africa. Fpr example, against South Africa's 

313 combat aircraft, Nigeria can at present mobilise only 45 

support fighters and interceptors (uith 18 Jaguars on osder); 

against the former's 2"50 main battle tanks (Centurion and 

Olifan-c), Nigeria currently commands lOO T-55, unspecified 

number-^of Vickers and 50 Scorpion Aight support tanks. The 

balance of forces of both countries' major naval* systems are 

fairly equal. However, since in an offensive role°*che 

attacker has to ei-pose himself to damaging counter measures 

(as the recent British campaign in the South Atlantic clearly 

indicated)1 and? ceteris , paribus, requires several times as 

many men and resources, the current naval strength of Nigeria 

can hardly be considered adequate,for, the-purpose of estab

lishing a» clear military ascendfancy over South Africa in the 

Namibia theatre, for instance. i - - > 

In qualitative terms the peripheral designation of 

Nigerian defence system can be readily seen M the rudiment-
0 

* * • I 

ary or nascent nature of its military industrial complex (see 

Chapter Seven, Section c). This is manifest m the type of 4 s 

weapons produced (assault rifles, armoured ca***s and support 

vehicles, bombs and amunitibn), the level of defence indus-
4 

trial production capability, and the age of technology — * 

•vintage' and 'intermediate' military, components and systems 

rather than the 'advanced', ' •lead-edgeK, or 'critical' tech-
o ' J * nologies manufactured In the industrialised countries. Fur-

• . * 

thermore, since organised R'and D (Sesdprch *an,d Development) 

^ 
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is a crucial determinant of national technological capacity, 

its continued relegation in Nigeria's defence planning m 

favour pf„ 'quick-f i&- t Solution — licensed production and ^ 

systems assembly ,— can only undermine independent -decisions 

concerning the use and usability of national military power. 

In this regard,^ assertions such as Col. Oduxjole's (the Deputy 

\

Director of the Armoured Corps of the Nigerian Army) that 

'national self-defence is too important to be subjected to 

the whims and caprices of foreign states- is' rather cold 

comfort .-[31] -

' ' This notwithstanding^ the- combined effects of these c3 

paltry qualitative indices of-,.Nigeriars overall militarv 

capability is generally* inconclusive when\triewed in the-coh-

tesrt- pf the prevailing,'technology m its strategic en-lirolir * 
* - . , „ * • • " • ' ' 

mento At anyA given period, a country's selection of the 
> < • „ • . ' 

. appropriate, lev"el oE military technology is more reallstical-
ly defcermine'd by, inter al"g.a, th,e form of warfare in which it-

believes it is likeJ_y"to ,be.come engaged rather than by an 
" ** ' \ M f It M ' 

v a priori defmition"of what pught to be theo contemporary "-

standard, of -sophisticated mi"Lita.ry. tec"inol<*'gy. Since the -

^* . 

6 t i 
" , " ' » - • •*• " - . -

African' Subsystem cons t i t u t e s the c r i t i c a l \focus of Ni-gefia's 

defence, planning,- the go-cabled ^inter'medi^ate^.technology 

.* ' * (thef ^̂ gfgfefrijfency'. of Third -World^military. sys tems) ' ra ther- than 
• ' ~^r~^** r-» • *a . - > ' . « * *" / / * 

„V the 'advanced'^-^technologies of the ar,seria'l /of v indus t r ia l i sed 
, o ^ ••• ^ - *" C^ * - " ' v p—" 

- power"**, i s - q u i t e appropnate.132 ] "°"." * 

" " . " * ' ' , 
. * " ° - ' .~c" 

v ' & * " , 4 ; ! > • . " ' - - \ ^ t r -

<? fc 

A 

file:///focus
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Seen in -the,'above 'context, the "Vintage' notation of the 

Nigerian military delivery systems does not necessarily put 

• it at a disadvantage vis a vis its major "adversary -— apar-

- theid South Africa. On the contrary, although'benefitting 

considerably from the vast transfer of military technology 

from the West (especially the United states, Britaia-^ France, 

- West Germany, Italy, as well as Israel), South Afriqa's 

defence industries are, for the most part, producing techno-

logies "that were researched, designed, and developed thirty 

years ago.[33] The Hi rage FIAZ/111 CJ3, Impala ll and 

Canberra bombers which constitute ithe mOst "important compo-

nents of South African Air Force, are basically products of 

1950s technology* For example, the Mirage\ground attack 

fighter, equipped wxth the French designed EUD Z\ida 11 radar 
° \ * * H *"*. 

and f i r e control" system, has only l imi ted a l l -wea ther foapabi-j, 

l i t i e s and only moderately effect ive a i r - r to-e i r ordinance 
» ". » ' , t. 

delivery ̂ equipment {compared'Xi-ith the Nigerian air force MIG-

23 Foxbat, Alpha jets and, soon to be delivered, Jaguar deep 

penetration strike aircraft). Furthermore, although having 

one of the best military-industrial outlays on the continentr 
. ' ' ' '"• ' 4, \ 

the level of dependence on foreign input is still " , 
° " ' ^ x \ . i 

inordinately high (see Tables- J5̂ 5 and 5.6')'. For instance, 
although South A^ri-^a's Ratel infantry- oombat**v%hicle xs /? » 

' ' • ' " • ' , "****^ \ * \ ' ° " 

- usually «̂ ited'.as ''indigenous' product, 'critical? components of 

.this Vehicle (such as the turret,, diesel engine, gears,' 

.fcransEUGsionoV wheel systosas, electronics, optics, and 90 mjd ° 

,V •-* ' ° . '• 
loo , . ' t <*• 

. . * . / ' . - • . " ' • ' / -
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gun) are either imported or produced by foreign'companies in 

South Africa. Keeping these companies operational m the 

face of the rising challenge to the legitimacy of the regime 

and the socio-political order could be a herculean task m 

the future. », 

In the short-term, however, one cannot escape the his

torically invariant conclusion that despite these pervasive 

Shortcomings an South Africa's military-industrial -complex, 
1 

its growing domestic capability for weapons production has —; 
f 

unlike Nige*cia^— reduced the level to which complete depen- o 

dence on foreign sources hinders its mahoeuverablllty and 

independence in defence policy. As has been widely noted m 
s 

„the literature, arms transfer from developed to less devel

oped countries hav% created a new form of dependency. [ 34 ] 

'This dependence, as Marek Thee has argueds 

Inevitably .... cqntributes to tne estab
lishment and consolidation of a patron-

* client relationship. Modern arms require 
a high technological know-how, maintenance - ^ 

capabilities, and a developed infrastruc-
c>- ture.', As technology is making fast 

, » j, strides, and its mainstay rests with the 
" „ * great powers, those receiving the arms 

.become dependent for a lontj' time on the ' ' 
" , flow of spare parts,"technical assist- ? 

„ ance, and training. Tins process,,Is . 
reinforced by "parallel economic pres-
•siires.[35] ̂  -ff; . „ Tl 

• ' " ' - • " . •< V i 
Some" LDCs have sought, to circumvent che pernicious con- , 

sequences of this *pa£ron--clie*nt relationship1 eicher by an 
• n •> " i "-» 

" " * h , i 

aggressive commitment to domestic production bf major weapons 
• » " —^ 

« - - . . .- ' . * .a 

1 •* J"* f-I 
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systems (albeit with foreign technical assistance as the "v 

cases of South Africa, Israel,' Brazil and India) or by an 

explicit policy of diversifying their sources for arms to 

ensure reliability or dependability and reduce' supply vulner

ability. As will be seen in the next chapter<*ŝ 47hile 

Nigeria's mode of arms acquisition had in the 1970s empha

sised the latter^ the trend an its defence planning in the 

1980s (with the completion of the Steyr and Fiat plants m 

Kano and Bauch'i, respectively) is unmistakably in the former-

direction. However, the resurgence of the mercantilist 

ethics and the infatuation- with Wesliern markets in the „ a 

Shagari era {as reflected m the most "recent major weapons 

acquisition for the Nigeriah armed forces) has significantly 

undermined the extent to Whioh the strategy of diversifica-' _ 

tion can enhance Nigerian "government's independence in deci- t 

sion-makmg concerning the use of foroe. 

- Thxs inherent contradi^tionlin Nigerian def ehce policy 

and planning has been the recent focus of controversy in° 

academic and media circles as the two .quotations below suc-

cinctTy highlights * « *\ <•' j. ' ' 

.11 the steps a pgor, country* like 
Nigeria could take to deter or repel 

, military attacks-from a*vgreat power are 
b*y° no means clear. To begin with, giyen * 

- the prevalence of neocolonial economic> 
ties in'Africa the'most plausible potent . , « 
tial threats^ w,ou-*v*̂  c o m e from the. Western -̂  } 

° ' powers who, ha.ve vested, economic interests" 
to protect — all' members of the E3&T0 °> . ' ' 
alliance —• the same countries that sup- ° • •*, 

'. '• ' ' • " . ' " . ° "° ° 
' •» <•*. . f ( i ° * , ' 8 ' ' ? • . i f 

'.» 

4 
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ply Nigeria with -a large proportion of 
its military hardware. In a shoudown 
with'any of them the others i/ould put an 
immediate embargo-on the shipment of arms 
and sDare parts to Nigeria. To hope to 
deter attacks through the massive pur
chase of arms from these same powers is, a 
costly delusion.[36] 

Since Nigeria buys .largely from the West, 
- her ability to prosecute a war may have 

to depend o n Western support. Since any 
threat to Nigerian territory would, most 
likely.come from a country supported by 
one of the Western countries, one wonders 
to what extent the country would be able 
to satisfy- her security requirements.[ 37] 

This fundamental flaw in Nigerian defence planning,-

berated above hy Kamanu and Vogt, has been compounded in the 

Second Republic, b*y the unpublicised presence of a large 0> 

number of British instructors at the new Defence. Staff Col

lege- of Jaji.- Since in recent times foreign military advis-

ors° nave becoine instruments of subversive diplomacy as they 

have been uS*3d by^their home states to penetrate host state 

security systems and to infiltrate its armed forces {e.g., 

the, United -States and Allende's governments in Chile), the 

virulent disapprobation about the British Instructors pre- • 

sence at,tfi^' Staff Gollege from the Nigerian public (the 

• media and university dons) cannot be dismissed lig 
«*-

*fi«t,( media and university dons) cannot be dismissed lightly. This ̂  

is particularly so,''given the extensive links' and.Gooperatxon 

betx/een the Brxtish Intelligence Serviced (MT5) arid its. South s\ 

'< 4 "African counterpart (BOSS).[38] 
> 

t. ,. . - <\ 

^ : * 
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ThLs disquieting consideration notwithstanding, unless 

and until* fundamental, changes are initiated in Nigeria's 

pattern of arms,acquisition, the presence in the country of 

foreign military advisors is almost foreordained by govern

mental policy. The efficient operation of sophisticated 

modern military hardware requires industrial mfrestructure 

and competent technical manpoijer. Given the present low 

level of maintenance capabilities (exacerbated, as I was told 

in an interview,with a Colonel m the Ordinance, by a massive 

exodus of highly skilled personnel into the civilian sec-, 

tor),[39] underdeveloped infrastructure, and generally pas-

cent level of technological know-how, the acquisition of 

sophisticated weapons entails dependence upon the arms sup-

plying state for technical advisors and training instructors. 

Such dependence may of necessity continue, as the need to 

keep up with the changing dynamics of military technology and 

gadget-s ties the 'recipients indefinitely to the apron 
K̂ __ v -* * > 

strings of*"the suppliers'. Along with such a dependence Is 
» ' 

the inescapable erosion of the ability to respond indepen-
"» 

dently oto challenges m *.the security environment.^/" 
- * " •" °~ 

As a state whose military power critically depends on 
* * " * - " - " , 

externally acquired weapons systems, Nigeria arguably cannot 
- v '" 

exercise independent initiative on matters relating to war 

- * 

and peace as suppliers regain veto power through thê Lr abi-

llty to withold vital supplies.,' Since arms transfer has. ,, 

^become one of the most* handy instruments of persuasive or 



' 273 

coercive diplomacy, the promise or initiation of arms sup-

plies or its reduction, stoppage as well as the provision or 

denial of spare parts, ̂ ammunitions, ancillary supplies, 

training or technical,assistance can all be used and 

routinely utilized as political leverages for controlling or 

shaping .the polxov of recipient states. This was the bitter 

lesson the Federal JSovernment of Nigeria had to endure at the 

onset of the civil war; it was also the unf orgetable lesson 

of Argentina during its recent confrontation with Britain 

over the Falkland/ Malvmas Islands. Such an enervating 

condition is not altogether lost to an increasingly vocal 

circle of the Nigerian officer corps, especially the retired < 

ones*, [40] Neither are the noxious consequences of dependence 

upon foreign sources for arms unamenable to mitigating stra

tegies. [41 ]• Since, as Vogt has plausibly argued, any threat 

to Nigerian *seburity would, most likely, 'come from a country 

supported by one of the Western countries', Ayuba Kadzai's 4 

proposal of reliability (in political terms) as the pre-

- eminent! principle and. guide to arms acquisition deserves 

- serious considerati6n. [ 4'2 ] This principle clearly underlined 

the pattern "of arms acquisition of some of 'the -most opera-

tionally capable and effective^ armed forces <on the continents 

Libya, Algeria and-EthiopiJfe under Mengistu Mariam (see Chap->~ 
' o . 4 

t e r Siis , S e c t i o n o). "P. **>+ 
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Beyond this consideration, however, v-hile. in the imme

diate term the flimsiness of Nigeria's projectable military 

pov?er constitutes a fundamental restraint on its use of force 

beyond its borders m a.-majOr engagement role, for all 

intents and purpdses' Nigeria's military potential (that is, 

the capacity to expand or improve existing military forces) 

has to be seen as an integral and decisive factor of its 

putative military power. With a GDP Of approximately $70 

billion1, Nigeria has the latent capacity to rival the strik-
1 

ing power of any potential adversary on the continent, 

including South Africa.[4,3] This, as noted in Chapter Four, 

was the q-sse during the civil war when operational require

ments necessitated optimal expansion {qualitative and quanti

tative) of the federal, armed forces from 8,000 in 1966 to 

250,000 by 1970. 

- Nevertheless, as will be seen in the next chapter, just 

how much and how quickly Nigeria can augment' its military 

capability under the 'fog of war' will inevitably depend, 

among other things, on (a) thev strength of its economic base 

'at tl̂ e given, time, (b) its trained reserves, (c) its mdus- , 
<* ^ 

trial* capacity, political control, technological skill, and 

(d) its internal communication and preplanning for mobiliza

tion. These variables constitute critical domestic socio-

-ecpnomic and political underpinnings for the production and, 

use of military" force. Their paltriness (underdevelopment) 
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in any polity {such as Nigeria) may seriously restrain the 
"*• • 

use and usability of military force as an instrument of 

policy. This will be the focus of the next two sub-sections. 

11) SociC-Economic Factor s' 

S-mce the production, maintenance, and use of armed 

forces requires" a variety of goods and services, competing 

social and economic demands — especially in a developing and 

sometimes democratic polity such as Nigeria — set definite 

limits to decisions concerning the use of military force as-

an instrument of policy. The opportunity costs of generating 

and employing the military, as Knorr has succinctly argued^ 

equal the alternative uses of productive capacity (labour, 

technology, natural resources, real capital — in the form of 

factories, power dams, communications networks, inventories 
* " J 

of material, educational establishments, etc.) that have been 

forgone'.[44] The reason, will be seen in the next chapter,-

is that military or Security policy *— the ̂ relation of force 

to national purposes — inescapably hinges on structural 

decisions involving the procurement, allocation, and organi-

sation of the men, money, and material which 'go into the 

strategic units and uses of force1. In a condition of, 

limited resources — especially in foreign exchange reserves 

— such *an allocation invariably engenders fundamental con-
r 

flicts between those purposes -which relate to the achievement 
of security objectives and values (in the case of Nigeria, 
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inter alia, the decolonisation of Southern Africa and *the 
* * o 

liquidation of apartheid in South Africa) and those which 

relate to *the achievement of domestic goals — economic 

development, inexpensive govelrnment, low taxation, political 

stability*, and social welfare. ̂  ' \ 

Seenv in the atbove context, if increased effort is -made 

to augment the fighting capability of national armed forces 
" 

in a stagnating economy»--"- such as Nigeria's since 1982 —, 

then the compression of civilian consumption, investment'̂  and 

non-military public expenditure would tend to -be politically 

harder, especially with a population of over 80 million/ and 

a phenomenal and menacingly high birth rate of approximately 

3.7 per annum. The reason for this compression, as Ogbemi 

Ornatete has observed, la that: *> 

The military expenditure in a country 
where all the equipment is produced with
in that country and the personnel are 

, trained within goes directly into the 
national economy. The expenditure circu
lates within tho -country,* producing mul
tiplier effects ... . In Nigeria, how-

•=- ever, and countries like Nigeria, where 
'< ail the equipment is imported and most of 

the high-level personnel are*trained m 
foreign countries, a high bulk of the 
military expenditure is outside the coun
try ... . The Nigerian intellectuals <p V 
maintain that such spending depletes the 
small foreign exchange nee'ded for devel- ' 

f. opment and results m a negative multi
plier effect.[45] • „ **• 
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In latent terms, however* the} Nigerian* economic base 
» O 

appears at first glance to be impressive* and should be able 

•*-to support .a 'welJ.-equipped,, mobile and virile defence force' 

without the concomitant risk of compromising basic develop

ment programmes. The country is endowed with a variety of 
— « 

industrial minerals (se£ Table', 5*7) and its agricultural 

potential is obvious frofli the number of years Nigeria relied^ 
* - / 

on agriculture both for domestic consumption and export. Its' 
wide energy base v— oil, gas, coal and hydroelectric power --

\ 
is abundant and potentially supportive of(a,vibrant mdus-

trial economy. In short, as Jean Herskovits observes, -» 

- Nigeria appears to have 'the economic base to classify as a 

significant regional power'.[4*6] Nevertheless, this seem-

ingly encouraging picture by itself is misleading for a 

number of 0 reason^.
 v "* . x 

First, the transformation of national economic potential 

into usable resources is not an automatic process; it depends 

critically on interlocking administrative, scientific and » " 

technological skills, the sine ?qua»aon of modern industrial 

states* which so far has eluded'Nigeria's inept and hedonistic 

officialdom.[47] These skills of labour and management are 

Integral to any efficient and fruitful implementation of the 
9 

series of aborted national development plans initiated m the 
< ' <* 

country since independence in 1960. Administrative skill,. 

for instance, is,required in making the numerous and/complex 

decisions concerning strategies and targets of mdustrialisa-
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t i o n . In N i g e r i a , as in o t h e r libCs, the ' o p e r a t i v e c r i t e r i a 

f o r such p l a n n i n g a r e t h e need t o d i v e r s i f y t h e economy and 
/ 

create an irreversible dynamic towards self-sufficiency in 

basic industrial sectors", thereby breaking the paralysing 

cycle of dependence on external sources. "Although for a 

post-colonial state like Nigeria,'satisfying these criteria 
° •,* 

can be extremely difficult in-a global capitalist environ-
a. i 

ment, problems have been undeniably compounded by organisa-

tional incompetence, the 'cult of mediocrity', and petty- and 

large- fjcale graft, all of which have become "the norm for 

government operation rather than as the occasional exception. 

This deep and ubiquitous-problemtin the Nigerian body politic 

may be considered*the most'fundamental obstacle to national 

development. For, as Robert, Heilbroner has justifiably( 

argued, economic development ,-«- that is, 'the deepening flow 

of incomes and the widening flow of production' — is itself 
44 I 

dependent: 

On the presence of an "economic" popula
tion: of production-minded farmers,' ^ ^ 

"' industrial'workers, enterprising factory 
t "" managers,, helpful government officials. 

So lon,g aSM these do not existr economic 
development cannot 'commence on a broad ^ .*, 

' base.[48] . - , t 

In the Nigerian context, nothing'short" of a pervasiVe , 

** '. 

socxal transformation will suffice: 'aowholesale matamorpho-

sis of habits, a wrenching reorientation of values concerning .-
•> a ii • 

/ • <= / ... 

<& 
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time, status, money, &prk; "an umveaying and reweavxng pf the' 

fabrxc of daxly exxstence itself'.[ 49] The^fe-^transf oxntations * 

are ultxmately a' function of how "nofcrvational resources are 
° «- < 

^ ' ^- G * ^structured and managed. For any sucn ai^socxal reorientation 

f -to take place, a precondition'must be the replacement of 

regimes based on a perpetuation of the status quo (e.g., ' *\ 

Balewa and Shagari administrations of tho-^first and §ecOnd 

Republic) by alternative regxmes 'a&dacxous enough* to unleash 

socxal change". This is all the more urgent in an jilitxst, 

e> 

o 
/» 

and partially semi-feudal, socxal order such .as exxts xn 

'Nigeria, confronted as it is simultaneously t*ratrier than 

sequentially, as in Europe or North America.) with the horren-

dous problems of modernisation within, the context of ethnic 
A 

m * 

fragmentation, political instability and vindictive interna

tional ^regimes' (such as the IMF and multinational corpora-* * 

tions).[50] , / 

And Second, a corollary of the precedjoig consideration" is 

that Nigeria's low-level -industrial* capability (especially in 

the Vital areas of ma«si**tn-e production and related inf rastruc- -

tural systems) has largely negated the substantive bearing, of 

its economic potential on its capacity to produce and.use 

military force as an instrument Of policy. However, this 
• » ^> 

relatively fragile industrial base would have been less 
damaging to'the effort currently underway -to "Upgrade the 
• J • • • 

conventional capability of the Nigerian armed forces if the 

huge spinoff in foreign 'exchange earnings from oil production 
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had continued over time. As the cases of Libya, Saudi Arabia 

and^Iran (under the Shah) demonstrate; the""balance-of-

payments position and reserves of international liquidity. 

(gold and-foreign exchange) impinge on the military economic 
' / 

potential of states. 

The ability of a country to run a substantial import 

-surplus — on the strength of either large holdings of for-

eign currencies and gold, or borroi/ing power —* permits it, 

for a time s(± least, toVaccelerate the buildup of military 

strength accordingly. In th'is respect, the astronomical 

increase in Nigeria's fdreign-exchange reserves from 1973 to*,-

1981 as a result of the oil bonanza saw a step-rlevel increase 

iri defence expenditures (see Table 5.7). [51] Conversely, the 
0 

traumatic decline in Nigeria's foreign exchange earnings 
. *** 

foliowxng worldwxde .recession and increased conservation -w 

especially in the West — plus the vigorous entry into *Wes-

tern markets"of non-OPEC oil producers such as Britain, / 

Mexico and the Soviet! Union, compelled a cutback on the fi-vje-

year defence procurement plan valued at N6.4 billion adopted 
' *« / 

under the Shagari administration. [ 52 ] / 

One of the profound and inescapable consequences for 
D •* 

-a 
Nigeria's security policy of the above factors — frail 

socio-economic and technological fabric — . has been a notice

able discrepancy between its foreign policy posture and 
***• 

actual behaviour in crisis situations. For example, when iri 
. * • • » -

1978-79 President Kenneth Kaunda requested the interposition-
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, * ] 

ing of Nigerian military forces between Zambia and "Rhodesia" 

*at the height of the conflict, economic and financial" consid-
4\ ' • 

erations compelled the-Nigerian government to respond in the 

negative. Thp protected cost of the initial operation 
(transporting troop and equipment to Zambia) was estimated at. 

5332m ($48m). The additional cost of approximately "3 ($3.5m) 
i - " 

a day to maintain rthe troops in a combat environment* exceeded 

the country's financial capacity, given' the enormous budget 

deficit and contending social and economic demands. [53] j 
* 

For Nigeria's underdeveloped and primarily 'monocul-

tural' economy, the paralysing effect of a protracted 

involvement in combat in Southern Africa would clearly have 

been catastrophic for its foreign exchange reserves in the 

absence of remedial measures. Sttclg measures might involve, 

inter alia, curtailing o'ther types of external outlays; that 
v 

«-• 4 7 0 

is, merchandise imports, tourist and pilgrimraage, expendi-

tures, etc. But given a population of over 80 million an̂ S, '* ^ 

the incurably expensive taste of the Nxgerian elxte, x€ xs 

dxffxcult to imagine (especially in its 'democratic' setting 
•3 

of the past four years) such measures being implemented 
• « 

without a serious backlash in ,the almost hedonistic society 
0" ' / 

of contemporary Nigeria.[54] *• 

x The preceding'analysis of two of the major sets of restraints 

— military capability and socio-economic factors — on the 

use of Nigerian military powejr a,s an instrument ;of statecraft 

is necessarily incomplete without appropriate cognisance of 
• <*> 
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the relevant superstructii£"al variables -- in this Case the 

political determinants — which may or may not restrain the 

use of force. In any immediate sense — whatever the ulti

mate motivations"at work it is through the political 

process,and through the decisions of government that resort 

to military "force or war comes about. Hence in order to 

°* ' * * ' 
comprehend fully the bearing of socio-economic factors on 

military strength (that is,* the relation- between the two sets 

qf factors discussed above), it is also vitally important to 
r o 

recognise the impact of the pplitical foundation of national 

military power and policy. For example, political determination underlies the structural decisions concerning the. pro-

ctlrement and allocation of a proportion of national manpower 
° "• 0 i *•" 

I and other resources to the military sector 'which go into the 

strategic units and uses of force". This determination of 
• - M 

the resources "available to the-government and the 'authonta-

tive allocation' ,of those resources among 'military, domestic 

and foreign purposes is, indeed, the crux of national 

policy'. ' 

The determination of the magnitude of the military - * 

ef fort,. while undoiibtably reflective of botn the structural 

and strategic components of defence*, planning, is ultimately 

rooted in the political proce*ss.[55] As Huntington incisive-

ly explains: - o 
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Military policy is «not the result of 
deductions from a clear statement of 
national objective. It is the .product of 
competition of i purposes uithin mdivid- -
uals and groups and among indivxduals and 
groups. It is the result of politics not 
logic, more an arena than.a unity ... . & 
[-56] 

It is this political determinant as it operates to restrain 

the use of military force in the Nigerian context that will 

be, examined in the final section of this recognition-and 
i tr 

« % 

categorisation of internal restraints below. 

m ) Political Factor 

As noted in the preamble to the section of this chapter 

on internal factors, the use and usability of national mili

tary power as an instrument of policy critically depends not 

only on the prowess of a country's military establishment, 
4 

but,also, inter alia, on the skill of statesmen, the charac

ter of domestic bases and the shifting dynamics of moral, 
"J- v 

political and legal restraints. These elements generally 

constitute-the political component of the military potential 

of states, which ma/or^iay ndt influence the use of military 

force in pursuit of nat-ronal objectives. The operative con-

ditionals in this political chemistry necessarily revolve 

aroundvtwo pivotal factors. One is the nature of the poli-
u 
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J 
tical system: the idea that a state's form of/government 

will influence its^propensity to use*force. fThe other is the 

dynamism of leadership. As alreaay noted, the latter is 

'considered an elemental requirement for talking potent inter— 
*» locking structural decisions — political, economic, techno-

logical and military-strategic — on 'which the generation and 

use of military strength vitally depen**sU ° 

On the first question, one of the recurrent analytic* *»'-

assumptions 'in the international relations literature is 
i 

the notion that the nature of the political system impinges 

on a state's capacity to utilise the instrument of coercion 

in' pursuit of national goals. [57] Thus, in the light of 
o 

Wright and Tocqueville's argumentation (see Chapter 3, Sec-
tion b), it may be inferred that certain legal and constitu-

tional aspects, — some explicit 'and some general — of 
* • 

Higerian parliamentary democracy and the presidential system 
s ' ' • 

of t h e F i r s t and Second Republ ics (1960-66; *1979-83), s tand 
t. 

as d i r e c t r e s t r a i n t s on i t s u t i l i z a t i o n of the m i l i t a r y means 
as i n s t r u m e n t of p r e v a l e n c e in c r i s i s s i tua t ' ionsv T h e ' r e s -

t r a i n t dynamics in t h i s con tex t - - u n l i k e the f i r s t two 
"54 

factors analysed .above — are basically anticipatory or- reac

tive. As B4-^rry/Bukan explains: , ° 

Anticipatory restraints are those which 
operate before a use of force occurs. 
>They influence decision-makers to reduce 

\ 
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their capability for using force, or not 
to initiate a use of force, or-to use 
less rather than gr-eater intensity of 
force. Reactive restraints come into 
operation only after a use of force is 
underway. They influence decision-makers 
to' stop a .use of forcer, or to reduce its' 
intensity or duration, ,or not to .xmple-
raent a-"planned increase xn intensity or 
duration. [ 58] *-" 
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In the Nigerian Second Republic, for example, such anti*-

cipatory or reactive restraints involved constitutxonally 

entrenched checks and balances xn, the presidential system: 
** * " 4 * — — — 

the -war provisions" which'expressly p r o h i b i t e a t h e President 
S* * * 

from d e c l a r i n g a s t a t e Of wafer "except*with the s a n c t i o n of a 
resolution*of each of the Houses of National Assembly1 

4 

(Article Sto 3a«3:; the legislature control over funding for 

'military operations (financial veto); and the legislature 

impeachment power over deviant Chief Executive. 
• - \ 

Conversely, the -logical adjunct of such reasoning is, of 
codrse, that military regimes" in Nigeria (both past and 

present), characterised as they arje ny a centralisted deci-

\ * • ' * * ' 

jsxon-makxng apparatus ° (the Supreme Military Council) and the 

^oyerbearxng presence of a 'warlord', are likely to be most 

belligerent in response to adverse environmental stimuli. If 
f 4 

•these deductions , hold t rue in- theory ( that I s , within t h e ' 

narrow log ica l parameters, from which such speculat ions have , 

so^far proceeded), then the record of post-independence-• , '- fc 



4 Nigeria has Ipeen inconclusive, as %he review of its policy

makers' perceptions and policy responses in crisis situations 

(Chapter 3, Section c)-attest. 
• -*1 ^ 4, 

Indeed, at the general level of analy.sis^ such theoris--

ing about the influence of political regimes .per se on the 

* use of force has been unimaginative and empirically barren 

(with few exceptions): proceeding ̂ is they are from ideo-i 

logical predispositions and ethnocentric rationalisations 
i 

« -o 6 

rather than from any explicit general theory of human behav-

lour, and supported only by an inadequate', impressionistic, 

and quite fragmentary body of evidence. Furthermore, the 

dominating position and influence of Chief Executives in the 

domestic power spectrum — their social characteristics, 

motivations and_ attitudes, power ascension patterns, in,ter-

personal interactions, and tactics of control — considerably 

reduces the extent to which differences in political regimes „ 
I i, 

per s& impmgeLon both the frequency and intensity of a 
•r V * 

state's resort to military force. Viewed in these'terms, as 

Klaus Knorr rightly oberves, "On the basis of our limited 
4 

knowledge, it is probable that such associations are not 

strong, that is to say, that their effects, if any, area. 
4 ' \ 

overshadowed by other differences'. [59] 

î 
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Is • • • 
But if, as argued, differences iri political systems 

* ' o * ^ 

u"it regularly associated in the literature with the potential ,or 
* 

freqency of a state's resort to force cannot be empirically 

validated, the rsame argument does not ngtpessarily app^y to 
: * A, 

military pot/er. Its. is indeed'in this domain — the relative 

incompetence «of successive Nigerian leadership since indepen

dence — that the fundamental restraint problem besettmg> ' 

ability to "rebate force'to national purposes' hinges. Thus, 

Chxnua Achebe, xn a decent anatomy of the pathology of^ 

Nigeria's social order has asserted: 
j . -

Basically, the trouble with Nigeria Is / 
V simply and squareLy a*failure.of leader

ship ...'the onlf real experience df 
leadership Nigerians ever had was the * ' 
Murtfala Muhammed phenomenon which pro-

J duced a temporary quantum change xn the * - y 
social behaviour of Nigerians, and demon
strated that mircl^es can happen ... 
Nigeria is not beyond redemption,,all it 
needs is the right kind"of leadership. [ 60] 

** a 

Achebe readily, and plausibly, traces this leadership^ 

vacuum back to a 'seminal absence of intellectual rigour in 

the political thought of our founding fathers — a tendency 
4. 

to pious materialistic wooliness and self-centered pedes-

' trianism°„[ 61 ] One consequence of this dismal indecisiveness 

has beeri the ̂ prevalence of political feudality or what is 
° J 

popularly known to social anthropologists as the 'cargo cult 

mentality' in post-independence Nigeria. That)is, the be-ilef^ 
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that 'without- ajjertion a fairy ship will one day dock xn 

thexr harbour laden wxth all the gbodxes" they have dreamed 

of possessing'. [62] It may thus be concluded, in the light 

of its chequered hxstory sxnce 1960 and particularly the last 

four years, that Nigeria, as one .commentator" put it, 'is over 

politicised and undergoverned". [63 ] 

The relationship between the leadership factor — as a 

component of political'determinants for generating and using 
o * 

the military'ihstrument -- and the skxlls (administrative, 

scientific, technological, etc.) involved in producing raili-

tary,strength from inputs -in the society is not incidental. 

On the contrary, the annals of history are -replete With 

instances in which leadership — whether of monarchs, oligar-* 

chies, "ministers, or military leaders — accounted for super-

lor technological and military strength of states. Thus, the 
a 

puodigious achievements of Japan after the Meiji revolution, 

of 1868, of the DSSR after the Bolshevik revolution of 1917i 

of Israel after 1948, and Cuba after 1958 "in the fieJ-ds of 

military and industrial technology are largely attributable, 

among other things, to vibrant and superb leadership of their 

respectiVQ-^foundmg fathers'. The reason for this is pre

eminently, as E.S. Quade has noted, that 'the process of. 

turning resources into ready military strength is not only a 

tecmKical problem. It is also a political' and administrative 
< • 

\ 
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problem'.[64] indeed, as the actualisa'tlon of putative mis 

tary power crucially depends on the will, manifest Or, pre- » 

sumed, to use force (.selj-̂ fchapter 4) t so economic and adjc-finis-*
-

trative resources do not* generate, putative', power without the ,, 
/ V 

t * *> 

will and leadership to build national strength. * Without - -«-~ ' & 
, 1 ' 4 

leadership and w i l l , t he re may be power potential! in, terms of 

economic resources and admin i s t ra t ive c a p a b i l i t i e s a s . in " "-—^ 

contemporary Nigeria, but t h e r e can *be no s ignif icaiAT?ji#bli- * 
* •> ' « I * " S o 

t 

tary power, putative or actualized. As already noted, "since* \ 
w" "-J - *° 4 *"*- < \ 

technolqgical advances and economic development (e"specially° „ o° \ 
> « -

in an essentially neo-colomal -Sblity such as Wigerxa) crx-

txcally depend on how motivational resources are structured '. 

and managed, government-and elite dxrectqsp&^-xxr collection and . allocating "social energies' and their choice of priorities 

remain a key factor. 

* / 

It" is in the context of this first level consideratidn 
£? . ~*. .- ( 

— rather than the alleged nature of the political system'jpe:-** 

ap —• that the political factor as a restraint on the devel-'4fy7 

opment and use of Nigerian military power as an instrument of 

statecraft is to be construed.' The1 persistence of what 'j, 
\ ( * 

Achebe has termed the 'cult of mediocrity* remains in this 
c*> ' -

regfetd the fundamental obstacle bedeviling the transforma-
tioi of Nigeria's economic, social and industrial potentials 

N int-o suitable military capabilities,. ' as the extensive array 
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cjf studies in defence management and plannmg[65] have oon-

clusively shown, the transformation of resources — men, 

money and material — into actual or ready military power q,an 

be effected with more or less skill depending on "leadership. 
c ' -

The greater the astutenesscof the leadership* the more mill- t 
tary strength will*be derived fromQallocated resources (e.g., 

Cuba under Fidel Castro). Or, to put it differently, the 
a-' - „ ' 
magnitude of inputs required for producing a desired level -

and type of military strength depends oat the efficiency of 
h s -

" " B * ' 4 

the transformation. It is a matter of leadership and admin

istrative competence — a component of national military 
- * ,- tr 

potential *-- which ah aspiring regional power such as Nigeria 
v. 

must first cultivate.j*TechnIcal'advances and the*iadministra

tive efficiency — " a far- cry frc-m the 'sluggish red-tapism.* 

of the Federal bureaucracy — Of the "defunct Biafran Republic 
• ' 4 , 

within a short span of three°years are clear evidence of this 

thesis,.&even "-in the condition of» inf rastructural backwardness, 
* > * -t 

of the region (Eastern Nigeria) in the. 1960s. . v 

*• ° *" «. * 

vWe must cohaeed the post mortem.conclusion of Arthur 

Nwankwo, although7 one of the f i e ry apologis ts *fot the Biaffan 

cause, t h a t : * ' . a 

If We can for a minute-f^ee ourselves-
" from the emotional chains of the main 

issues of the war, we will admit to our
selves, if to no one else", that Biafra 
was the first ship of state to sail the 
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sea of nationhood on a completely indi
genous motor ... . And, we must admit , 
that there are things in the structure of 
Biafra that Nigeria in particular arid 
African countries in general can emulate 
to their benefit. Nigeria can establish 
something parallel to. Biafra's Research 
and Production Unit to tackle specific 
problems of the society ... . [66]^ 

t 

The Research and Production Unit (RAP) staffed by 

Biafran scientists, was responsible for the design of petrol 

distillation gadgets,'home made rockets, self-detonating 

antiTpersonnel and anti-vehicle mines (Ogbuniwe) and even 

produced such items as toilet soap and brandy. [67] Some of 

these products underwent rapid and continual improvement 

dui*ing the civil war and played a vital role in sustaining 

BiafrL-r̂ s resistance. There is no gainsaying, as fjwankwo 

contends explicrtly, that if Nigeria's goal of developing a 

viable military-industrial base is ever to be consumated, 

both the short and long term panacea resides in harnessing 

its growing army of scientist and technicians. This in turn 
4* 

depends inexorably on a 'quantum leap' in leadership and 

administrative competence, and the necessary value revolution 

— a wholesale metamorphosis of habits dysfunctional to 

industrial culture — which only such leadership can unleash. 

It is as a value dynamic — dedicated and purposeful govern-
p-
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ment and patriotic, resourcefui^and industrious citizenry --

that the Biafran legacy constitutes an "irrepressible chal-

len <*e e ven to the mo,st vituperative of its critics. 

The next and final section below dwells on the systemic 

dimension of -the restraints on the use of Nigerian military 

power as an instrument of policy. The raison d'etre of this 

consideration — as will be argued below — derives from't£he 

wxdespread conyentxon in the analytical literature on the^ 

foreign policy of developing countries, that while the 

external behaviour of this category of states may be 

explained xn terms of their projectxon of domestxc factors 
t 

P 

and forces into the international political scene (primarily 

xn response to sxtuatxonal stimuli, opportunxties andj,chil-

lenges), xt xs also unalterably conditioned and delimited by 

countervailing systemic forces. In this respe6t, therefore, 

systemic factors constitute an irrestibl'e framework —• in 

terms of restraints — for Nigeria's militarypolicy. 

c) Systemic Factors . o ," 
4 

The -logical extension of the argument of the preceding 

paragraph is clearly that, while in terms of source and 

analytic convenience, restraints on the use and usability of 

Nigerian military power may' be broadly divided into internal 
* D 

and systemic factors, such a division is necessarily obscured 
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By 'existential and phenomenological convergence4of the para-

meters of its domestic and international behaviour. Because 
•' ^ , 

of this demonstrable convergence (as seen in the extent to 

which the -current economic crisis in the country has compel-

led"a muted resp&nse to the adverse developments in Southern 
a 

'Africa compared with the late 1970s), the external influences 

on ̂ Nigeria's military policy are no less crucial /£o its ' 

content and style than are the military policy determinants 

that derive from the domestic-environment (see Chapter 3, 

"Section 6). Thus, as Aluko, Ogunsanwo, »Shaw and 

Stremlau, [68] among others, have argued incisively, the great 

vulnerability of a post-colonial state such as Nigeria to 

outside influences and pressures has presently conspired to 

render the conventional distinction between the external and 

internal dimensions of its foreign and security policy almost 

„ meaningless. Within this context, external or systemic fac-

tors unalterably become an integral component of Nigerian ' 

military policy, which may or may not restrain its resort to 

coercive power-; depending on the force of situational chal

lenges and the~stakes involved in a clash of interests. 

As is to be expected, these systemic factors vary con

siderably in their intensity or degree of impact on the 

decision-making process concerning the propriety of 'Nigerian 

military power as° an instrument of policy in different cir

cumstances. Three of these systemic, variables will be con

sidered in terms of their relative potency in the lxght of 
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the past and possible crisis ̂ Situations analysed in Chapter 

Four". These include: (i) the restricted legitimacy of war 

(normative restraint) both at the global and' regional levels, 

as 'expressed in what is often nebulously called 'world public 

opinion' and in Pan-African notions of 'good neiglgbourli-

ness'; (11) the possibility of external intervention, in sup

port of the opposing actor, as was the case during the civil 

war; and (111) the irreducible dilemma and Cost of conquests 

'victory is not success*. -" 

i) ' Normative Restraint , 

Thfe variable impact and implications of the normative 

devaluation of,force as a policy alternative in the African 
4 

subsystem for Nigerian defence policy has been examined in 

Section (a) above, and will not be reiterated here. The 

global dimension and influence (on the usabxlxty of Nxgerxa's 

military power) of this growing phenomenon remain to be 

analysed — 'world public opinion' — which even contemporary 

dominant powers (such as the US and the USSR) can now ignore 

only at a price of inevitable isolation. Defined abstractly, 

the term 'world public opinion' encompasses opinions that 

react 'to events the world over and are, in part and to a 

degree, interconnected ... resting on a strong and expanding 

technological foundation'. [69] The indispensable prerequi

site of restraint engendered hy the wrath of aroused world 

^ 
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opinion is that the state and•government m question perceive 

Or anticipate adverse opinion and that they are sensitive to 

its consequences. 
- Pa 

However, in view of recent developments at both global 

and regional levelsi(see Chapters One and Two), it is to be 

expected that the effective weight of the sanction resulting 

from 'wori-cT"public opinion' varies considerably depending On 

a host of circumtances and the power status of the state 

involved. It is this variability which marks it with 'vast 
"7 . 

uncertainty, and which lends phance, vagueness and relative 

weakness t6 the sanction'. [70] Although this observation 

holds true in contemporar-y international crises involving * 

major powers (and their core allies), for a less developed 

and dependent country such as Nigeria, in the event that 

adverse opinion turns out to be strong -- as was the case 

during the civil war — t*he reality of its pressure is apt to 

be appreciated with great immediacy, thus undermining its 

capacity to sustain effective application of military force 

în pursuit of national objectives. Depending on* the circum-

"stance, this incapacitation may be consequent upon two sys-

•temic backlashes: (a) embargo on arms, munitions and spare 

parts, and (b) political and diplomatic isolation. 
4 J 

0 

First/ as discussed above in Section (b), to the extent 

that Nigeria deploys military systems that are externally 
* * 0 

acquiredu and serviced — because the requirements to use them 
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exceed those achieved in the overall level of its civilian 
i 
economy — then its capacity to utilize military force dimm-*-

i 

, ishes if the arms'suppliers adjudge such a course of aqtion 
< 

mimical to their strategic or geo-political* interests. This 

has been one of the potent lessons for Nigerian defence 

planners and policy-makers from the experience of the civil 

war. As noted in Chapter Four, both the US and Britain — at 

the time the' traditional arms suppliers to Nigeria — in 
4f 

conjunction with their allies in NATO imposed total embargoes 

on weapons sales and ammunition for arms purchased beforia'̂ tTne 

war.[71] 

The implications of this sobering experience (although 

not'altogether uncircumventable given Nigeria's potential to 
'exploit' the opportunities presented by the 'Cold War") 

a 
inevitably sensitises its decision-makers to the 'costs'-

^imposed by adverse "world public opinion' when considering a 

military alternative to diplomacy or' economic sanction. «» 
• ^ * 

Admittedly, these "costs" are uncertain to predict, hard to 

estimate at the moment of decision and, besides, may only 

become evident <(in political terms) over the longer run. 

Nevertheless, as Vogt, Ate and Ijnobighe have rightly argued 

(see Chapter Six, Section b), 'since any decision to use 

military force by Nigeria will be most likely directed 

against a country supported by one (e.g., France and the 

Francophone West African states) or all of the Western coun-
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tries (e.g., apartheid South Africa), the probability of > 

hostile backlash by these countries — arms embargo — 

becomes an irreducible dilemma which any Nigerian government 

cannot safely ignore. In any case, however, since as pre-
r 

viously suggested, the willingness of any government. to 
*\ - ' " 

•accept the r3.sk of military action is dependent upon the 

value of the object at stake, the restraint of world public 

opinion on Nigeria's military policy1 may be an insufficient 

deterrent when its 'core values' are involved. " 

Second, adverse and virulent 'world public opinion' — 

especially if it involves a large propbrtion of attentive and 

influential publxcs in OAU Africa j— may- result in the poli

tical and diplomatic isolation of Nigeria, thus profoundly 

undermining its strategic and economic objectives in conti

nental affairs (ECOWAS in particular). This has been the 

cardinal lesson of Libya in Chad and it is also a spectre 

that would probably had confronted the administration of 

Shagari if Nigeria had forcefully and unilterally annexed the 

disputed territory with Cameroun in May 1981 (see Chapter 4, 

Section b). From this view, if Nigeria flagrantly flouts an 

internationally sanctioned restraint on military aggression 

(discussed in Chapter One, Section b), it may, in the event 

M ^4w 0 

of success, g a m thejakj-act 0f military action and in addi

tion perhaps inspire increased respect for its military prow

ess; but it may also tarnish its non-military reputation -«-
\ 
i 

http://r3.sk
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especially its mediatory role„m mtisa-African conflicts -,-

and provoke attitudes of suspicion ,a*md hostility that, overv 

the longer run if not immediately, will become organised 

politically, and perhaps militarily as well. The psycho-

political and philosophic underpinning of this endemic 'schi-

mogenic' or hostile action-reaction cycle in contemporary 

state-system has been most graphically stated by Knorr: 

a, ... the rfespect a nation enjoys",— res-> . • 
pect foaf^acting properly, with sensrtiv- ., 

' ity to (internationally widespread moral 
standara"s"^"*and with" sobriety;, and res
traint in resorting to military power — » 
is a precious]asset in foreign affairs. 
It is an asset that assists in holding 

4 and gaining allies, and generally in 
promoting a favourable reception for' its 
diplomatic initiatives. In this respect, 

1 international politics is no different 
from national politics. Success in*1 poli
tics depends considerably on how a person „ 
is able to relate hxmself to others, and 
an ̂ excessive' power drive may impoverish 
thxs relationship by depriving it of' " 
elements 'of confidence, admiration, sym
pathy, and even affection from which much 
polx#i"ca! influence may be derived. So 
it is with -states in the international 
arena. Respect earned in, and bestowed 
by* the outside world -is not' an asset a 
government should be eager to'squan
der. [72] '- -̂

\ 

The nemesis of Nkrumah's fiery anti-colonial rhetoric 

which the CIA misinformation campaign against- him exploited 

to arouse the morbid fears and horrid antipathy of Ghana's 

francophone neighbours is a.classic example of Knorr's dis

quisition." [ 73] While Nkrumah's prognosis of the future 

\ 
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developments on the* continent (especially hi*s thesis on neo-
* _ - * • • 

aolonialis^m) is in retrospect amply substantiated, his 

relentless and laudable endeavours 'to forge a* continental 
• , 4^ 

front through viable.and creditable political, economic and 

military structures only succeeded in provoking the untutored 
O JJ. I—^"**' * * 

animosity of his parochial, gullible and conservative col-

leagues in the Monrovia — Brazzaville Group countries.* For 
o 

instances the former Camerounian head of state — Ahidjo — 

stated in a remark clearly intended for Nkrumah at the OAU^ 

Cairo summit in 1964 that: "I should like to. state ... that, 

for the present at least, the most serious threat to our 

States is that of subsidized subversion tele-guided from 

other African states ..."[74] Since most Francophone African 

heads of states like Ahrdjo weBet and are still considered to 

be, proteges of France whose .countries have extant defence 

agreements with the latter, it is to be expected that French 

specialist force d'intervention will likely play a support 

role ,iri* any conflict in which they are involved*(see Chapter 
o n 

* 4 

2, Section b). It is this fact of the probability of an 

intervention by extra-regional actofs iri\intra-African con

flict that constitutes the next set of systemic restraints to 

the use ,of Nigerian military power. 
* 

* • . . . 

ii) External Intervention 

The theoretical conventions (the 'pull' and 'push' fac

tors) and the geopolitical imperatives of this escalating 
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phenomenon in the African subsystem have been examined exten

sively in Chapter Two. Briefly considered from the stand

point of intervening actors, intra-regional conflicts in 
" ^ 

Africa threatens the status quo and as a consequence either 
a. 

generate anxiety among those powers whose economic and stra

tegic interest are mortally at stake (in this case, the 

former imperial powers of NATO bloc countries) or present 

novel opportunities for new arrivals on the scene (such as 

the Soviet Union and its allies in the Warsaw Pact). For the 

former group xn particular, since wars on the continent are 

preeminent catalyst of social change which is fundamentally 

unpredictable, their concern for the preservation of the 

status' quo is generally to be expected, as no situation is 

more threatening to nations than one whose outcome has become 

so uncertain as- to have moved beyond their control. [75] The 

use of military force by Nigeria, whether to punish and 

subdue irritant neighbours or in pursuit of a wider security 

°objectives (such as the decolonization of Namibia or the 

liquidation of apartheid) shares these uncertain and unpre-

dictable properties and is, therefore, bound to provoke a 

direct or indirect counteraction from extra-regional powers 

whose interests will inevitably be affected. 
» 

Nigeria's so-called francophone neighbours — Cameroun, 

Chad, Niger, Benin -«- maintain a variety of defence accords 

with France, providing for French military jadvice, training, 

arms and operational assistance in the event of conflxct with 
» 
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a third party$see Chapter 2 and Chapter 7, Section e).[76] 

The contmution of this series of accords which ensures 

French strategic, economic, cultural and political dOmmance-

of its former imperium is in turn anchored on the survival in 

power of the 'assimilated' successor elite of these countries 

which contemporary French strategic policy in the continent 

is designed to protect. Thus, as Arthur Gavshon has noted; • 

By the start of the 1980s French military 
domination of most of francophone Africa 
was complete. A network of inter-locking 
agreements placed garrisons or 'training 
missions' of varying sizes in twenty-two 
countries (including Zaire); authorised 
France to intervene m certain cases 
against external aggression or internal 
disorder; provided fpr base facilities in 
eleven territories, two of them not yet 
independent. 

1 
In addition: 

Ever since 1964 a highly-trained, 
specialist force d'intervention had been 

, available in Southern France to serve at 
short notice as a mobile reserve. Its 
mifssion was to deal with any emergency 
that might arise in Africa. The Eleventh 
Airbone Division, complete with para-
troop, marine and infantry and artillery 
brigades, had seaborn, amphibious and 

•v armed elements, plus about 200 aircraft 
at its disposal ... . The existence of 
this out-of-sight force was not secret to 
francophone and other African govern
ments. Its importance lay in the deter
rent effect it was to exercise on would-
be trouble-makers, for France's capacity 
to deal swiftly with sudden crises in 
Africa was plainly enhanced by these 
crack units.[77] 

a 
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The possible intervention of these forces in any con-

"flict involving Nigeria in the West African sub-zOne has 
i 

become a pivotal factor m Nigeria8s military environment and 

defence planning since the civil war. As suggested m Chap-

ter Three, stemming the spread of Nigeria's influence in West 

Africa — an influence "calculated to undermine and counter 

the pervasive French presence — has been a first order goal 

for the French government. -Consequently, from past arjd 

recent records; the French, it is evident, have experimented 

'with various, strategies aimed at undermining the emergence of 

Nigeria as a formidable regional power centre around which 

indigenous interests can coalesce in relative security and » 

„ autonomy. [ 78] One of these strategies — balkanization — 

was' forcefully dramatised during the civil war, when massive*" 

French material, mercenary and diplomatic Support sustained 

the secessionist forces till the end of the war.„ As the 

former Head of State, General Obasanjo — a divisional Com

mander during the civil war — put it? 

-French interest in the civil war was b̂ gth 
political and economic. They had always . 
been, and still are worried about 
Nigeria's influence in the so-called 
'francophone African .countries*. It was, 
therefore, in their interest to cut 
Nigeria to size by dismembering her and 
reducing her influence in francophone 
Af-rica where France maintains' a special, 
political, economic and military inter-"* 
est.[79] 
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The inescapable conclusion from this direction of ? 

French policy.toward Nigeria is the ease with which„France 
*- . 

could exploit' adverse 'world public opinion' (against, • 

Nigeria) in the event of a military engagement, to Intervene 

on the opposing side — especially xf the .latter is a 

regional client" sipate. However, it thus appears that despite 

. this, inexorable trend, France's role as a broker in the May 

1981 Niger ia-Cameroun border crisis is also indicative of its 

anxiety and caution not to jeopardise, the growing profitable 

trade and investment relations with Nigeria. Such a consid

eration is, nevertheless,* not absolute, and the Nigerian 

defence planners understandably vxew France as one of the 

major factors within which to contend in any decision to use 

military force. " - ^ 

At the continental level, external intervention as a 

restraint on the use of Nigerian military power becomes even 

more problematic, given the intractable complexity and janus

like nature of African politics and condition*; A condition 

that sometimes sees such strange-bedfellows as Tanzania, 
* 

South Africa, Portugal, Rhodesia and .Zambia in the secession

ist camp during the .Nigerian civil war; or, for that matter, 

Zambia,* Senegal, Ivory Coast, and United States sanctioning 

South Africa's intervention in Angola while at the, same time, 

castigating Soviet-Cuban intervention as a new and-, potential-

ly unmanageable form of imperialism. It is this shifting 

pattern of alignment and realignment and the powerful extra-
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regional - mvolvemeirtes they portend that constxtute a profound 

restraxnt to any decision to projedt- Nigeria's military power, 
• >, 

beyond 'its borders. 

As notea m Chapter Three, apart from Nigeria's declared 

policy to activate its military option against mercenary 
l-t 4%, 

adventurism in neighbouring states that solicits its inter

vention (e.g., Nigeria-Benin Defence Pact and the" ECOWAS 

Defence Protocol) *[ 80] one other theatre of conflict in which 

Nigeria may in future beccsme involved in a major military 

engagement role is Southern Africa. Any such future opera

tion,'either independently-(in a Cuban-style xnvolvement) or 

aa part of a Pan-African Task Force to protect the Front Line 

States against the ravages of t̂ he South African albmocracy,-

wxll arguably meet either direct or indirect resistance of 

the West — especially the United States. This potent fact ""*• 

is not lost to Nigerian*policy-planners, as the variety of— 
° 4 

papers presented at the National Institute for Policy and 

Strategic Studies (Nigeria) suggest. [811 The reason is that 

the requirements of real security for the NATO powers and 

Nigeria are fundamentally lAcongruent., Hence, their respec^ 

tive conceptions,of regional security in Africa must be' 

incompatible. As Ogunsanwo has incisively argued in respect 

to US-Nigeria^relations: 
When one-of the countries being consid
ered is a superpower with worldwide 
interests and commitments and the other 
is a regional power whose primary 
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environment and area of interest involve 
Africa, then there is more room for con-
.flict: the superpower is likely to have 
a universalistic and strategic conception 
of issues, events and policies which on 
nfany occasions is bound to distort they 
real situation on the ground and render 
unnecessarily more 'complicated otherwise 
straightf orward- issues. It was this type 
of strategic conception of the world that , 
made inevitable the clash between/ the * 
United States and Nigeria in 1975/76. 
•Inevitable because of the 1969 Kissinger 

i^Sfp memorandum on US strategic interests in 
Southern Africa which, in effect, saw the 
future m terms of the cooperation 
between the racist regime in Pretoria and r 

the Portuguese in Angola and Mozambique, 
wrfh the illegal regime in Rhodesia roped 
m . This was seen as the only configura
tion of forces whiph aould perpetually 
guarantee Western interests in the 
arek.[82] 

i . • 

Given the existing ideologi<sal and strategic parameters • 

of United States foreign policy to"4ard Southern Africa (as 

espoused particularly by the conservative circles in the 
4 

U.S., the Republican Party0and°the Pentagon), the explicit — 

as different from the present de facto — policy commitment 

by the U.S. to the survival of the white laager in the event 

of the escalation of the liberation struggle m the future 

cannot be lightly discounted. The doctrinal and normative 

redefinition of the problems of Southern Africa, combined o. 

with the growing defence relations between Pretoria and its 

Western allies of the NATO bloc countries,' forewarns of the 

direction and nature of US response to any future Pan-African 

o 
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challenge (in whxch Nigeria may be involved) to what one 

Nigerian,Head of State constantly referredXto as 'this shame 
> "i - "• i 

i 

of Western civilisation. [ 83] ' 

This concern, about possible US intervention in South 

Africa, among others, was vividly highlighted by Obasanjo m 

a paper on the African High Command presented at the April 
4 

1972 conference of the Nigerian Society of International 

Affairs in Zaria. The implication for Nigeria's, military 

strategy toward the liberation of Southern.Africa, he argued, 

is 'to mobilise the guerrilla factions to make life impos- -

sible for the whites in South Africa, while at the same time-, 

forging a collective defence force (a Pan-African Force) to 
i 

r 

protect neighbouring African States against the incursions of 

the 'imperialist' forces of settler minorities in Southern 

Africa'. Later m h^s valedictory Speech (1979) to the OAU 

as Nigeria's Head of State, he reiterated his call for the 

establishment of a 'truly Pan-Africa Force/, reasoning that 

'the problem can no longer be shelved and must be squarely 

t 

faced. [84] Obasanjo's analysis and prognosis about extra-

regional involvement in Southern Africa as one of'the major 

obstacles confronting Nigeria anda OAU Africa in their, quest 

to liberate South Africa has been corroborated by his Egyp

tian counterpart, Brigadier Farouk Abou-Ellez. In an inter-, 

J 
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view with New African Abou-Ellez cautioned that the 'manpower 

may be, there but Africa must not forget that South Africa is 

not alone': 

The situation will be similar to the 
8 Israeli-Arab conflict. The United States 

wouldNaupport South Africa against a 
larger African force — a force that % *-
could,not depend on the Soviet Union. 
The Russians give only defen'sive support. 

t Spare parts and other supplies would be a 
major problem. We Egyptians are speaking 
from experience. [85 ] 

Given the twin assumptions underlying the whole thrust 

of US global foreign policy (that revolutions in the Third 

World are products ,of Soviet expansionism and that military 

force is the only/means to defeat the*m successfully) thxs 
• i * 

anticxpatxon of US involvementsin South Afrjica as a major 

restraxnt on the use of Nigerian 'military power is under-

standably plausible. The 'cartographic perception' of 

Southern Africa has changed radically in the eyes of American 

defence planners and policy-makers since the mid-seventies 

following Cuban intervention against South African forces in 

Angola. Washington has since become exceedingly restive 
4 * 

about what General D„ Graham called the4 "Soviet masterplan to 
; " * • 

elbow the West out of Africa'[86] — a view consistent with 

the ultra-conservative political ideology and practice of the 

current administration. \ 
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In line with this manifest preoccupation of the American 

officialdom, apartheid South Africa — as its Nazi Thxrd \ 

Reich mentor in the 1930s — is now explicitly seen- as an « v 

essential bulwark against the advance of Soviet power. ' Con

versely, in congressional hearings and official policy pro

nouncements the liberation movements — the ANC, PAC and 

SWAPO •«-<- have been 'red-listed' as instruments of Soviet 

expansionism in Southern Africa. In the recent past, this" -

cold war dogma h^s met^ with scepticism *m the immediate post-

Vietnam "era* But given the t^me-lapse, the increasing* con

servative trend in the Western world, and the considerable 
•4 J 

means for manipulating domestic opinion and portraying their 

act as legitimate which these governments possess, south 

..Africa,, as one commentator put i t , 'can readily become 

another El Salvador'. [ 87 ] 
a. o 

Finally, the variable and intractable restraint which 

systemic pressures exercise on both the frequency and intens

ity of the utility of the Nigerian military as a 'rational, 

national and viable' instrument of policy does not reside 

only_ in normative considerations or the interventionary ten

dencies of extra-regional powers, but also fundamentally m 

the increasing 'cost of conquest*. Figuratively speaking, 

'yictory', as Bernard Brodie reminds us, 'is not success'. 
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.ii) The irreducible Dilemma and Cost of Conquests "Victory 

is not Success" 

The 'costs' of conquest in this context, have consider-

ablŷ feless bearing on the financial and economic burdens — 

that is to say, the opportunity costs of allocatxng to the 

military sector of society of various resources manpower, 

skills, raw materials, land, and capital — discussed in 

Section (b), above, but more on the pplitlcal and diplomatic 

fallout previously alluded to. As already put forward in the 

preceding chapter (Chapter Four), qne reason why successive 

Nigerian governments have in the past desisted from a blatant . 

policy of regional vigilantism (even when situational stimuli 

and domestic pressures dictated otherwise) has been their pre-

vious declarations to the effect that their neighbours had 

nothing to fear from Nigeria's size and military might. In 

this respect, reversion to an essentially punitive or revan-

chist security posture, While it may inspire increased res-^*> 

pect for Nigeria's military prowess by its occasionally 

unruly midget neighbours, can also pose incalculable poli-

tical and diplomatic problems' by tarnishing its non-militar,y 

reputation ana. prdvoking or in^ensif^±og existing attitudes 

pf suspicion and hostility singularly evident during the 

civil war. [88] . " 

\ 
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These political and psychological backlashes — in terms 

of foreign distrust, hatred, and revengefulness — that may 

result from a lex talionis policy of retaliatory coercive 

violence may be damagxng to Nigeria's endeavours in two a 

crucial areas. First, to its efforts to strengthen current 

institutional frameworks for subregional and continental 

cooperation-ECOWAS, Chad Basin Commission, the Niger River 

Commission, and the OAU — and induce implementation of the 

resolutions of their respective charter. Second, a policy of 

vigilantism may irreparably undermine Nigeria's regional 

reputation as mediator in intra-African conflicts — either 

independently or under the auspices of the OAU. __ This role 

has been increasingly evident — if not altogether successful 
, *v. 

—- in its diplomatic .interventions in the Tanzania - Uganda 

conflict (1979), Somalia - Ethiopia war over the Ogaden 

(197&-79), Angola - Zaire conflict (1977; 1978), Western 

Sahara (1979- ); and in Chad (1979- ). ' 

From these basic considerations, one conclusion is gen-

erally apposite, that to the extent that the Nigerian deci

sion-makers are aware of the damaging consequences of 'diplo-

macy of violence' and the 'idiom of military action* "against 

neighbouring countries (see Chapter 4), such an awareness may 

constitute fundamental restraint to the use of Nigerian mili

tary power^ as an instrument of statecraft. However, such a 

conclusion assumes regime-rationality in all circumstances 

(as often the erase in the mainstream theory of policy choice 
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and pursuit).[ 89 ] Since rationality-of behaviour is a ques- , 

tion of more or less, not of either/or, and its manifestation 

m reality is bound to dimmish as circumstances change — 

degraded by factors of personal character or by such adverse 

circumstances as time pressure, fatigue, anxiety and so on — 

it is well-known fact that governments (especially when act

ing through bureaucracies) do not act with perfect rational

ity. This, as noted in Chapter Four, may explain why Presi

dent Shagari — despite his earlier reluctance during the 

Cameroun - Nigeria border crisis of May 1981 — sanctioned 

the use of military force against Chadian forces in the Lake » 

Chad Basin when confronted wirth institutional and public 

pressures (especially the military, bureaucracy and members 

of the legislature) and an unrelenting and intemperate -media. 

The central problem here is that the policy-maker is not 

a unitary actor. In most crisis-situations, Shagari had to 

reconcile his own evaluation of options with that of his 

advisors who may have expressed conflicting perceptions and 

value commitments at large in society. in the ill-fated 

presidential system of the Secdnd Republic (1979-83), the 

very role of the Chief Executive requires openness to this 

kind of political process that is the mechanism through which 

decisions become that of a national coalition.' As the 

various critics of Allison's bureaucratic model of the deci-

sion-making pricess have pointed out,[90] if the aggregated 

demands on policy of a sufficiently influential coalition are 
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unrealistic ( m view of conditions in the operational environ

ment and the supply of policy resources, then the Chief 

.•"Executive may resort to various means — persuasion, bargain

ing, and coercion — In order to diminish if not remove 

-inconsistencies; he may, nevertheless, end up with a compro

mise policy that more or less deviates from the requirements 

of rational choice. 

Conclusion 

As posited in the preamble, th,e central concern of this 

chapter revolves around a pivotal set of interrelated factors 

(domestic and systemic) which impact on Nigeria's military 

policy; the complex and extensive array of restraints on the 

use and usability of Nigeria's military power as an instru

ment of policy. These restraints, as noted above, essential

ly represent prevalent tendencies which affect, but do not 

determine government behaviour. In the crucial issue of 'war 

and peace', actual or manifest behaviour of any government 

is always subject to a host of particular circumstances, 

considerations of honour and atavistic force^of nationalism 

may sometimes override rational 'cost-benefit' calculation 

(e.g., Tanzania's response to the provocation of A m m -Uganda; 

and the Anglo-Argentine war over the Falkland/Malvinas 

Islands). 

"N 
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Thus, as Huntington has.succinctly argued, military 

policy (i.e., 'the relation of force to national purposes'") 

is not always the result of logic but politics: *'more an 
i * ° 

arena than a unity'.[91] Any theory or hypothesis, there

fore, that trl^a^^oVeduce a reality as complex as the range 

of restraints on the ujse, of Nigeria's military power analysed 

above to single causative factors — socio-economic, mill-

tary, political or "'world opinion' — may be elegant in its 
a 

explanatory simplicity, but it is apt to do violence to the 

known facts of Nigeria's recent history. In otner words, 

considered independently, these restraint factors cannot be 

said to represent trends that are insurmountably strong and 

universally coherent in Nigeria's decision-making process 

concerning the use of force. 

Seen in general terms, however, and based on the disqui

sition and observations in Chapter Four, the following con-^ 

elusion is arguably pertinent. The potency,of 'any one set or 

combination of these sets of restraints., (domestic and sys-

temic) on any Nigerian government's decision to resort to arme 

coercion may depend on the vitality of the issue to its 

sedurity but also on the actor in its strategic environment 

involved. If the actor involved ls^iny one of Nigeria's 

midget neighbours, then the decision to use or not to use 

- force will be predicated less upon the factor of military 

capability than on diplomatic or political ramifications for 

Nigeria on the continent. Conversely, irrespective of the 
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vitality of issues involved, Nigeria's military response to a 

powerful regional (e.g., Libya or South Africa) or extra-

regional (e.g., France in West-Central Africa) adversary 

would be subject to a host of internal (e.g., military capa

bility, outlay of international liquidity etc.) or external 

(e.g., sanctions on weapons and munitions supply) restraints 

which may paralyse the political will of its decision-makers, 
-to 

as was the case with the situation in Zambia in 1979. 

Nevertheless, as will be amplified upon in Chapter 

Seven, given Nigeria's enormous economic, scientific and 

technological potentials — assuming will and competence at 

the leadership level — these pervasive restraints (especial-

ly its frail infrastructural base) are not a fixed constant 

but subject to change over time. In hypothetical terms, for 

example, if the present commitment of its decision-makers to 

build a viable military-industrial base by the ,end of the 

century yields the expected result (see Chapter Seven, Sec-

tion c), then Nigeria's exercise of independent initiative on 

matters relating to war and peace will arguably be less 

subject to adverse systemic forces than is currently the 

case. This scenario, although not altogether inconceivable 

will of course depend, as suggested m Section b above, on a 

range of intervening variables. 

The next chapter dwells specifically on the military 
* 

dimension of the efforts underway since the mid-1970s to 

overcome the core weaknesses highlighted in the foregoing 
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analysis? the armed forces modernization and augmentation 

programme. The examination and evaluation of fundamental * 

structural decisipns underlying and informing this programme ,. 

•will be made within the context of the changing strategic 

parameters and policy responses briefly touched upon in Chap

ter Three, Section a. Primary consideration will be given in 

this regard to major policy decisions concerning organisa

tional reforms, personnel, equipment and armaments. * The 

current and projected endeavours toward the expansion of 

domestic defence industry through a combination of indigenous 

research and development of appropriate/intermediate military 

technologies and collaborative agreements on basic systems 

production with foreign agencies operating in the country 

will be examined in Chapter Seven, Section c. • 

1 



TABLE 5.1 

ITEMS WISD CAMEROUN LIBYA 

JT 

NIGERIA SOUTH AFRICA 

Population 

GDP 

4,850,000 9,200,000 ' 3,200,000 82,000,000 26,100,000 

550 m $6,813 bn 33.05 bn o789 bn 1-71.668 bn 

Defence Expenditure 

Force Level (llan-pover) 

Combat Aircraft 

Naval Vessels 
a 

Tanks 

51.7 m 

%,200 

%13 

„ 

a 

• $78,639 m 

7,300 ' 

21 

7 

» 

$709.22 m 

73,000 

533 

55' 

2,900 

$1,214 bn 

133,000 0 

-45 

123 

150-200 

$2,769 bn 

82,400 

313 

85 

250 

$ 

SOURCE: The Almanac of World Military Pouer (California, 1983) 
IISS, The Ilil i tary Balance (1983-84) (London, 1983) 
John Keegan (ed) World Agmiea (London; llacMillan, 1983) 
Jean Couhat (ed) Combat Fleets of the World 1983/--84 (Annapolis; Naval Inst i tute Press, 1983) 

' £ 
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TA.BLC 5 .2 

* Major Army Weapons, 1983 
£* 

Ty„pe and Description 
Country 
. of 
Origi n 

Soviet Union 
Britain 

-do-
-do-

France 
Britain 
Britain 
Nigeria 

Est' imated 
in 

Inventory 

i 

(70 

TOO 
50 

18 
20 
90 
75 

n»a. 
• 30 
on order) 

Armored Fighting Vehicles 
T-**55 Main battle tank 
Scorpion light -tank 
Saracen armored personnel 
carrier-
Saladin armored car 

AML-60-90 'armored car 
Fox scout car 
Vicke r s MK 3 MBT 
S t e y r 4K-7FA APC 

MOWAG P i r a n h a APC „ ' Franc% • 57 <&• 

Artillery 
122mm guns- (towed) ^ Soviet Union „ 200 
105mm°guns/howi tzers (towed)^ .Britain, Italy 

( Switzerland 200 
76mm guns (towed) " Soviet Union n.a. ^ 
81mm guns (towed) Soviet Union , 200 

•» 

Antiarcraft Guns 
ZSU-23-4 23mm guad (self ^ 
propelled) Soviet Uni<on 30 
20mm; 40mm o n.a. sn.a. 

n.a. - not available 

* - - • * * 

Total artillery inventory believed to exceed 250 pieces. 

SOURCE: Based on mformatiop from The Military Balance. 
1983-84, London, 1984 and Stockholm International 
Peace Research Institute, World Armaments and 

^ Disarmament (SIPRI Yearbooks, 1975 through 1983), 
Cambridge and New York, 1975-1983. 
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TABLE 5.3 

Ma.ior Air Force Weapons, J983 

318 

/ 
4* ** f 

Type and Description 

Country 
of i 

origin 

Estimated 
in on 

Inventory Order 

Fighter Bombers/Fighter Interceptors-
-M-iG-ll-rMF -
MiG-17 ® 
. Alpha Jet 
Jaguar 

Transports/Liaison Aircraft 
d-130U Hercule.s 
F-27 Mark 400 • 
F-28 ' 
VC-̂ llA Gulf stream II , 

- Do.28D Skyservant 
Do. 27 
PA-31 Navajo 
C7-222- & ,*1 

Helicopters v 
B0-105C/D 
SA.330 Puma 

, Alouette III 
Westland Whirlwind 
Hughes 300 
CH-47 Chinook -

i 

Trainers 
M1G-21U 
MiG-l5UTI v, 
Bulldog 123,, v 

L-29 Del f in^ v , 
Dassault /Dornier/ lpha Jet 

-=Z A to l l air- totvair m 

5ovfet Union 
-do-

WG./Franee 
Br i ta in 

0 

i United States 
Netherlands 

-do-
„ United States 

West Germanyl 
-<do*~ 

United States 
I t a l y 

West Germany 
• France' 

-do-
B r i t a m 

United States 
United States 

Soviet Union 
-do-

B r i t a m 
Czechoslovakia 

West Germany 

Soviet Union 

18 
3 

12 

9 
27 
'20 

1 
* 20 

15 
; 3 

5 

20 
15 
10 
3 

15 
6' 

2 
3 

31 
10 
12 

*" o 

n.a. 

18 

n.a. / not available ' 
Federal Republic of Germany 
Car/ be equipped and used for coUnterinsurgency warfare 

3Equips M1G-21S " * • 
WG. - West Germany ' , 
SOURCC: Based on information from The Military Balance, 1983-84, London, 1984; 

Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, World Armaments and 
Disarmament (SIPRI Yearbookjs 1975 through 1983), Cambridge and New York 
1975-V1983;" " 
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Major Naval Weapons, 1983 

319 

> j 

.Type and Descriptiont Date(s) 
Completed 

Country of , 
Origin 

-Estimated 
in . on 

Inventory Order 

Frits'tes '" 
MEICO 360 type (with Otomat 
SSM Aspide SAM) 
Nigeria class 

Corvettes 
° Bosper Thorneycroft MK 

(with Seacat SAM) 
Vosper Thorneycroft MK 
"3-type 

9-type 

Fast attack craft (missile arnjed) 
f Lurssen S-143-class (with 

Otomat SSM) 4 
Combattante 11 IB-class (.with ,-
MM,38 Exocet SSM) 

Patrol craft 
Brook Marine-type large patrol 
craft g 

Ford class large patrot craft 
Abeking and Rasmyssen type 
large patrol craft 

Coastal patrol boats 
Hovercraft 

Amphibious craft 
FDR type roll-̂ on, rolj-off 
1300 landins ship (tank)-

Landing craft (tank) 

1981 
„ 1965 

1979-80 

1972 

1981-83 

1981-83 

1974-1977 
1955-57,1961 

• 1973,1976 
1978-81 

West Germany 
Netherlands 

Britain 

-do-
• 

West Germany 

France 

." Britain ' 
. -do-

West Germany 
Britain, Italy 

2 
1 

4 

" 2G. 

10 
- 4 

4 
43 

-

-

-

3 

3 

: 

_ 

1979-80 
1980\ 

West Germany 
France 

Federal Republic of Germany 
•? 
Onp vessel built in Britain for N 
Navy, 1966-68. 
3 

Some irt inventory, seme on order. 

SOURCE: 

igeria Navy, 1961, others purchased from Royal 

Biased on information from the Military Balance, 1983-84, London, 1984 
Stockholm International'Peace Research Insti tute, Wor1dv. Armaments and 
Disarmament (SIPRI Yearbooks 1975 through 1984), Cambridge and New « 
Yean, 1975-1984 and Jane's Fighting Ships, 1983-84, (Ed., John Moore),1 

New York, 1984 - " 



TABLE 5.5 

ESTIMATED STAFF ARMS INVENTORY 

Type * V 

Landward air defence 

Mirage F. 1°AZ 

Mirage F.ICZ 
III CZ 

^ 

Mirage IIIBZ, D? 

Miraige I I I ftZ and 

Mirage III EZ 

CL-13B Sabre Mk6 
BAC Canberra" 
Impala MB 

326M Mkl 
Irapala MB 
326K Mk2 

Maritime Command 
Buccaneer S Mk 50 

MS Shack!eton 
MR Mk3 

P. 166 6 Albatross 

Role • . 

attack 

ground attack fighter 

interceptor 

two-seater trainer 

tactical reconnaissance 

ground attack fighter 
bomber 
fighter • £ 
strike-reconnai ssance 
two-seater basic 

trainer 
ground attack , 

maritime strike 
reconnaissance -
maritime patrol 

coastal patrol ,and 
light transport. 

60+ 

25+ 
16+ 

19 

10+ 

38 

12 
9 

216 

122+ 

Manufacturer 
> 

Fr./SA 

Fr./SA 
Fr./SA 

Italy/SA 

7 

7 

18 
«• 

• - • • 

qUK 

UKa 

Italy 

•51 

Remarks 

32 delivered in parts from France, rest manu
factured in SA, planned .requirement 100+,, 
equiped with EMD Aida II fire control system 
and" laser range finder* a priority for Atlas. 
16F.ICZ, delivered '74/5 and more being manu
factured in SA. Armed with R530 and R..^507 
Magic air-to-air missiles, IIICZ now uses as 
trainers.. 
3 BZ delivered early '60'V; 3JJZ del. '65/6, 
13 D2Z del*. '72. 
4 RZ and 4R2Z del. from France,J6 R2Z-to be 
manufactured in SA.. 
20»del. '65/6; 18 manufactured in SA, armed 
/with HQT4 A5-20/30 air-to-surface missiles. -
now used-as trainers at 85 AFS. \ 
del. '62. ' n • ± 
16 del. from Italy '67; -10 del. in parts ".67, 
40 del. 
in parts '68, 150 manufactured*in SA,'67-'73. 
7 del. '74/5; 15 del. in parts '75, l50 manur, 
factured in SA '76, 50+. on order fpr comple- ' 
tion '78. -

>> 

det. '65. 

del. l57, recently resparred, equipment 
• updated*, 
9 del. from Italy '69, 9,del. J73/4. 

ro 
o 



s 
-. — J -

321 

TABLE 5.5-Ccontd) 

SAAF DEPLOYMENT 

Unit 
1 'fl * J 1 ̂  
^ 2'Sqfc 

0 7 
3 % n 
A/Sqn 
5'Sqn 
6 Sqn 
7 Sqn 
S Sqn 

1 I Sqn; 
12 Sqn 
15 Sqn 

16 Sqn 
* a 0 

17 Sqn 

19- Sqn 
21 Sqn 

22 f i t 
24 lSqn 
25 Sqn 
27 Sqn 
28 3qn 
35 Sqn_ 
4.1 Sqn" 

4.2 Sqn 
43 Sqn 
44- Sqn 
85 Advanced 
F ly ing School 
86 AFS 
87 AFS 

A i r c r a f t 
1 

" i r a g e FIAZ 
i r a g e I I ICZ/ 

" i r a g e IIIRZ" 
1 i r a g e FICZ 
I n p a l a I I 
impala I I 
Impala I I 
I n p a l a 11 
Impala I I 
Cessna 185 
Canberra 
Super Fre-lon^ 

Aloue t t e 

Aloue t te 
4 

Puma 
Vi3count/HSI25/ 
I " c r l in "* 
Ues t land Uasp 
Buccaneer » 
C-47 
P1665 Alba t ross 
C13,0/C160 
Shackle bon 
Kudu/Bosbok 

Bosbok 
Cessna 185 
DC-4/C-4-7 
11 irage/Sabre 

* c-47 
Aloue t te ^ 

i 

Base °* 

Uaterkloof 
Uaterkloof 

t 

Uaterkloof K " 
Uaterkloof 
Durban 
P o r t E l i zabe th 
Y s t e r p l a a t 
Bloemspruit 
Potchefstroom 
Uaterkloof 
Bloemsprui t / 
Strartkop 
Bloemsprui t / 
Durban 
P o r t E l i z a b e t h / 
Sv/artkop 
Sar tkop/Dur ban 
Swartkop, 

Y s t e r p l a a t 
Uaterkloof 
Y s t e r p l a a t 
Y s t e r p l a a t 
Uaterkloof 
Cape Town 
Swartkop/ 
Potchefstroom 
Potchefs t room 
Potchefstroom 
Svartkop 
P i e t e r s b u r g 

Bloemspruit 
^ Y s t e r p l a a t 

Role 

At tack 
I n t e r C e p t / l o c c e 

I n t e r c e p t 
At tack 
Attack 
At tack 
At tack 
Attaok 
L ia i son 
Bombing 
Transpor t 

L ia i son 

L ia i son 

, Transppr t 
VIP t r a n s p o r t 

An Li-submarine 
At tack 
Transpor t 
IIaritime> P a t r o l 

«• Transpor t 
Lar i t ime P a t r o l 
L ia i son 

b 

Lia i son 
L ia i son 
Transpor t ' , 
T ra in ing 

Tra in ing o 
Tra in ing 

SOURCES Air Forces of the Uorld (Salamander; London, 1979) 
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SA Army-Major Weapon Systems m Service 

Type 

ARMOUR 

TANKS 

Centurion MklO 

Merkava 
AMX-13 
Sherman 
Comet 

Manufacturer No. Remarks 

UK 

Israel 
Fr./SA 

/T. U S ) 

£> UK ) 

150 

30+ 
80 (approx) 
? 
? 

Delivered from UK, Jordan 
and India (via Spain). 
Believed to be on order. 
Sales unconfirmed. 
(Believed to be used for • 
(training purpose. 

Armoured Cars 

Panhard AML-245/60 Fr./SA 
Panhard AML-245/80 Fr./SA 
Forret UK 

800+ 
400+ 
100 

Manufactured under licence inSA. 
Manufactured under licence in SA. 
460 delivered 1963-9, almost 
obsolete. 

Armoured Personnel Carriers 

Saracen o UK 250 700 delivered 1956-66, almost 
obsolete. 

Commando VI50 
M-113A1 -
Ratel 

ARTILLERY ̂  

Field 

25-pounder 
(88mm) 

Sexton s.p.g. 
(88mm) 

M.7 Priest s.p.g. 
(105mm) 

90mm FG 
5.5 inch (140mm) 

M109 s.p.g. 
(155mm) 

G5 155mm 

US/Portugal 
US/Italy 
SA 

UK ' 

Canada 

US ' 

SA 
UK 

US 
SA/Canada 

100 
150+ 
60Q+ 

-30 

30 

? 

150 
? 

20+ 
100+ 

/ < 

320 believed ordered. 
400 ordered via Israel. 
In service since,jl977; still 
in production. 

- 112 delivered 1951. 

180 delivered 1946. 

Uorld Uar II issue, rebuilt 
-ui SA. 
Still in production 
World War II issue ; being 
replaced by 155mm. 

Delivered 1976. 
Being manufactured in SA 
v/ith Canadian technology. 
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Anti-Tank 

17 pounder . 
(76.2mm) UK 

I06mm Recoilless 
Riffle . US 

ENTAC ATGli France 
Milan AT Missile -<Fr./FRG 

100 

? 
120 
? 

234 delivered 1956. 

234 delivered 1956. 
138 delivered 1955-6/ 
To replace ENTAC 

Anti-Aircraft 

22mm 204GK 
35mm twin K-63 
40mm L-70 
3.7in. (88mm) 

Switzerland 
Switzerland 
Sweden 
UK • \ 

Surface-to-Air Missiles (SAAF) 

Cactus/Crotale Fr. /SA 

Tigercat UK 

30+ 

54* 

Im-tially manufactured in 
France, now in production in SA. 
Delivered via Jordan 1974. 

Transport 

Lockheed C%30B 
Hercules 

LockheedL-100 

Transall C-160 

Dbuglas C-47 
Dakota . 

MS 125 
Merlin IVA 

Utility. Lia1 son-
Light 

-Cessna CE-185 

heavy transport 7 

heavy transport 15 

» t. 

heavy transport 9 

medium transport 30 

light transport 4 

Aircraft Command 

light transport 
and reconnaissance 16 

US 

US 

Fr./ 
FRG 
US 

UK 

deV. from US '63. 

civilian equivalent of C-1306, 
del from US for "civilian 
purposes." 

* 
del. from France '69/70. 
del. from US '50's. 

del. from UK early 70's. 

US del, from US '60's. 
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TABLE {5,6 (Cont 'd) 

Cessna 185 
Skywagon 

'A"o3Cli Boshok 

I 

light transport 
and reconnaissance 
forward air control; 
tactical reconnai- . 
ssanoe lignt ̂trans
port ocasualty-eva
cuation 

1.2 US del.' from US *70's. 

40 SA 
designed and manufactured in 
SA based ton Bosboko 

Light air support 110+ Fr^ 7 II-* s delo from France 
'62; 54 Hi's delp -"65/6; 

401- Fr , 

e l i c o p t e r s 

iUoue t t e I I and Til* 

(EE-313 and 
(SP1-316 

SA-330 Puna 
t 

SA-321L Super " 
Fro lon 

Ues t land Uasp 

SA-341 Gazel le 
.Bn 105 

•JSQ: 

30 T'S \Tarnpire trainers; 74 Rockwell; T-6 Harvard trainers; 1 BAC ViscounE 
transport; 5 Doublas DC~4 transport* *> 

There have been allegations that the SAAF also has the follox/ing: 

40 Lockheed Fv-140 G. Starfighter; 50'F-51D Cavalier-; 25 Agusta Bell 205 A Iroquois; 
12 Lockheed P-2 Ueptune; Pucara F.iA 1A.58. 

air support 
light transport -
medium transport 

V 
l i g h t marit ime 
suppor t 
light support 4 
light support 

20 del. '70/1; later orders 
unconfirmedo 

15+ FrD 16 delc '70/1; later orders 
• undonfirmedo 

"•2 Ul.. del~ from Ul'! "66-74. 

2 FrQ •" * <*> 
•* FRG ** ' * . 

30URCES: D/S Market Intelligence Eeport (US, 1976); National Reconnaissance Office 
Report (US, 1976); Sean Gervasi "Breakdown of the Arms Embargo against 
South.Afrioa" (Congress testimony, US, 1977), Air International (UK, 
ilay,, 1976); .Flight International (UK, 6.10.78); C. Foss, Artillery of' 
the Uorld (Jew York, 1974); International Institute* of Strategic Studies 
Military Balance (London, annual); John Stockuell, In Search of Enemies 
(London, 1978); Bernard Harks, The South African Army (Johannesburg, 
1977)5 Armies and Ueapons (,'onaco, December 1978)« " 

DEIIS Market Intelligence Report (US, 1976); Air International. (UK, Lay 
1976); IISS, Military Balance (UK, annual)% Sean Gervasi "The Breakdown 
of the Arras Embargo against SA" (Congress testimony, US, 1977); Michael 
Klare, "How the UG equips South Africa*s military", Baltimore Sun (US, 
19.2.78): Stockholm International Peace Research Institute^ Arms 
Register (Sweden, annual). 

file:///Tarnpire
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TABLE 5.7 

Some Mineral Resources of Nigeria 

Reserve Estimates 

j} , 
Known Probable Possible 

Resource 

Crude Oil 
Natural Gas 
Coal 
Lignite 
Ihoriurn 
Lfmestone 
ColumBite 
Tim 
Cassitonte , 
Gold 
Iron Ore> 
Lead 
Zinc 
Uranium 

Unit 

Million Tons 
MillioA Cubic Mety 
Million Tons J 
Million Tons 
Thousand Tons 

n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 

^ n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 

Reserve 

^-SJOO 
^ 280 

360 
75 
15 

n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 

Reserve 

-600 , 
400 

' 500 
150 
20 
n.a. 
n.ai 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 

Reserve 

1,200 
800 
800 
300 
25 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 

f 

SOURCES. 1) Central Bank of Nigeria: Annual Report-for the Year Ended, 
December 1982, p°.10. 

2) Fedec-aT Republic of Nigeria, Second National Development Plan, 
1980-84, p.63. 
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TABLE 5.8 

Defence expenditure in relation to tQtal federal actual 
expenditures, 1970-84 in Nigerian N. 

Fiscal 
Year 

1970/71 

1971/72 

1972/73 

1973/74 

1974/75 

1975/76 

1978/79 

1979/80 

1982/83 

1984/85 

Total actual 
expenditures 

N 

928,417,812 

1,417,138,022 

1,740,289,870 

2,167,728,504 

5,259,702,729 

9,730,028,137 

2,800,000,000 

2,900,000,000 

7,420,422,990 

11,331,000.000 

Total 
expenditure 
on defence 

N 
a, 

314,846,094 

"285,895,214 

370,253,698 

420,162,573 

532,918,838 

1,166,699,421 

597,857,007 l 

520,000,000 

1,111,222,790 

928,244,000 

Defence as 
% of total 
federal expenditures 

33.9% 

20.17% 

21.26% 

19.38% • 

10.13% 

11.99% 

21.4% 

17.9% 

13.56% 

10.05% 

i 

\ 

K 

Source. F.I. Adesanoye, (Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Defence), 
"Nigerian Defence Policy," Lecture to the Second Senior Officers' 
Course, Army Command and Staff College, Jaji, 5 July, 1977, 
pp 9=11"» and Federal Republic of Nigeria, Federal Government 
Budget,^Fiscal Years 82, 83, and 84 (Ministry of Finaance, 
Lagos"« 

<* 
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TABLE 5.9 

Recurrent expenditure a l locat ions to, defence 
and wel fare prograrnmes 1n the 1978/79 Federal Budget 

( i n Nigerian •») 

Revenue heads4> Share o f Federal 
Budget 

% o f t o ta l 
Budget 

A Defence 597,857,007 21.4 

•M 

Agr icu l tu re and 
rura l development 
Economlc 
development and 
reconstruct ion 
Education 
Health and 
social wel fare 
Wa^er resources 
Labour 

C -All others 

# 

19,711.170 

27.714,430 

779,362,610 
*., 81,021 ,350 

2,193,620 
48,281,370 

1,243,858,443 

0.7 

1.0 

27.8 
2.9 

0.8 
1.7_ 

43.7J 

78.6 

Total 2,800,000,000 100.0% 

Source: Recurrent and Capital Estimates o f the Government o f the . 
Federal Republic o f Nigeria 1978-79, Federal M in is t ry o f 
In format ion, Lagos, 1978, pp. x x x i x - x l . These were the 
round f igures given by the Head o f State i n his Budget Speech, 
They are therefore s l i g h t l y d i f f e r e n t from the real estimates 
summarised on pp. 3-4. 

/ 
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TABLE ,5 . l g 

Recurrent expenditure a l locat ions t o defence and 
wel fare programmes 1n the 1979/80 Federal Budget 

( i n N i g e r i a n ^ ) 

Revenue Heads ^ Share of Federal % o f t o t a l 
Budget Budget 

A Defence - 520,000,000 17.9 
A 

Agr icu l tu re and r u r a l " 34,347,000 1 .°2 

development 

Economic Development 27,638,750 

V Education 326,076,020 
1/ 

l_" 

Health and Social 97,176,930 
Wei fa re 

Labour, youth and 63,349,110 
sports . 

Work and housing 105,625,590 

0 

11 

3 

2 

3 

.95 

.2 

.4 

.2 

.6 

C A l l athers 1,725,786,400 * * 59-5 
> 

Total 2,900,000,000 100.0% 

Source: Recurrent and Capital Estimates ©f the Government o f 
the Eederal Republic of Niger ia 1979/80, Federal M in is t r y 
o f In format ion , Lagos, 1979, p p . 3 - 4 . 

1 
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•> 

The most substantive evidence for this conclusion is''the 
horrendous level of US military technology transfer to South? 
Africa initiated under the Kennedy administration and the 
presence of NATO military and intelligence infrastructures at 
Simonstown and Walvis Bay. South Africa does not threaten as, 
yet to become an area of direct superpower confrontation as 
in the Middle East. However, as the direction of Reagan 

a 
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administration's policy clearly indicates, when the national
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o 
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°See, All Mazrui, Towards a Pax Africana (Chicago: 

Univers'ity "of Chicago Press, 1971), especially Chapter 3, "On 
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tive devaluation of force has boen even more formalized in 
regional 'Security Communities' such as uhe 'North Atlantic' 
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Serious infringements of these normative principles 
have been apparent even in the 1960s, although on a minimal 
scale compared with the 1970s. The reliance of Francophone 
countries on French military power, a reliance which includes 
the basing of several regiments of force d'intervention, made 
nonsense of these countries commitment to the first normative 
precept cited by Zartman (see Table 5.3, in 'Chapter Two). 
Moroccan pressure on Mauritania and Somali irredentisnr in<> 
East Africa may be cited as examples of infringements of the 
second of these norms, while the recognition of 'Biafra' by 
Tanzania, Zambia, Gabon, and Ivory Coast is a "cardinal exam
ple of /the violation of the third in the 1960s. Zartman's 
analysis should, nevertheless, be seen in the context of his 
analytical premise; he was not unaware even at the time of 
writing of the existing contradictions, between policy ideals 
andN manifest or actual behaviour in OAU^ Africa. 
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-I O o » 

"MacFarlane, "Intervention and Security in Africa", p. 
64. These policy ideals could only have persisted and? become 
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into a 'Security Community'. It may be argued, however, that 
the multiple disorders in this region preclude such a possi
bility in existing and likely conditions in the near future. 

14 " 
-"-^Ogunsanwo, The Nigerian Military and Foreign Policy 

1975-1979, p. 54. '. >" 
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However, as statistical data permitting an international 
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While most analysis of the impact of defence expendi

tures on the economy in LDCs generally seem to corroborate 
Knorr's thesis, there have,however, been significantly impor
tant departures (Benoit, Kennedy, Weidenbaum, and Ahmad). 
Emile Benoit's study, for example, employs econometric analysis 
in the form of stepwise regression* estimates for all the core 
variables based on 44 LDCs between 1950-1965. His, conclusion 
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V 
4 

The big surprise of this study was 
the finding that the evidence does not 
indicate that defence has had any net 
adverse effect on growth ,in developing 
countries ... . The crucial evidence in 
this matter was the finding that the 
average 1950—1965 defence burdens 
(defence as a per cent of national pro
duct) of 44 countries was positively, not 
inversely, correlated with their growth 
rates over comparable time periods, i.e., 
the more they spent on defence, in rela-, 
tion to the size of their* economies, (the 
faster they grew — and vice versa. This 
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CHAPTER VT 

Changing Strategic Parameters and Responses in Nigeria 

Our dynamic foreign policy posture can 
only be credible if we have a well equip
ped and disciplined defence force capable 
of clef ending our territorial integrity 
and national interests. 

President Shehu Shagari[1] 

In assessingthe capability of the Niger
ian defence^establishment, it is essen
tials that one should ndt confine such , - % 
assessment merely to an exposition of the 
sitae and content of the arsenal of the 
military. 'Such assessment must, of 
necessity, include an evaluation of the 
defence-establishment's ability to per
form the prof essicwal functions normally 
associated with the armed forces. These 
functions include the protection of the 
security boundaries of the state and the 
provision of the military base --for the 
country's operations in the international 
arena. 

rgaret Vogt[2] 

Seen in the overal^context of Nigeria's security objec

tives (as defined in Chapter Three), the preceding considera-
/ 

tion of potent restraining factors on the use of Nigerian 

military power as an instrument of policy is revealing in one 

major .respect: the incongruity between its declared policy 

goals and the operational ability of its defence institutions 

to provide the means for their actualisation. in other-

words, viewed in terms of the inexorable d-yntfunics of 'chal*-
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lenge and response' (as formulated by Arnold Toynbee) and the 
a 

'Law of Military Development'[3], it may well be con

cluded that wnile expanding perceptions of threat since the 

end of the civil war (1970) have enlarged commitments, up-

grading of ynilitary means has generally lagged behind policy 

objectives. 

The magiTitude of this mismatch between security aspira

tions and military capabilities is reflected in the huge 
o 

disparity between extant and projected weapon systems level 

of the Nigerian armed forces on the one hand, and the balance 

of potential adversary forces in its military or strategic 

environment on the other hand (see Chapter 5, Table 5.1). 

Since" at any given point in time, capabilities limit the 

range of choices which are available to decision-makers, this 
c 

inadequacy in force levels has neutralised to a great extent 

for some period the projection of Nigeria's military power 

*" into troublespots (e.g. Angola and Zambia °—- 'Rhodesia' fron-

tier). °f 
4 * 

The correction of this condition constitutes theprijnary 
moti*vation of the armed forces modernisation and augmentation 

* 
programme that touches upon all elements of Nigerian military 

power; Jj-ts sizeyancl composition (in terms of balance or 

allocation ofc resources to the three military services, and 

within these services); quantity and performance of equipment 

Jot hardware; logistical reach, or range; capeibility of per

forming sustained, active operations? mobilizable. resources 

\ . • 
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and productive capacity; leadership and doctrine; communica

tions and control; military intelligence effectiveness; and 

manpower quality in terms of skill, training, physical stam

ina and raorale[4]. The-operative criteria (as stipulated in 

official policy speeches)[5] are the needs to meet the capa-. 

bilities of potential adversaries and to economise resources. 
4 

Satisfying these criteria may be extremely difficult in a 

complex, dynamic domestic and external environment with 

reference to future contingencies that necessarily have 

"uncertain identities and properties'. And, as noted in the 

previous chapter, this fundamental difficulty in military 

planning has been magnified in recent years by the rapidity 

of change in the relevant environments. - Accelerating exter

nal military presence m the continent (euphemistically cap

tioned the 'new scramble for Africa' by the^ London Econo

mist [6J) and unrelenting military buildup by apartheid South 

Africa (largely a consequence of the transfer of Western 

military technology, expertise and financial credit) have 

made the specification of options by MXgerian defence plan

ners very risky, and rendered available choices quite 

unattractive. 

This chapter is at once a review and a critique of the* 

major facets of the Nigerian armed forces modernisation pro-

gramme within the operative context ('the goal-oriented guid-

ance") of the new dimensions in threat perception and the 

strategic parameters which guided Nigerian military planning 
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since the Civil War in 1970. The major focus, therefore, 

will of necessity centre on the structural decisions concern

ing the procurement, allocation, and organisation of the men, 

money, and materiel which sustain the units of Nigeria"s 

military force and the strategic or use decisions concerning 

the commitment, deployment, and employment of these forces, 

as manifested<jin military alliances (e.g. ECOWAS defence 
4 

protocol and the yet to be instituted Pan-African Task 

Force), war plans and force movements. But first I will 

offer an examination of the operative variable (the threat-

dynamics) which condition the programme decisions 6oncernmg 

the strength of the Nigerian military forces, their composi

tion and readinesst and the number, type, and rate of pro-

curement of their weapons. 

a) New Dimensions of Threat Perception 

As suggested m Chapter Three, section (b), the threat-

factor ̂ constitutes a major dynamic in military strategy and 

force planning^ This is particularly so because any. security 

decisions inevitably hinge on the threat perception and defi

nition of the relevant strata of policy^lanners of the state 
i 

involved; and how the 'threat-issue* is defined for decision 

may well influence what the decision is. It is in this 

respect that the analytic conceptualisation and visualisation 

of the international system as a 'threat system* (some would 

prefer to call it the 'war system') impinge upon and* to a 



348, 

•Considerable extent determine the magnitude or level of 

national military effort. As Knorr h^s rightly noted 'the j 

degree to» which a state mobilises potential obviously depends 

upon the international situation,/the challenges and opportu

nities it is perceived to present, and relevant means-end 

calculations, as perceived by government and other leaders 

and that part of the* public that takes an interest in and has 

some influence on foreign af fairs'['jd'-

Since the nature of the threat confronting different 

countries varies x-jidely over time, whether considered ob^ec-
* 

tively or subjectively the determination of the resources 

available to the government and the allocation of these 
-, 4 

resources to military purposes is also bound to vary con'sid-

erably. Thus if, on the one hand, for a given state the 

threat to its security is considered primarily military and 

external (e.g. Angola vis a vis South Africa), then the 

expansion of national 'power of resistance* assumes a mortal 

importance. The reason, as argued in Chapter One, section 

(c), lies primarily in the fact that thev extent to which 

different forms oof power are of unequal effectiveness also 

limits the substitution of one for the other. As Oran Young 

observes, 'there is no sense in threatening economic 

reprisals against an opponent invading one's territory'[ 8 ]. * 

However, if on the other hand, trie threat (as perceived by • 

the decision-making elite) is primarily internal and socio-
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economic in nature? then the "search for perfect security8 

through massive military build-up may ultimately only 'defeat 

its own ends'. 

This complex, variable and evolving dynamic between 

threat perception/threat manifestation and the expansion or 

regression of national military poWeris clearly evident in 

the development of Nigeria's military systems[9]. In the 

pre-civil war period (196 0-1966), an introspective security 

concern and posture resulted in a largely ceremonial army of 

10,500 by 1965{10]. The recurren-t expenditure on defence 

varied just below 4.5 percent of the total Federal and t 

Regional budgets between 1959 and 1966, though it rose in 

money terms from about -£4 million in 1959-1960 to nearly£ 8 

million in 1965-1966[11J. 

Conversely, the drastic alteration in the perceived 

threat to Nigeria's security — largely the function of trau-
> 

matic civil war experiences and continental developments 

iirhich shattered the naive optimism of the immediate post-

independence era of the early 1960s — engendered unprece

dented commitment to the qualitative and quantitative expan

sion of its military forces (see Chapter Five, Tables 5.2-

5-4). This expansion marked and was in'turn sustained by the 

incorporation of the West African subsone and the continent 

at large — especially Southern Africa — into Nigeria's" 

vision of systemic security. Thus, judging from policy 

statements and the current direction of its foreign and 
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. defence policy planning, it may be valid to assert that the 
"• \ 

'territorial frentier'' no longer constitutes the exclusive 

radius of security concern as was clearly the case in the 

First Republic (1960-1966). On" the'contrary, unlike the 

prevailing attitude, perception and complacency' which charac-

\

tensed the security posture of the Balewa administration, 

the dominant 'mmd set' in Nigeria's governmental circle ' * 

since the civil war>has been well-expressed by the fQrmer 

Head of State, General Yakubu Gowbh, that: * 

n 

the survival, security and independence 
of Nigeria cannot be assured as long as' 
any part of Africa remains under colonial ' 

* "rule, «or^an apartheid regime.[12] 

As a consequence of above developments, the parameters 
- « a 

of Nigeria's security boundaries may now be conceptualised in 

terms of three concentric Circles. The inner of these is the 

territorial threshold: the protectipn of the life, property 

and resources of the state from internal and external subver-

sion. The protection of this frontier, as Margaret Vogt has 

argued, constitutes . the single most important preoccupation 

of the Nigerian military' and' as such presents the 'most basic 

of the functionalNduties of the military establishment
1 [13 ]. 

^ '- \ • 

The second qircle consists ofxthe ring of the countries 

(Cameroun, Chad, Niger and Benin) that surround Nigeria's 

borders. The\ major consideration in-this respect is that 

Nigeria's national security* is the 'best "enhanced if these 
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counties are kept free firom intervention by any other power 

be it African or extra-continental'[14]. Thus, Tommy Imobighe 

has argued t"-jej.t "che existence of a foreign military presence 

in any one of the neighbouring countries creates a situation 

whereby the Nigerian defence establishment has to take into 

consideration the .pcfwer potential of an extra force in its 

uef ence .calculus fl5 ] .'c It was for this reason that the Chad-

Libya merger was (rightly or wrongly depending on one's 
\ * 

percep.tiohs)* declared unacceptabi^ by the Shagari adminis t ra-
^ . . , ,\ -

tion. , - * -
Initially, partly because the Libyan intervention^ disP 

placed'French influence (and partly because of failure of the 

Kano Accord of 1979 to restore peace in Chad) the Nigerian 

government's reaction- vfas one of nonchalance. r At-, ,an emer-

gency OAU summit held in Lagos to discuss the development in 
» ' • i. 

1 ' * 

Chad following Libyan in tervent ion, the Shagari-administra

t ion refused to support a ' speci f ic and pqinted* at tack on 

Libya,. However, the announcement pf a 'Libya-Chad merger in • 

January 19"81, which came a f t e r ' t he . bloody re l ig ious robots in 
V " 4 

the city of Kano (in which Libya's involvement was ground-

lessly alleged), engendered a reappraisal of' the policy*of . * 
*> V M 

the Nigerian government toward Libya's involveaTent ,in Chad, v 
Nigeria's security concern was heightened by the realisation 

1 

that a Libyan mechanized -infantry force of 7,000 to 8,000 men 
and over fifty tanks had been deployed close to Nigeria's 

Northeastern border[16], * t 
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The outermost circle of Nigeria's security frontier 

*• " a 1 

encompasses, first then, the_ Economic Community of \West 
V 

African States, and second, the rest of the continent of 

Africa as this is affected and conditioned both by mtra-

regional and extra-regional (global) processes of interven

tion interaction (e.g. cooperation, conflict, and other 
\. *„ * 

issues. See chapters\Two and Three). The range of Nigeria's 

security has unmistakably expanded smi^e^tlje^late 1960s as i) 

a result' of untoward experiences during the civil war and 

ii) its increasingly, evolvingS. international interest in the 

seventies. According__to the Federal Government White Paper 

of March 1976, the proximal interests of the country (defined 

by former Head of State, Olusegun Obasanjo, as sovereignty, 
* > 

b • 

independence, and t e r r i t o r i a l i n t eg r i t y ) are bes t served by 

l im i t i ng the . p o l i t i c a l , economic and m i l i t a r y a c t i v i t i e s of 

n o n - A f r i c a n a c t o r s " in" A f r i c a [ 17 ] . T h i s c o n s i d e r a t i o n 

e x p l a i n s why French, a c t i v i s m in Wes t -Cent ra l Afr ica (see 

"Chapter Seven) has been a constant source of a t t en t ion by and 

i r r i t a t i o n tp Nigerian governments^, ' 

in. overal l terms, t h i s expansive and elemental reformu-

l a t ion of> Nigeria 's secur i ty environment (a consequence of 
** •» , 

both domestic fissure and systemic pressures) elicits certain 

fundamental conclusions about the nature of current military 

thought or strategic thinking in Nigeria. These are: „ 

file:///West
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i) preventing a deterioration in the 
geographic and military status-gup 
m the neighbouring, countries- (that 
is in the second of the three con
centric circles of Nigeria's secur
ity boundaries); 

11) complete decolonization of the 
regional subsystem of Africa; 
and 

m ) the liquidation of apartheid in 
South Africa and" Namibia, not just , ' 

i " because it demeans the humanity of 
^ -the black race, but more so because 

the' South, African Reich — as a 
~" , result of its strategy for survival 

— threatens the existence of 
Nigeria ias a national and regional 
entity.[18] 

It is to be expected from this schematic representation 

of the b.agics of Nigeria's military and foreign policy pos-

ture* that their accomplishment resides, among other things, L 

in the development of 'usable military power' (as explained 

by Henry Kissinger, Betnard Brodie and Klaus Knorr) [19]. 

Since a chosen design of military forces and equipment had 

consequences for the range of alternative foreign and secur

ity policies available- to decision makers, the largely 'light 

infantry' force of about 272,00 by 1973 (a product of the 

civil war) prbvided limited military options for the kind of 

missions envisaged in the reformulations of Nigeria's secur

ity and foreign policy objectives outlined above. This real-

isation set both the tone of the widespread debate and the 

'goal-oriented guidance' about the military's reorganisation 

and modernisation proctramme which has„beqome a thorny issue 
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in Nigerian military circles and body* politic since the mid-

1970s [20]. The review of this exercise, and the conceptual, 

administrative ,and strategic inputs which guide the spectrum 

of options and planning, will be examined in the next sec

tion. 

b) The Armed Forces Modernisation Programme 

From an institutional viewpoint, there are three esssen-

tial aspects of military establishments. One involves organ

isation: how forces are raised, trained, and identified. A 

' second is related to doctrine: how forces will fight, and 

how to conceive of war itself. And the last is the nature of 

the instrument, as driven by changing technology: the wea

pons'* and the supporting systems 6f war[21]. As prerequisites 

for a modern', efficient and effective "war machine", none of 

these facets can be separated and improved upon in isolation. 

A modernisation—programme which concentrates on 'firepower" 

augmentation (\the "weapons and the suppportmg systems) to the 

exclusion of* oir minimal regard for both organisational 

reforms and dootrmal innovation^in response to challenges in 

the military environment can^produce unpleasant and unneces

sary surprises or setbacks in a combat condition. 

Fo**? example, it is the purpose of military doctrine 

(strategic and tactical) to guide procurement, organisation, 

and operations, and to do so on the basis of certain assump

tions about the character of enemy planning and the nature of 
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the strategic environment m which military forces would 

operate in time of war [22]. As the French — and the Arabs 

after them •— have learned in three major confrontations with 
4. 

the Germans since 1870,the failure to develop adequate and 

comparable operational doctrine, 'that glves^life to both men 

and equipment', in response* to changing circumstances may 

lead directly to battlefield failure, including, as in the 

case of France in 1940 and Egypt, Jordan, and Syria in 1967, 

prompt and complete defeat[23]. As one writer put it, 

'German operational innovations simply outpaced the ability 

and willingness of French planners to adjust?[241. 

It has been on the basis of such extensively documented 

military disasters and strategic failure's, that doctrinal 

paradigms —"as they inform and guide organisational adap

tion, task expansion, and procurement of weapon systems — 

have been one of the central pivots m defence planning. As 

a consequence, in ̂ modern military thought, the crux of any 

armed forces modernisation programme necessarily spans the 

three basic facets of military establishments: organisa-

tional structure, doctrine, and instruments. The determina

tion of the magnitude — its tempo, its direction, and its 

consequences — of any modernisation effort hinges inescap

ably on two foundations of national military power (assuming 

the viability of the economic Isase). These( foundations, as 

noted in Chapter Five are: the political determination to 

generate and use military strength, and the administrative i 
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skills or managerial competence involved in producing mili

tary strength from the inputs available from society. The /> 

crucial elements of skill in this respect are those in the 

armed services (the defence staff planners) and in civilian 

bureaucracy (the Ministry of Defence) concerned with the 

generation of military strength. 

Given the complex nature of modern warfare, ,and the 

imperative necessity to economise (in the face of competing 

national demands), administrative skill is required in making 

numerous interlocking and crucial decisions: contingencies 

to be prepared for m light of opposing adversary forces; the 

overall force structure; the distribution of military man

power over different armed services; the most efficient com

binations of men, training, and machines; the composition of 

weaponry; and the size and composition of military spend

ing [25]o As Knorr has noted, 'how well this task is per

formed greatly affects the usable military power that is 

generated'[26]. 4 

However, as the Nigerian case-study below will/ hope- * 

fully, corroborate, designing military forces and equipments, 

from given resources is anything but a perfect art; it-is 

inevitably affected by factors other" than the imper'ative of 

missions to be prepared for'and the selection of the 'cheap-
*" - ^ 

est set of alternative means toward performing them effec

tively* [27]. Ap^rt from the central administrative problem 

of 'making gdod'choices regarding an uncertain future', 
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bureaucratic manipulation, strategic accounting errors, and 

self-centred orientations of individuals representing con

flicting' interests, can make defence planning a fickle activ

ity, 'something far removed from the precise base-line for 

planning which dedicated empircists would like'[28]. As Ian 

Campbell has noted about the demobilisation of Nigerian army 

personnel in the 1970s, personality differences, procedural 

and substantive disagreements (between the conservative 
o. 

status (*fuo oriented Defence Minister, Bissalla, and the rad-

ical, flamboyant Chief of Army Staff, Danjuma), coupled with 

vigorous opposition from the among the officers and other 
9 

v ranks, resulted in the exercise being initially conducted 

'with no clear and coherent rationale or criteria'[ 29]. 

Linked at first to the purge in the public services in 1975, 

and dangerously politicised in the dispute about control of 

the army after 1979 (with the imminent return to civilian 

rule), the demobilisation scheme remained restricted in scope 

and under the broad supervision of the government (see seq-

tion ii below). 

Before proceeding to analyse m detail the armed forces 

reorganisation and modernisation programme — its problems, 
\ 

challenges, and prospects — it is pertinent to recall the 
why of the exercise before the what and how. That is, the 

state*of the Nigerian armed forces by 1975 (which provided 
* 

the raiBon d'etre of the exercise) and the stipulated goals 

of the scheme are a necessary starting point for the.critique 

that follows. e \ 
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i) Motivation and Goals -

At the onset of the massive military reorganisation and 

demobilisation exercise in October 1975, former Head of 

State Obasanjo, then the Chief of Staff Supreme Headquar

ters, noted that 'our concept of a credible force -is to have 

the right type of forces blended With the right type of 

weapons and adequate communications and transport' [ 30]. Tlyrs-* 

pronouncement represented in many ways a belated, if deter-

mined, effort to confront what had by then become to Nigerian 
** \ a 

defence planners an intolerable catch-22 situation; that is, 

the recognition that in neither economic nor military terms 

could the country continue to accommodate or afford indefi— 

nitely the burden of a -relatively large, immobile and poorly-

equipped defence establishment, while at the, same time being 

critically^aware of the potential political and social conse-

quences of a la*-r"gfe-scale demobilisation in a 'tight job 

market"[31]. 

The Nigerian- armed forces had grown more by accident t 

than' by design during the civil war, from approximately 8,000 

in 1966 (after the withdrawal of personnel of Eastern origin 

, following domestic upheaval) to about 272,000 m 1972. ''Its 

growth', as former Chief of Army Staff Danjuma, put it, Jwas 

not based on any strategy. It was just dictated -&o Us by 
the battlefield needs of the war',[32]. Such a step-level 

expansion of the armed forces within a span of three years 

would present a formidable problem for any army" as it 

ine'-p-tably reduces the level of the professionalism — its 
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corporatenesa, expertise, skill, discipline and experi-

ence[33j. This was even more'so in the Nigerian, military, in 

Which these basic prerequisite's^ of military effectiveness and 

* * * v' * * f 1 

cohesion were already seriously impaired with the'disiritegra-
* q * ' w 

* *" w « 
tion of the military command -into what Massrui characteristic-
ally termed 'militarised ethnicity' during, the traumatic '•, * 

i j i , " \ <• 

months of January to» September* 1966 [ 3,4]. Indeed-, as a result 

$1 

Of the bloody,'coup (January 1966) and counter-coup (July 

196&),. the Federal armed" forces had v i r t u a l l y <no>\off i c t r s vof 

any s e n i o n t v or experience .when' tehe ;fcivil"Var brbke out m 
• 4 \ " - " ' 

July 1967. The Army, for instance, was abl£ to muster, about 
- **" <v>. * \ 

^ " only 184 officers (out of a totaj. o % 507 by December 1965) 
\ ** ' 

. *> and subsequently had to resbrt .to unavoidable promotion tof 

* - - " • •» , » - „ 1 * 

NCOs to meet the operational need* of °an expanding f[Orce[35].t 

As Robin ,Luckham ruefully *observedi 

' In. Bome respects the Nigerian of farcers of 
/ ' f " triis story are-like the heroes-of ;tihe 

• " Greek tragedy. .Their hubris in entering 
politics so violently brought the wrath 
of the gods upon them — unlocking wfur
ther terrible conflicts over whicl-t they -
could have little control, and m which 

- so "many of ..them were destroyed. [36]. 
< „ °» 

** ' <> Expressed in military terms, "the actual strength of-the 

"' . < * ^ ' ' 

Federal armed forces ̂ „-after almost three years of war and two 
A / i ' 

r 

years of reorganisa t ion and v9lun-c^ary . re t i rement , was approx-

imatel:*/ as follows in ^.973: 

. t 
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The Army with a total strength of 262,000> 
comprised thr^e infantry divisions, three 
reconnaissance regiments, and three 
artillery regiments* , "Ets was basically a 

" " 'light infantry' force, with proportion
ately absurdly limited firepower and 

, combat support vehicles (Saladm and 20 
AML-60/90 -armed cars; Ferrett Scout cars; 
Saracen APC: 25-pounder, 76 mm, 105 mm 
and 12$ iam guns); 

The Tflavy (5,000) consisted of one &Sft 
frigate, two corvettes, three P-6 torpedo 
boats, six seaward defence boats, and one 
tank-landing craft (£1KO4); 

The Air Force e:*panded from 1,000 in 19664 

- t o 7,000 in 1973» It possessed thirty-
eight combat aircraft: 6 IL-28 medium 

' . -* • bombers, 12 HIG-17 fighter-bombers, 10 L-
29 Delfin .and 10 P-149 D armed trainers. 

• Other aircraft included 2 I1IG-15 trainers, 
•? >; 6 C-47, 6 Fokker F-27 Friendship tots; 20 

. * DO-27/28 Comm aircraft; 8 Whirlwind and 
Alouette helicopters!37]» * \ 

* •» I ' 

* . ' \ 

Overall, the uncoordinated and overexpanded federal 

forces had all the makings of a 'paper tiger*, and of mar-

* gmal' utility*or usability m terms of externally protectable 

•" yr~ military power. Crucially absent m its organisational 
\ - ' • * 

? ' L7structure Were such indispensable specialist units as para-
- . * _ , " „ - - > " Q , <• ., 

..,<,- ra t*coops and armoured formations^'marine'amphibious assault 
» *i • * •• " - •* 

5"." \ " force, ,or a search and rescue squadron in the Air Force. 
**/> ' ' v' ° ' * 7 ' 

Although in the latter case^the' strategic and operational , 
, s, ^ " ^ r£fx 

va lue of ttie MI-Gs and T lyush ihs proved t o be one of t he 
~*. .°. e \ ° <"• 

- decisive factors in the war, they are, nevertheless, essen-
" ( tidily comba$. aircraft from the 1950(s and patently inadequate 

^ - ^ ? ' • * 

.* for any future rftl-e in Southern Africa, for instance.. Undex-
# » . \ , , - . * • * - ' " • - • 

v / ' . *- - ' , % . 4^ 

1 

>1 

ttr 
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standably, the conditions under x/hich the three services had 

expanded to meet the exigencies of the civil war precluded a 

systematic and phased development of such specialist units. 

However, these extenuating circumstances were no longer an 

excuse for the distressing state of the armed forces by 1975. 

It was in the context of this unsalutory condition of 

the military -- to a great extent the result of the wide

spread apathy, indecision and equivocation of.the leadership 

— and the attendant dissatisfaction that the modernisatioa 

programme emerged in the mid-1970s as the primary focus of 

defence planning. The prime master of this process was, of 

courses, the emergence of a now set of 'radical' military 

officers into policy-making proles following the ovê -throi-/ of 

the decrepit and moribund s-egime of Gowon* The operative 
/ \ 

guidance of the exercise ̂ as been, as its chief architect 

General Danjuma — the former Chief of Army Staff — 

explained, the 'synthes/is between the requirements of the 

combatant and specialists units admitting the need for 

greater mobility and/armaments'[38 ]. Given the confines of 

the existing budgetary allocations, this could only be 

achieved,b^ 'substituting fire-power and mobility for-^excess 

nranpower'.["39]. Thus, Danjuma maintained, 'Nigeria could not 

afford to keep hpr army at its present size, because to arm 
/ 

and equip the .existing "divisions with sophisticated weapons 

would absorb sixty percent of the country's national 

income'»[40].^Between- 1975' and °1983, therefore, the, impera-



tive necessity to economise resulted? — as will be seen below 

:— in major structural decisions directed toward achieving 

maximum- military worth from a given volume ,of inputs.- Broadly 
«. > * 

considered, these complex programme decisions concerned, the 

strength of the military forces, their, composition and readi-

ness, and the number, type, &nd rate of acquisition of their 

weaponsj In turn, these programme decisions presupposed a 

broad range of related decisions concerning the- procurement, 

allocation, and Organisation of-the men, money,Land material 

on which force levels and readiness crucially."depend. 

The various elesaen-ts—men, money* material and. organisa-
* 

tion—of this programme may conflict: with each other,, as 

Oanjuma has noted. Obviouslyv a major" action in any one area 

of programme implies demands upon the other areas-. A de£**i- -& 

sionV for instance, to augment tfoe 'fire-power' and, mobility 

of the Nigerian armed forces may inevitably imply policy 

decisions on the budfget (increasing, capital expenditures- on 

weapons and support systems either by raising the* total 

military budget or reallocating resources from other ser1 

vices), oh personnel (exterrsxve demobilisation, such as* the 

reduction of army personnel, from 262,000 inj 1973 to 120,000 

in 1983, and Navy personnel from 8,000 in 1980 to 4,000 in. 
<? , , ' 4 

1983)',t̂ l] on materiel (changes in. procurement "and-, base con

struction policies), and possibly on organisation (enhancing 
- " i •'•• ' 

the po'sition of the amoured diYision m-the. p.zs$y,,$£or - > 
-* . . ' • • ", •* 

instance, or establishing relative parity between twoJpre^ 
^ ' 
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viqusly secondary services—the Navy and Air Force—and the 

Army uithira the overall ^efence organisation). These struc-
v - t . „ V * 

tural decisions and the major policyi alternatives which they 

entail—their complex mterrelatedness and tradeoffs—will -be 

the subject"of the final section of this chapter. 

\ 
i i ) vMa-jor Po l i cy A l t e r n a t i v e s , 

A , 4 ' ' 

ks .is evident from a variety of source's—Presidential 

addresses, Ministerial lectû ces, presentations by senior 

membersiof the armed forces, media commentary and mter-

^views[42]—-the armed forces modernisationScheme represents a-
\ ' . -* * • 

major programmatic endeavour that touches.upon all elements 
I , • *- * V 

" of Nigerian military capability. This, as previously ^ „ 
e 

alluded,o involves fundamental structural decisions in four 

critical as^aas—organisation, personnel, Equipment and arma-

° intents, and research and development—designed to improve the 
J 4 * l <! • » ' 

-"".qualityv -f i repower, and manoeuverab i l i ty of t h e %hree s e r -
4 1 * * 

vices while reducing the Army's personnel strength. Among,> 

these structural'deo-i,*etions_ ar^s '. , ' * • ' " 

% 

a) o r g a n i s a t i o n a l d e c i s i o n s concerning t h e methods and - ". 
f orms^bi".,which- N i g e r i a ' s armed f d r ee s ..are\ drgqni6ed and , 

• admin*istie5red}: - -' ; <--«*• - >°' - «* ^ - - J "* -

b>5'" * persomt^l ; d e c i s i o n s "concerning^ t h e nu*afber, procurement,*' ' 
~ ' r e t e n t i o n , £>&-&? and working o d n d i t i b n s of, mdmbers of t h e \ 

m i l i t a r y - s e r w i ^ s ; - ? * * - / „ , 

o)u -mater ie l , -decis ions concerning- t h e amount," procurement , 
and d i s t r i b u t i o n ! p f 'equipment and s u p p l i e s t o t h e armed 

* foresee ?; and . " - "*** -» , ' ' ' ,<? 
<. 

' * • ^ ' - ' • ^ ^ 
4«^ (I 
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d) budgetary' decisions concerning the size, and distribution 
of functs made "available to the armed forces., [43] 

These structural categories as pointed out above are by 

no means exclusive issue-areas. °They>are interdependent? a 

major policy action in any one area demands compensatory or 

harmonious adjustments in other areas to ensure equilibrium 

in.force planning and readiness. However, for analytical 

reasons, these four facets of the modernisation scheme^, their 

problems, challenges and prospects will be considerec&>sequen7 

tially below. . . 

a) Organisational Reform 

The rapid, uncoordinated and .spasmodic growth of the 
'. - ' * 

military during the civil war had made organisational reform 

an integral and'indispensable prerequisite of the modernisa

tion scheme. Four of the basic issues involved wares 

i)v the composition-of the military 
command; * 

ii) the nature and scope of demobilisa
tion; 

1 
iii) the creation of,specialist farma-

', tions; and * . f > *'p 

iv) personnel retraining7.* \ , ; 

& 

* ^ «.& 

Military Command * ' ° .* „ - -V3 \ 
— \ - t * •* " 

< 

<s The,* composition Lpf ŝnd distribution of * authority in the p \ 

high cosi'&and were, like the issue of demobilisation, among 

o •*• - ' & 

* •> a ,t> 

)< 
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the more sensitive and intransigent problems m the reorgani

sation exercise to confront the Gowon administration*m the 

immediate post-civil war era. The root Of these, resided 

essentially in the difficulty of strilcing a new balance among 

'the various military constituencies. The first set of con

stituencies involved the unconcealed' mutual antagonism 

between the 'task ̂ specialist' and 'social specialist' of the 

Nigerian military. ?̂he former refers to the division comman

ders (such as Kdekunle, Mohammed, Obasan-jo? Bissalla and 

Haruna) who bore the brunt of the fighting in the course of 

which they distinguished themselves as candidates, for higher 
s 

positions in the military hierarchy. The latter's primary 

responsibilities were political and socials' presiding over 
J, th4 Federation xn- the capacity of either federal or state 
i * 

ministers. [44] "' ' v 

C Si 

- The second set "of constitue°ncies spans the first and 

concerns ethnic distribution, m,'the high command. By 1970 

officers from the ''Middle Belt' "had reached the top of all 

£hree\divisions "of the Army, while the representation of 
f M ' ° 
officers from the dominant Yoruba and Hausa constituencies' 
(wh© tended to be better qualified and technically, toramed 

• '" ' " ^ . *- „ ' 

than* their Middle Belt- counterparts) dominated the support 
" ' " ->. , p 

ounits (Engineefs, Medical, Signals, Trafaspprt and Ordinance) 
and Army Headquarters, Lagos. a ,* " " §&?. ' 
* 4 - ' ° ' 

* *" Jl O «" * ** 

With the expected re*turh,to civilian rule? first in ? 
' X ;; • ' J^° * ' 

1976, then in 1979, the?" centrifugal aspirations and collec-
„ «. , ,", ° ** 

J o , . d 

4. * > ^ >^~< 

Mt , 
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tive/corporate interests of these constituencies became a 

major obstacle to reorganisation. As Ian Campbell observed? 

The leadership of the services had 
undergone substantial modification in the 
course of the civil war. Reputations , 
fluctuated during the protracted campaign 
and some of the changes of command, ini^fc 
posed by .Lagos, left a long legacy of , 

o bitterness. The war 'also produced marked 
discontinuities in career patterns, and 
these, in turn,, affected the cohesion of 
the officer corps^ Host striking, but 
not untypical, was the promotion of 
Yakubu Danjuma and Martin Mamu. Both 
were mi'ddle-ranking officers at the start <? 

- - of the war, distinguished themselves -x/n 
the hard-fought Enugu sector and ended 
the war among the de facto leaders of the 
arm*-. Many -junior officers also won 
accelerated promotion, further eroding 
existing differentials and overturning 
established routines. With a new genera-
Jtaron of leaders thus "brought near to the 
top of the military hierarchy, there " .'A 

arose the problem of reconciling their, 
expectations with those of other, more 
senior officers. [ 451 

The potentially destablishing -Lmplications of these 

divergent aspirations and expectations" -engendered a paralys

ing inertia, indecision, and equivocation in the military 

hierarchy, under Gowon. This crippling condition which 

bedevilled 4general, p'ubl'ic perceptions of-military reorganisa-

tion and demobilisation in the ̂ post-civil war era (as stipu— 

lated in the ̂ Second National Development Plan initiated in 

1970) was supplanted onl"? after the 1975 coup which/• among 

4 ' 

other thuings, saw the, re t i rement of the ' soc i a l spec ia l i s t s* 
4 

who ow'ed "their, promotions t o p o l i t i c a l considerat ion r a the r 

\ • *• V . • - • . , . * . - . . . : / « „ «&» •-- '• 
* ' . ' ' J • . ' " » • . • - > • * • " - " < ' 

D « I - " £ • I u • , 

*—* n _ a * 

V - # 
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than t o functional competence. The concomitant emergence of 

such 'task- s p e c i a l i s t s ' as Mohammed, Obasan-jo, and Danjuma to • 

top command pos i t ions se t the stage for the sweeping organi

sa t ional reform and demobilisation exercise between 1975 and 

1980.[46] 

*4' Demobilisation 

A l l i ed t o the i s s u e of the*composition and reform of the 

mi l i t a ry command was the exceedingly urgent and thorny ques-
** ** » 

tion, of, demobi l i sa t ion^ ±hat i s , t h e d r a s t i c reduction in 

the s i z e of t h e army from a q u a r t e r of a m i l l i o n t o around a 

hundred thousands This concern—as noted by Chief of Army 

- Staff Dan-juma in 197S-*--Had- become an imperative for the & 

express reason tha t fabout ninety percent of the already 

' subs tant ia l defence budget was absorbed by s a l a r i e s alone, 
<? . 

lea-ring o l i t t l e for the purchase of modern armaments or the 
* « #<* » **-

replacement-of obsolete and damaged equipment',,[47] Purther-
c ° , > , 

more, a reduction m the-total army personnel would also 

assist the eride^our to 'provide urgently needed barracks and 
' * o*" \ 

t other ameni t ies ' , while the ret i rement of veterans, the 
** - i- ' * * " r e h a b i l i t a t i o n of "the ^disabled, and the t ransfer of sk i l l ed 

v * ' ' , **x 

-a-mon-combatants, ""would facilitate early and-phased resumption 

/, of norma.1 recruitment*.[481 * ^ 

'Although from a military and policy standpoint such. 

' ( considerations were generally indisputable and overdue (as 

, v « '- ' " ^ ^ V ' / -' / 
„ s-Jjggested-by -tlie unequivocal J-support of the divisional* saom-

tf. 
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mandersj-o demobilisation, nevertheless, proved to be an 

extremely sensitive and hazardous issue, as of the abortive 

but bloody Dimka Coup of 13 February, 1976). The fissiparous 

and potentially explosive undercurrent—ethnic and factional 

centrifugence—which delayed implementation between 1970 and 

1975 was unmistakably real; any 'appearance of discrimination 

*- against any section whatsoever was likely to precipitate 

civil as i;ell as military unrest'.[49] The Gawon administra-

tion—not unmindful of the riot in 1946 that characterised 

__the demobilisation of Nigerian personnel from- the Royal West 

African Frontier Force[50]—became disinclined towards reduc-

tions. The army, Gowon stipulated, was to be slimmed to 

150^000-—the combat units to be reduced by one-third with 

proportionately 'smaller reductions m the* support services-"-
0 e 4 - 4 

but this^ 'would be achieved mainly by encouraging voluntary 

retirement.'. [51] Goii-on's restraint was no doubt^ a ifesult aof 

seething discontent and disaffection among junior officers 

and Other ranks, who saw the* exercise as a 'witch-hunt'----
* r r 

'unfair ana. ungrateful treatment of those who sacrificed <• 

their lives to keep the country one'.* Three principal dis

satisfied groups in this-category were generally discernible . 
* r 

47 • 

at the time. — • ^ . a 
I , <" ' , 

F i r s t , the re were the approximately 7 0,000 "serviqemen. 
' • . » j ' * ' ' 

of« Western origin- ' (ioe., mainly Yorub^) -recruited dujring t he 
war and with no long record of m i l i t a r y -service. A consider-?,' 

. JM ' + - ' | . 

able number of these were co"3.1ege and university graduates ... 
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enlisted from jobs m the government or the public service to 

fill the vacuum created by the departure of officers of 

Eastern origin (especially m the Army Corps of Engineers, 

' Signals, Ordinance, Medical, Education and the Air Force). 

However, given their professional backgrounds, it may be 
V 

argued that "-.here wef*e fewer hurdles in the way of their 

reintegration in civiliaVt life, and' that they suffered least 

from large-scale 'and* rapid demobilisation. 

Second, there were the veterans who had re-enlisted at 

the onset of the civil war, especially in *che First Division, 

and 'contributed greatly to the success of the federal cam-

paign'„[52] On the eve of their congress in January 1976, 

the Nigerian Federation of • E2£-Servicemen cautioned the 

government that 'if it t/ere not vigilant it would confront a" 

lot of. problems,during the exercise*.[53] The prevailing 

sentiment among'-this group of 'dissatisfied' was that 'the 

fact that they had volunteered in l*krge numbers, in a time-of 

" national crisis, and had: \f: ought well and bravely throughout 

the war* was? an effective,- sufficient and compelling reason 

for being retained on payroll—an argument that drew t&e 

sarcastic comment.of the Chief of Army Staff Danjuma that the 

gerian Army Was 'almost the only army in the world where 

serving soldiers died of old age*.[54] ^ 

The Continued presence0in the army of veterans long 
4pt+ 

tr * \ 

after the civil war, was an affront to rational manpower 

policy, as they held up the regump-cion of norma& recruits-em:. 
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blocked avenues of promotion and reduced, efficiency of the 

force. Indeed, many of the veterans were privates over 

thirty years of age who had less mobility and more health 

problems than military service required. Figures on the age 

and physical fitness (as well as ethnic composition) of 

Nigerian soldiers are not made public but military "exercises 

conducted in" the mid-1970s were reportedly characterised by a 

good number of Veteran servicemen unable tp perform satis

factorily because of ill-heal-ch, advanced age, and inadequate 

medical care. Despite serious misgivings^ both within and 

outside the milit&ry, the skilful and determined action of 

the new leadership resulted in the retirement of veterans 

from the services. By March 1977, Danjuma announced that 

5,000 ex-servicemen had been demobilised and that 10,000 more 
\ 

A 

'were to follow soon. [55] 

The final problematic group targeted for retrenchment 

was soldiers from the Middle Belt, -who by 1975 accounted for 

up sto 80 percent of army manpower according to one edti-

, mate. [56] Largely^unskilled, with few educational qualifica-
a 

t i o n s , and consequently with l imi ted prospects of su i t ab l e 
4. 

civilian employment, their retirement presented„a formidable 

problem to defence planners. But to prevent the armed forces 

froin becoming the fiefdom of one ethnopolitical group or 

another, their reduction was considered a jprime necessity in 

.keeping with the principle that ''the composition' of the 
o < " * , , 
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officer corps and other ranks of the armed forces of the 

Federation shall reflect the Federal character of Nigeria* 

„ promulgated in the First .Republic'.[57] 

By 1980—despite a groundswell of discontent within the 

military-—the reduction of .the army personnel from a peak of 

272,000 in. 1972 to 130,000 was an accomplished fact. The 

politicisation of the demobilisation issue and widespread 

public criticism (considering the impact on the Federal bud-

get of the large military -establishment) had made it a thorny 
* K 

problem- in civil-military relations, one that could no longer 

be ignored. [58] However, despite widespread debate'and vili

fication, the issue for Supreme Headquarters after 1970 was 

not so much the desirability of demobilisation per se, =but 

that of developing a consensus on operational criteria (e.g., 

optimum military size, military manpower model, etc.), deter

mining categories, apportioning cuts and distributing'off-

limities without provoking accusations of ethnic favouritism, 

professional jealousy, or discrimination on any other 

grounds. In polities where the factors of time and experi-

ence have allowed the perfection of conflict resolving mech-
<j . 

anisms and the,consolidation and internalisation of irrevoc-
r 

able precedents (Europe and North America, for example) such 
*• j / 

post-war challe$w"jes can be more readi ly confronted without 
r 

jeopardising the entire system. However, the mortal ramifI-

•̂  cations of ouch an exercise in a praetorian society such as 

contemporary Nigeria—characterised as it is by a high degree * 
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of pollticisation of social forces and institutions—necessi-

tated̂  circumspection. To a certain'extent this vindicated 

Gowon^s apprehension and equivoca-̂ ion.- ' > 

Nevertheless, under the judicious and imaginative scheme 

developed by its chief planner, T.Y. Danjuma, "the demobilisa

tion process was. irreversibly implemented after a short delay 

following the abortive coup of middle-rank and junior offi-

cers in February 1976. As he put it, 'we would be setting a" 

booby trap for the civilian government if we refuse to face 

the problems of demobilisation squarely and find solutions to 

it before the handover*. [59J The prime objective of the 
o 

exercise, as Danjuma intimated m December 1975 was to create 

a proper balance in the entire defence system in'each of the 

following dimensions: • . * 

i) the size of the armed forces; 

ii) the rate of personnel turnover; 

ni) the distribution of ranks; and 

r iv) the proportion of civilians in the 
defence establishment.[601 * 

Such ̂ n organisational objective no doubt reflects a^"' 

particular manpower model which has been 'adopted by a number 

of European countr-es—France,, West* Germany, „A\astria and 

Yugoslavia, for example. This model consists, briefly, of a 

relatively small (in terms of* the overall population) profes

sional force—sat at 100,000 by D.anjuiaa--taade of volunteers 
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and equipped with the most advanced and powerful weapons" and 

a complementary and much larger reserve force. As the emerg-

ing trend in the 1,980s indicates (e.g., the Nigerian Navy has 

been reduced from &,000 in\L98C to just below 4,000 in 1983-
• - - " * * -

84 to. allow for a farther mcreasse in delivery systems) such a 

model which is clearly designed to combme the capabilities 

of a highly mobile and proficient volunteerNEorce with the 

massive manpower supply °of a large reserve force may well be 

on the way to becoming the dominant form of imilitary* manpower/ 
system m Nigeria"; that i s , the dominant model of personnel 

decisions concerning the number, procurement, .retention, pay>o 

*• " '" ' " 
and working conditions of members of the Nigerian armed -̂  

forces% . * ' - ' • ' 
* • 

Arms'r.of Decisions:' specialist-formations 

One pf the -glaring structural' weaknesses of the "Nigerian 

," armed forces by 1975 was the virtual absence of indispensable 

specialist uni/ts such as amoured and paratroop formations m 

the Army, amphibious assault force in the Navy, or reconnais

sance and Search and Rescue squadrons in the Air Force. By 

1982, however, thi^s^-etructural >f law h&d been remedied with 
4 / 

the formation of one armoured division (comprising four 
I o 

•armoured, and one mechanised.brigade); two mechanized divi

sions (each with three mechanised brigades); and one compo- * 
6 l 

site division (consisting of one airborne, one air portable, 
« ' % and one amphibious brigade).! 61] 

c 
K 
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As noted in Chapter Five, the striking and projectable 

power of.these elite arms have?been greatly heightened with 

t*fe acquisition of ̂ main battle tank and support systems, " ' 

additional Super Hercules transport aircraft (C-13 0H-13 0S) 

and a variety of smaller aircraft and helicopters. Similar-

ly, the amphibious assault capability of-the marine arm has 

Been0 enhanced by the 'further acquisition of ttvo tank landing 

craft .(LCT) from France and "-.wo modern roll-on, roll-off type 

tank landing ships (LST) built to Nigerian specifications in 
* eft U 

West Germany. These* ships constitute the core of an amphi-

bious assault force having the ability to -"-Transport armour, 

men, and equipment anywhere on the West African coast. This 

was clearly demonstrated in 1978, when the- Nigerian navy 

transported to L.ebanon a battalion of army contingent and 

support vehicles that served with the United Nations' Interim -

p-x _ * "- > 

Force in Lebanon (DNIFIL). The sea mobility was designed to 
..•V ' ' ' -v • 

complement the air mobility provided by the Air Transport 

Command—a capability that could display the country's mill- -

tary power over a considerable 'distance, as Nelson has noted: 
\ 

<i i> The Transport Group's .ability to 
project military power beyond national 
borders has strengthened Nigeria's 
regional and international influence. ^ 
Dnlike the situation in other air force1 

units, these aircraft were well-
maintained and well-operated by Nigerian 
technicians oand pilots...*. The C-13Qs 
have been used for a variety of tasks, 

<• 

o 

0 

/* 

if • 
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<3 

including ferrying personnel and equip- 4 
ment around Southern Africa m support of f 

a the Patriotic Front guerrillas durmgtfche <•' • ""* 
•Zimbabwe civil war.[62] 

* r _ r? 

A more recent example was its operation in sHipport of 

the OAU peacekeeping force -in Chad in 1982; transporting^ Q , & 

troops and support systems and -maintaining logistical sup-\ 

/ ' 

/ plies. However1, as in other arms of thjgservices, ̂ certain 
organisational and maintenance prqblems have remained.*' „The 

4 *~ 

diversity of equipment (both horizontal and vertical, in 

terms.of sources-—Britain, France, Italy, Switzerland, the 

^ .» Soviet Union and the U.S.—and compatibility of^mteroper-^ 
" r * » 

'ability) has combined with severe shortage of skilled nfairite-

nance technicians and humid climate to produce a logistical 

nightmare. Not surprisingly, therefore," less ,than half of 
* . » 

the army's vehicles were reportedly operational in m±d-rl9Qwtlr^ 
. 4 

and ' the i r readiness r a t e was possibly as low as -jzhirty per- . 
s y 

cent (see, below under 'material procurement'). * 
n 

Pjersonnel Retra inings 

A Related major facet of the m i l i t a r y modernisation 

programme was tha t of personnel r e t r a i n i n g . While demobi l is 

a t ion i s p r imar i ly a quan t i t a t i ve i s sue , af fec t ing post-war 

armed forces , t r a i n i n g i s p r imar i ly a q u a l i t a t i v e problem 

affec t ing the ,degree of professionalism of the forces-=*-their 

corporateness, s k i l l , exper t i se , and dedicat ion to common 
* /a. 

goals. As noted previously, the military coups of 1966 and 

\ 
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the wartime expansion left a legacy of i-ndiscipline and 

shattered military professionalism. Training for the thou-

sands,,̂  of officers recruited during the war (a considerable 
• ) ( • ' -

proportion of them recruited from among the NCOS—warrant 

Officers, staff sargeants and sargeants) was based on emer-

gency courses of three or four months -duration. For many of 
r ^ 

"these officers, this remained the only training they had 

received,-by 1975.[63] 

One of the first ĵ rder priorities of the modernisation 

programme, therefore, involved a parallel effort to 'clean 

up* the armed forces—beginning with the purge of some 216 *#-

officers on grounds of mdiscrypline and > incompetence—and a 
\ -^f^k^ 

majpr retraining and evaluation scheme for all battlefield 
a 

commissions. As part of this policy, the Nigerian Army 

Command and Staff College (NACSC) was set up at Ja'ji (near 

Kaduna). To improve 'leadership quality, a conversion exer-

cise—which entailed a reassessment of each officer's intel

lectual and militaryipotential on the basis of-a series of 

examinations and practical tests—was improvised by the Chief 

of Army Staff towards the end of 1975. As he remarked to/the 

first intake at the colleges 'We made a lot of command and. . 

'Staff mistakes in the course Of fighting the war'.[6-4] 
/ 

Although the conversion exercise was unpopular among many of 
those of ficers "affected—'veterans of the civil war who were 

•*J> 

now.to be judged by criteria which were unfamiliar and there-

* • » • 
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fore suspect'-o-it,< nevertheli-Sss, provided a reliable basis for sda 

pruning of incompetent elements from-the office-? cOrp of the 
°» fc> j 

Army. 

0 The NACSC has since undergone i n s t i t u t i o n a l task expan

sion to° in,clude w t r u c t i o n for Nigerian Air Force of f icers— 

and those of other Commonwealth count r ies , including Ghana, 
c / 

Guyana, Kenya, Tanzania and Zimbabwe—under the supervision' 
• ' " 

of British and Soviet flight instructors. Two programmes are 

curr ently offered: a course for senior officers conducted 

twice annually, and a" year-long course for officers of the 

rank of ma-jor. The "principal^objective for the Nigerian 

militaory has been tot standardise staff procedures, and to 

ameliorate situations where Nigerian officers trained abroa 

(about"" 4,000 ja~year in the Soviet Union? United Stat.es, 

Britain, India, Australia^ Canada, and West Germany) returned 

to Nigeria with little 'overall knowledge of Nigerian 

armed forces operational planning. The NACSC (along with i.lierT 

-Naval training schools at Lagos and Port Harcourt) is cur—\ 

rently intended to upgrade, and eventually to supersede " 

training abroad for Nigerian military officers. [65] 

• As a ̂ complementary development (for off icers** of junior 
« 

rank), the Nigerian Defence Academy, which opened at Kaduna 

in 1964, is being modernised and r"aised to Technical Univer

sity, status, thus* underlining the neWemphasis on the quality 

o 

/* 

http://Stat.es
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rather than quantity of the officer corps. In his maiden 
• 4 W 

address at the Defence Academy in 198 0, President Shagari 

stated that: ^ * -/ 

It is the intention of this Adminis
tration not only to maintain it as a tri-
service institution but to give impetus 
to the hopes and aspirations of the first 
ci-vilian administration that established 

4 £5, the ̂ Academy and supplement the effortsiof 
the previous military administrations 
towards transforming it into a technical f 
university of the a]rmed forces. The 
challenge of modern weapons and. sophisti
cated military hardware dictates that as 
would-be managers of new weapons and . 
equipment, military officers must °be well 
educated and kept abreast of continuing 
technologically advancement .... It is 
hoped that the first intake for the 
degree programme should commence training 
in 1982. With the establishmenyof the 
university, the naval and airforce cadets i 

L wild no longe*Jr have to go abroad\to coga.- *° 
plete their training .-.. thereby i?educinjg 

•" to the' barest minimum the number of per
sonnel that have to go abroad for train-
ing„,[66] 

> 

Prior to this development, the Academy had provided 

basic training and military education courses on sn'ort-

service (six months) and on-regular (thirty months) bases to 

.approximately 2,50Cf officer cadets by 1979. Military cadets 

in the regular course t r a m for a duration-of thirty months 
\ 

at Kaduna before" being commissioned as Second Lieutenants, 

but navy and airforce cadets .generally spend their final year 

in specialised training elsewhere—usualLy abroad in India, 
o 

Britain, Soviet Union and the United States. For example, in 
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980, 428 Nigerian cadets and officers were dispatched for 

training in the United States under the International Mili

tary Education and Training (MET) programmes. In addition, 
i •**• 

in the same year, a U.S. Technical Assistance Field Team 

(TAFT) visited ^Nigeria on a cooperative venture to^tram 

Nigerian ̂ haval officers (at the Naval' Training School at 

Lagos and "Port Haxcourt) as Eiydrographic engineers under a 

Nigeria-rfmanced programme to join those hydrographic engin-

eers previously trained in the United States. [67] 

To complement the initial phase of training (30 months) 

for the military cadets, twenty-four army training centres 

were established in 1978 to provide instruction to about 

25,000 officers and men. Upon completion of this training, 

personnel"involved are subsequently assigned to operational 
4 ** 

units for advanced tactical training at regimental levels. 

Similarly, the Navy has established complementary training 
i 3 

schools for qualified officers at Lagos, P&st Harcourt, 
4 

Calabar and at a newly completed base in Bendel State. The 

Air Forge training schools are sited in Kano, Jos, and 

Kaduna, where clear skies year round and low humidity facili 

tates pilot training "and aircyralt maintenance. 

There can beuno gaiunsayihg that the foregoing emphasis 

'on comprehensive training for armed forces personnel in the 

military modernisation programme has considerably restored 

and imj-*roved the professionalism—expertise, corporateness 

and dedication—of the Nigerian military compared to the 
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parlous'condition of the early 1970s. Indeed^*standard rat

ings for high combat efficiency (the simultaneous conduct of 

- " ' - . * * „ x f -
command-and-staff, troop and spec ia l i sed exerc i ses ) , psycho-

i 
r **•*-logical—morale-and-physical qualities of armed forces person-

**-

nel employed in NATO and Warsaw Pact forces have been intro

duced into all branches of,the Nigerian military services. 
(7 

As a recent Nigerian Armed Forces tr-ain'ing manual states: 

When we speak of the combat power of the 
-Armed Force's, we at times reduce this 
concept to their armament 'and technical 
equipment. However, this is not the "only 
source of combat power. Of themselves, 
weapons, and military equipment- do not 
determine*" the success of combat opera
tions. What is* important is in whose ' 
hands they are. We know that man was and 
rem'ains the decisive force in war-. Nei
ther a ship, nor a plane, nor a tank— 
nothing is so formidable for the enem-f as 
a soldier who has hign combat morale and % 
military expertise, who va capable of 
skillfully employing weapons and equip
ment and using their combat properties to 
the full extent to defeat the enemy and 
win victory. [68] 

<j 

- / 

^ The extent "to which these'qualities—high combat exper-

tise, morale, endurance of trials of war, and an ability to^ 

maintain cdmbat activeness and an unshakable will to win . 
J? 

under the most difficult conditions—can presently be said to 
"*-*-

obtain in Nigeria's defence establishment as a result of the 

intensive conversion exercise, training and education of -

military personnel.since mid-1970s is clearly subject to 

speculation. They certainly cannot'be determined a priori? 
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that is", without 'the af tersight of actual combat engagements. 

Nevertheless0 cafee-evaluation reports of" recent large-sc^e 

annual military exercises and manoeuvres of .Nigerian -armed 

forces (designed to heighten the personnel field, aerial 

and naval training) suggest a high degree of combat coordi&a-

tion and mastery of f undamjtjintal operational art and tactics— 

-reminiscent of some of the singular performances of the Third' 
v 

Marine Division' during the Civil War.[69] Such complex exer-
• » * 

cises-permit the creation of instructive situations, facili-
• ) 

t a t e p r a c t i c a l checks of opera t iona l~ tac t ica l calculatiBh-s and 

serve as a good bas is for inves t iga t ing i n t r i c a t e current 

questions covered by combat and .command t r a in ing "schedules. 
Bowever,, if, as argued above, adequate manpower t r a in ing 

<•' * *̂*̂ \ 

and accul tura t ion in 'mi l i t a ry e th ic ' remains a decis ive 

factor-on war, t h e i r (personnel) actual performance cannot be 

separated from the nature of the "instrument (equipment)". V 

This i s why the constant development of weapons and combat 

" equipment complicate the process o^ ' i r a in ing and educating ct 

V personnel, present increasing demands on off icer corps and 
J v " -' 
/make the improvement of ex i s t ing methods of Conducting war-

t a r e necessary. The effect iveness of operat ional t r a in ing , 

as w e l l as t he l e v e l of the combat might of the' armed f o r c e s 
• -

depend, inescapably, therefore , on the nature and qua l i ty of' ' 
* * •*• . -

the instrument. 
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§5; 
h) Materiel Procurement * ; , 

" ' Institutional reform and personnel retraining are only 

but two related facets of the modernisation programme. The 

ability of any national armed forces to provide a military 
4 , O 

underpinning to a country's defence and foreign policy objec

tives depends crucially also on the nature of the instrument; 

as" it is driven by changing technology: the weapons and the 

support systems of war. It is in this regard that in the 
4 

. 1980s, if not in the 1970s (largely because of the immediate 
0 

and pressing problems of providing accommodation and person

nel retrenchment)[70] that material decisions concerning the 

amount, procurement, and distribution of major weapons sys-

terns to the armed forces became the centerpiece of the 

modernisation scheme. 

'According to official sources, these essentially 

involved two principal policy focuses: i) direct acquisition 

of major weapons platfQrms (-such as ship, aircraft, and tank) 

and weapons (missile, gun,iand torpedo), and ii) import-

subs titution a-gndustries for weapons production, which com-

bine assembly of imported sub-systems (the initial phase in 

the mastery of military technological know-how by developing 

countries) With indigenous research and development of new 

weapons. The latter will be examined in a greater detail in 
i 

Chapter Seven, section c (the" 'local military-industrial 

complex'). Suffice to note m passing, however, that in 
v 

order to .reduce the present inordinately high level of depen-
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*y dence on foreign sources for equipment, maintenance and modi-

ft ' fication, the Fourth National Development Plan called for^ the 

expansion of Nigeria's defence industry. 'For this purpose, 

the 1981 defence budget: allocated 8319 million of the renova-

• i * 
tion of the Defence Industries Corporation (DIC). ^ 

^Established in 1964 by the West German firm of Frits 
* ' a <5 

Werner, this factory was designed to proceed gradually'from 
I 

, the production of small arms and ammunition to CQmplex weapon 

systems. However, as a result of the domestic upheaval of 

1966-1970, the industry subsequently fell into disrepair and 
m 

obsolescence when the predominantly IbO defence scientists 

y fled for the East where their skills were utilised in the / 

Research and Production Unit of Biafra with singular results. 
«4 

CU 

As the projected pivot of Nigeria's 'military-industrial 
CQmplex' in the 1980s and beyond, DIC presently has the dual 

role of overseeing private operations aimed at manufacturing 
* * 1 

defence-related equipment while at the same time, conducting 

research :t»nto new weapons for the armed forces. Among the) 

private companies involved are the Austrian firm of Steyr 

Daimler Puch and the Italian Fiat company, established in -
*s 

1979 as a joint venture with Nigeria to manufacture armoured 

personnel carriers (APC) and armoured fighting vehicles 

, (AFV). Others are Leyland Vehicles of the UK((Bg:itish 

Leyland's truck and bus division) and Daimler-Benz of West 
D 

Germany. The latter two plants are expected to manufacture •" 
military vehicles, 'using locally-produced truck cabs, and 

**• # 
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pressings[71] Since the impact of this military-industrial 

developmen£ on the capability of the Nigerian armed forces is 

largely long-term*(subject unavoidably to current structural 

limitations — austerity — on the defence budget), the pri-

mary focus of this section will be on the procurement agenda 

involving direet major weapons acquisition, while an evalua^ 

tion of present and projected development in the military-

industrial sector' will bê  made in the next chapter. 

The material programme concerning the procurement and 

distribution of weapons systems to the Nigerian armed forces 

may be examined from two interrelated standpoints. The first 

is both quantitative and qualitative: an assessment of wea

pon platforms* so far acquired and their heightened effect—if 

any—on the operational and projectable pow,er of the armed 

forces. The second, and related, standpoint concerns the 

compatability or divergence between arms acquisition patterns 

and political.purposes. Ih other words, whether policy con

siderations (se'curity and foreign ,policy objectives) guide or 

follow current structural decisions involving arms procure-

ment for the Nigerian military. As will'be amplified upon 

below, such 'goal-oriented guidance' is of crucial importance, 

for a militarily dependent state* * ** * 

§ A state whose military power critically depends"on 

externally-acquired weapon systems—as noted**»in Chapter Five 

—can seldom exercise independent -initiative on) masters 

relating to war and peace as, suppliers retain" v/etp power 
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through t h e i r a b i l i t y t o withhold the v i t a l replacement of 
arms and spare p a r t s a n conf l ic t "s i tua t ion . As Vogt hasc 

*- 4 n ' 

"5* i -b 1 v 

forewarned:^ '...the ability of Nigeria to prosecute-••a war 

depends largely on the ^So-operation of foreign .suppliers, and 

"since Nigeria Jauys largely from the West, "she may^ex-perience , •• 

a repeat-performance of what happened during the civi^ war *" # 

when the United Spates and Britain refused to deliver ecuip-r 

•ment that, had b&en ordered'. [ 72] . l • " """"" 
' *• * - t* 

But firstr>-an evaluation of the" inventory of weap*©ns , * 

systems deliveries to the Nigerian armed forces. Significant 
*j - * * » ^ ~ * > ~ - c 

structural changes and adjustment in defence allocation, in - ^ 

favour of weapons procurement were major highlights 
4. * * J3 "*-£"• 

, in defence planning under the Shagari administration. [,73 ]** 

The Fourth Plan (1980) .allocated over M7 billlori--out df" ' - * 

overall projected capital expenditures of M70.5 billio*ti-'-for 
* » 't 

military equipment over five' years in an effort to make 
* » <• / 

. < 
Nigeria's military, in the words of President Shagari., 'an 

effective force second to none^m Africa and comparable to " .ft 

!@he best in the world ... to defend th€t largest blacfe natiori^pl 

on earth'.[ 74] Accordingly, the period spanning the,,Second 
. ' . . * s » 

Republics (1979-83) witnessed a profound and concerted effdrt -
"- , * 

aimed at heightening the combat capabilities of the armed 

fols-pes. 

The Navy, as previously alluded, was given first prior-
• - . 

lty m the "modernisation programmer—a result of i) the vul-
nerable concentration of-oil facilities along the coastal 
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gone; i i ) the increasing nuisance.of piracy and smuggling; 

'and i l i ) the imperative of " t r anspo r t i ngmi l i t a ry personnel 

and mater ia l abroad for peacekeeping (e.g\, Lebanon) and 
4 

related missions.[75] In.order to carry out these 'three-m-

one' functions, Nigerian naval planners under. Rear Admiral-

Aduwo moved effectively &t the late 1970s and early 1980s to , 

translate these policy objectives -(operational tasks), into 
j * * ^ ^ 

s of a particular" size and composition. The Naval ^ 

jlishment was streamlined from 8,000 in 1980 to 4,000 " 

three years later> and a massive systems platform scheme 
t n 

l o . a. i € 

(capital ships*and support VesselsJrws^launched which 

brought total naval vessels strength to approximately one 

hundred^hd twenty—three. [ 76] """hese "include nine new mis-
( . 4 

v sile-armed capital worships and* six fast attack ̂ crafts (see 
Chapter Fi-vze, Table 5.4>. In d̂diJ:ion, the Navy further .' 

m 
/ • planned to acquire mine-sweepers and supply vessels to sus-

< 
• tain protracted operations St sea. In February 1982, a naval 

*&Xr wing waS also formally commissioned by President Shagari, 
° , -

-> M ' V 

' <% It is expected,that 'when "it reaches its full development, it 

will* be equipped with heliv©Cpters and other aircraf ts and will 

have pvilots fully trained to operate these air crafts'.! 77] 

As a .consequence of this buildup, the Nigerian Navy has, in 

quantitative^terms, surpassed other navies in the regional 

subsystem in both delivery systems and"firepower, as Nelson 

observed: 

\ 
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H e a d q u a r t e r e d m Lagos t h e Chief of Nava l 
S t a f f — R e a r A d m i r a l Aduwo—in 1981 com
manded a modern f l e e t s p e a r h e a d e d by 
c o r v e t t e s "and l a r g e p a t r o l c r a f t . ' Mea- -• 
s u r e d i n number s and t y p e s of v e s s e l s , 
t h e N i g e r i a n f l e e t w a s b e l i e v e d t o b e t h e • 
l a r g e s t i n A f r i c a — i n c l u d i n g Sou th 
A f r i c a ' s . . . [ 7 8 ] 

». . * 

However , d e s p i t e t h i s s i g n i f i c a n t a u g m e n t a t i o n of n a v a l 
4 

power, the inexperience of^Flotila Commanders, coupled with 

shortages^of technical personnel and the non-existence of 

major ship repair and refitting facilities (under construc-
" «" U *> 

tion) have hindered its effectiveness. These reservations 

notwithstanding, * the "Navy's widely complementary role in 

support of major amphibious operations (Bonny, Warn, Port 
f 

Harcourt and Calabar) during the civil war has made its 

current senior officers amongst those with some combat exper-

lence in the continent. Their joint'training and exercises 

with their counterparts in other Commonwealth countries 

(Britain, India and Australia) have also helped to create and 

sustain a significant degree of professionalism in the 

Nigerian Naval officer corps. 

Equally, to enhance its indigenous maintenance capabil

ity, several infrastructural facilities for ship repairs (at 

Lagos, Port Harcourt and James Town), started under the 

military government of Obasanjo, were nearing completion by 

1983. These include a ship assembly and building plant, as 
*>o 

well as three dock repair yards for both public (the Nigerian 

National Shipping Line) and private ships. [-79] 
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Similarly, the Army—the traditional core of the Nigerian 

defence establishment—received a massive infusion in offen- ' 

sive arsenal from the late 1970s (see Chapter Five,. Table 

r*-\ V ' - ' ^ 
5„{2)> As noted above, in 1979 armoured strength was boosted 
I - ' 

when deliveries of Soviet T-55 battle tanks commenced. This 

was followed by the procurement of the latest British main 

battle tank, Vickers, along with a license for parts produc-

tion. The new Army inventory also includes several armoured %> 

personnel carriers (APC), heavy artillery pieces, and howit-

zers of British, Soviet, Italian'and Swiss manufacture, and 

an all-weather surface-to-air missile system (SAM). However, 

although this diversity in sources has insulated thp Army 
4 

from the whim of any one supplier, heterogeneity of equipment 

combined with shortages of skilled maintenance technicians in 

ordinance -have constituted a formidable logistical problem 

for- division commanders. 

The Air Force, the weakest link m the Nigerian defence 

triad, is presently in the process of modernising its aging 

strike force. Unlike the Transpoft Command, the Strike Group 

before 19 81 suffered unavoidable neglect as budgetary con-

siderations necessitated structured and incremental planning. 

In the late 1970s, the tactical squadrons of the Strike Group 

comprised thirty Soviet MIG-21 supersonic fighters, equipped 

with Atoll air-to-air missiles and several IL-28 medium jet 

bombers, as age, attrition, and poor maintenance exacted a 

heavy toll on the older aircraft (MIG-15s and MIG-17s). Their 
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operational outdatedness (compared for instance with Libya's 

°MIG 23,29, and 31 or South Africa's Mirage F.1AZ and 
* « ' 

^jF.lCZ/IISCZ) made their replacement necessary. 

As reflected in the 1981-1983 budget proposals to the 

National -Assembly, Nigeria was in the international market 

for a new fighter aircraft to replace aging MIGs. Leading 
4 

candidates were the Anglp-French Jaguar, the French Mirage 
2000, and' the FX export variants of United States F-5 or F-16 

fighters. From recent indications, the air force planners 

apparently settled for the Anglo-French Jaguar II—a deep 

''penetration aircraft, equipped with a single tow missile 

launcher and night sight which is better armoured and more 

manoeuverable than "its predecessor, Jaguar*I. Eighteen to 

twenty of these aircraft are scheduled for/ intial delivery. 

The choice according to the Sunday Times (Lagos) was made on 

grounds of performance and the possibility of a joint venture 

with India on spare parts production.! 80]- In addition, 

twelve French-German-produced Alpha-Jets (delivered in 1981-

82) are to serve in trainer and ground-attack roles." Plans 

have also been underway since 1981 to establish an aircraft 

industry with- Brazilian and Indian assistance (see Chapter. 

Seven, section c). 

' ' Hqwever, despite this significant amplication in the 

striking power of the Nigerian armed forces, one fundamental 

drawback.has loomed dangerously in policy decisions concern

ing the pattern of arms procurement. This is the apparent 
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indifference of Nigena^iVdefence community' [ 81] (in the 

Second Republic) to the potentially paralysing consequences" 

of" current schizophrenic tendencies between its foreign 
V 

policy aspirations and its military policy concerning pat
's 

terns' of "arms acquisition. A°s Vogt, among others, has per
suasively argued: J <Q 

It is very apparent that the Nigerian 
defence establishment i& not operating ' 
with an awareness of the political objec
tives of the country, in other words, 
there does not appear toj exist a serious* 
political direction fof the armed forces 
to follow. This accounts for the 
increasing dependence of the defence 
establishment on these same countries 

""'" that are most likely to challenge the 
country's leadership aspirations. For 
example, Nigeria not only buys military 
equipment from France, but also plans to 
develop the uranium extraction industry 
with the cooperation of a French company. 
One is not here advocating a policy of 
boycott of economic interaction with 
France ... What one is in fact concerned 
with here is the political direction 
which shou,ld shape the acquisition pat
terns of the armed forces. The military-
should reflect concern for the political 
aspirations of the state in their pro
curement pattern. [82] , "* 

\ 

Indeed, a'cursory appraisal of defence contracting under 

the Shagari administration (unlike its military predecessor) 

reveals a curious, but explicable (military and political 

elite with, profitable connections to Nigerian-based Western 

companies and consultancies), relegation of the political 

component in military forecasting. [ 83 ] Under the conditions 

\ 
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created by contemporary, configurations in international .power 

(dominated as it is by the fwo major military blocs of NATO 
4 

and the Warsaw Pact), the successful exploitation or utilisa

tion of military-^power as an instrument of policy by econo-. 
/ ' ' ' 

mically and militarily dependent states—such as Nigeria— 

resides in the extent to which procurement patterns, stra-

tegy, and force planning are brought into focus with overall 

policy ^B"jectives (see Table 6.2). In other words, the 

selection of the correct direction m arms procurement and 

the adoption of soundly based decisions with respect 
M 

policy objectives constitute the crux of viable defence 

planning. The basic task—indeed the critical factor—for, 
ti 4 

Nigeria is, therefore, "to recognise*~febe trend and the logic 

m the evolution and correlation* of forces in its military 

environment thus^ma'king it possible to minimize uncertainty 

("friction', to use* Clausewitz's category). 

This inescapable prerequisite for military effectiveness 

in industrially backward countries of the Third World is the 

direct consequence of existing 'patron-client' international 

dependencies: a 'reciprocal, durable, and sometimes person

alised relationship..between states commanding unequal resour

ces of status, and power'.[84] The crucial characteristics 

of this lopsided 'interdependence' are asymmetrical resources 

and mutual, if often disproportional, flow of benefits. 

In specifically military terms, for the dependent party 

such patron-client relations evolving from arms acquisitions 
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and economic links invariably entail greater sensitivity to 
T-

the desires of the superior power in the calculus of military 

policy. As Knorr rightly contends; 

i -

Whatever the configuration of the inter
national pother structure implies*3-f or the 
great powers, it looks quite different 
from the- perspective of the small and 
weak states, affording little freedom of « 
international action and.uncertain secur
ity from aggression. Their usually nar
row margin of safety demands vigilant 
prudence. (Only the strong can hope to 
"muddle through")... 

Many of vthese countries...have 
equipped themselves in large part with 
very modern weapons and gear. To" that 
extent, they are. deploying military sys"-

' , terns that they are incapable of producing 
themselves and that they find often dif- «. 
ficult to employ to full efficiency 
because the requirements to use them 
exceed those achieved in the overall ? 
level of their civilian economies. [ 85] 

From these basic premises, two consequences arguably 

follow, for the great majority of developing countries. One 

is that military confrontation involving them is bound to be 
to 

remarkably short, if entered into toithOu£. massive and con
tinuing outside support (in money and material) as is the , 

t 

case with, the four Arab-Israeli wars since 1948. The reason 

'is obvious: givenr^fi ferocity of contemporary battlefield 

engagements there is a tendency for the belligerents to run 

"quickly through stocks of weapons. The other consequence is 

the critical dependence of these countries on arms supplies 

from the developed states. As already pointed out, this is 
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apt jto be rather precarious, because suppliers may restrict 

or embargo further deliveries when the need is most urgent. 
4 

The implication of these two conditions (m tprms of policy 

decisions) is that the economically and industrially less 

developed states such as Nigeria are not when considered as 

military powers 'as sovereign as are the more developed 

nations, and they are incapable of protracted warfare without 

reverting to more primitive modes, as they do when engaged m 

civil war'„[86] These „two conditions dimmish somewhat the 

utility of military power*for the states involved. * 

Thus, because politically non-ali-gned, unrestricted by 

ideological affinities or special security needs, and uninti--
4 > 

midated by close geographical proximity to a superpower, 

Nigeria -in theory can switch from one military source of 

weapons to another with relative ease. However, in practice, 
* cf 

as the example of Egypt presently highlights, even with one 

of the relatively advanced military-industrial complexes (in 

continental terms), such freedom of -action is very con-

strained in fact.[87] It is in this respect that the current 

weapons acquisition strategy for the Nigerian armed forces 

(exhibiting diversification only within the same power bloc-

NATO) is at best inconsistent with experience or at worse 

counter to Nigeria's Afro-centric security and foreign policy 

aspirations, as a ̂ kaber of Nigerian defence critics have 

noted. 
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This puzzling contradiction exhibited by decisions' con

cerning-the procurement of Weapons" systems for the Nigerian 

armed forces was one of my major"research focuses while in • 
•""J 

-Nigeria (see introduction). In guarded discussions and 

interviews with senior members of the armed forces[88] and 

defence analysts'at both the National Institute for Policy 

and Strategic Studies (Kuru) and'the Nigerian Institute of 
r * 

I n t e r n a t i o n a l A f f a i r s (Lagos ) , I was l e f t w i t h ' t h e i m p r e s s i o n 
cr 

that, although apparently satisfied with Soviet eqiiipment per 

se, the quality of performance, attitude, and competence of 

Soviet technicians and instructors was a constant source of 

irritation of the Nigerian military establishment. For exam-. 

pie, some of the MIG-21 supersonic fighters .originally deli- , 

ver,ed jun 1974 were not in service in 1980 because of m a m t e -
i 

4 ' o 

nance problems and lack' of spare parts. Moredver, two of the' 

aircraft had been lost in crashes with Soviet instructors ab-

oard- —not an unusual occurrence in training missions. [ 89] 

Another cited, example is that of the T-55 battle tanks, 

delivered in 1979. " The ,Third Armoured Division of the 

Nigerian Army, under the command of then Brigadier Buhari 

(the present Head of the Military Government), reportedly had 

problems with Soviet, technicians 'who were unable to put into 

running order the T-55 tanks that had recently been delivered 

from the Soviet Union*.[90] ^ 
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As a r e s u l t o f t h i s d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n t h e N i g e r i a n gbveiff t -
• . A 

m'ent requested a "reduction of the total' number of Soviet 

military advisers from forty, to five.[9-lT However, this 

"explanation of * the**sign̂ .f leant ahl^itt in the* pattern of arms 

acquisition and military cooperation =(training of personnel) 

from the 1970s is hardly to be considered satisfactory. As 

in the 'xTrst Republic, this change of direction is more 

suggestive of the inevitable decision-making consequences .of 

the' changing-dynamics in the domestic elite under the Second 
\ . 0 0 

' r 

Republic (1979-83). The civilian elections again ^roughfe^ 
into power conservative and essentially pro-Western politi-

» 
cians (Shagari, Audu, Abubarkar, etc.)—products of Western 

institutions of learning and professional exposure—whose 
i-

anti-socialist sentiments were not altogether concealed.- As 

one perceptive writer 'has succinctly argued: 
« 

When the military elite of any country 
studies abroad, it learns far more than, 
merely how t6 use the,latest radar.equip
ment or how to fly the latest jets, it 
also learns the foreign policy, values, 

. * attitudes, and perceptions of the country 
providing that training. [ 92 J 

« 
It is not surprising,- therefore, that one American 

observer of the Nigerian scene commented during the ill-fated 

Second. Republic with apparent satisfaction that, 'Nigerian 

military and civilian officials reportediy looked with favour 

upon the United States military establishment—not only for 

* <K 
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its organisation, equipment, and tactical capabilities, but 

also because of the traditions that have kept it out of 

American polities'. [ 9 3] 

The attitude and policy orientation of the Sigerian 

'poxver elite' in the Shagari era stood m contrast to its 

more nationalistic non-aligned procedessor—the Muhammed/ 

Obasanjo government (see Chapter Three, section c). The 

policy direction of the successor regime (1984- ) to the 

Shagari administration is presently unclear. Given the 

changed socio-economic conditions and the cautious, reform

ist, and conservative direction (to the extent that this can 

be established from policy statements, regime decisions and 

media interviews so far given by dominant members of the 

administration)[94] of policy planning since January 1984, it 
4 

may be hypothesised that no fundamental or radical alteration 

in the defence programme will be made in the short-term. 

Finally, the overall magnitude of the military modernis

ation effort (in terms of fofce level and force strength) 

crUcially depends on budget decisions concerning the size and 

distribution of funds made available to the armed forces. As 

"noted in passing in Chapter Five (section b),„ the determma-

tion of the defence allocation and its distribution among 

different armed services (airforce, navy, army, etc.) in the 

.face of competing national demands was—along with demobili

sation—one of the most controversial issues in Nigerian 

national planning in the late 1970s through the 1980s. 
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C)*B Budgetary Decisions 

The recurrent debate in the Nigerian press—involving 

decision-makers, academics, retired military professionals, 

and the public—about the rationale of the present level of 

defence spending is a palpable reminder of the continued 

condition of 'disequilibrium' between the dominant goals of 
0 

domestic policy, on the one hand, and security and foreign 

policy objectives, on the other, since the end of the civil 

war in 1970. [95] During the thirteen years since the end of 

war, defence was absorbed an average of 18 percent of the 

Federal budget (see Chapter Five, Tables VII-X). This, has 

uridoubtedly imposed limits on the resources available .to 

other competing interests and demands in society. 

Conversely, the tremendous upsurge in demand for other 

sociai needs (agriculture, education, health, industry, com

munication, etc.) had by late 1970s unleashed an unprecedent

ed groundswell of discontent and controversy about priorities 

in national planning and resource allocation. As a result, 

the magnitude of the defence effort became a key issue in the 

new pattern of fiscal politics, focused upon the allocation 

of resources between the 'military and non-military sectors of 

the society and among the various purposes of government. 

Thus, unlike the civil war period when military needs became 

overriding, taking more than 35% of the Federal budget, each 

administration since 1970 has had to balance an uncomfortable 

equation in which the major elements were; 
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1°) domestic schemes for agriculture, » -* 
housing, highways, education, ** 
health, etc., looseiy identifiable 
as serving the welfare purposes of 
the country; 

i 

II) foreign programmes, including expan-
s 'Sion of diplomatic missions (from 
o six. in 1960 to eighty-two in 1980), 

military-strategic commitments 
(e.g., aid and logistical support to 
liberation movements, and peacekeep
ing in Chad and Lebanon),. loosely 

0 related to the goals of diplomacy" 
and security? 

III) tax limitation and reduction, justi-
1. fied m terms of private consumption* 

and investment; and 

iv) balanced budgets, justified during 
the oil boom of the 1970s and early 

ef . 1980soby a number of goals," includ
ing the prevention of inflation and 
the reduction of the national debt 
related to the value of fiscal 
integrity.[96] 

These four elements constitute the primary underpinning 
4 -

of the 'Gari versus Guns' controversy (the Nigerian variant 

of the guns or butter debate) which profoundly influenced 

budgetary decisions concerning the size and distribution of 

funds to the armed forces. As seen from the Jdirection of 

this debate, there were persistent tendencies-(*despite the 
0 

interdependence of the budgetary components—either to treat 

each segment in the equation separately, 'something to be 

considered on merit without reference to other goals,' or to 

assume that one goal was of overriding importance and must 

have absolute priority over the,others. For example, a 

0 
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number of c r i t i c s Qfr def ejic6 sp^nd^ing (Adekson, Kartianu, 

Okad^gbo, and Uche") have conveyed t h e e r roneous impres s ion 

t h a t domes t i c n e e d s could^be met independent of s e c u r i t y 
4 

needs—that an absolute limit existed on what the economy 
f O re .- . 

could afford for.defence—despite the lessoft of the iivil war 

-, era. [97] -̂  u 

Conversely, institutional and public defenders of rela-
4 - Q 

t ive&y high defence e x p e n d i t u r e s (^kinyemi, Haruna, Imobighe, 
4 

Kadzai, Sobowale, among others) often seemed to underestimate 

pressing domestic needs engendered by the 'revolution of 

rising expectations'-. [ 98] They assumed ^that the requirements 

of security were absolute* and that the only legitimate limit 

on their fulfillment was the physical capacity of the eco

nomy. In other words, the general tendency among this group 

of analysts was to balance the 'requirement's' of security 
*. 

against economic capability rather than against 'require

ments' derived from legitimate but competing expectations of 

government and society. 

However, m practice, no single element--the absolute 

requirements of security or the absolute limits of the eco

nomy—could determine by itself the level of defence effort 

necessitated by the armed forces modernisation programme. 

Neither do spurious charges—disguised as a dispassionate 

policy critique—such 'Bayo Adekson's Military Extractive 

Ratio (MER) thesis[99] contribute significantly to- under-
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standing the complex farrago (of sometimes confusing and 

confounding contradictions) of issues involved^ As Adekson 
P ' 

himself explains; 

The military -has for some time now been 
the government...and with this the legis-

* lative function as we know it ceased, 
' " while open party politics was prescribed. x„-

The implication of the latter-'for fiscal 
-* . policy was that the military, as an 

interested and the more organised sector, 
was also the sole judge of how much went 
to it vis-a-vis other competing sectors,-
such as,agriculture, education, health, a 
labour, and community development. Nor 
were auditoj-^generals' offices permitted 
to function~effectively in monitoring -how 
a given defence ministry spent its allo-
cations^ Besides, even if they did not 

^~ want to, soldier-rulers often found them-
J selves compelled by the logic of the 

Situation to satisfy members of their 
profession with' Increased donatives and <? 
benefits, whatever the economic condi-_ 
tions prevailing m the wider society...I 
submit that the foregoing state of 
affairs invariably resulted in a skewed 
budgetary distribution in favour of the 
military.[100] 

1 r 
r 

It is hardly to be'disputed that a number of elements in 

the domestic political economic constellation may have a 

significant effect on military expenditures; in this case the 

characterista.cs of leadership and the "processes of recruit-
* 

ment and tenure maintenance. In th is respect, i t may be 

hypothesised that the mil i tary as the dominant actor—the 
- r o 

'sole judge' rot the allocation of societal values—in the 

period 1966-1979,. ensured a disputable degree of resource 

allocation to defence. All decisions regarding military 

1 

] . • 

a 

http://characterista.cs
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policy, including the shape of the defence budget, were taken 

within the Supreme Military Council (SMC) that served as the 

FMG's (Federal Military Government) chief executive body. 

Adekson's explication, however, fails to explain continued 

defence spending hikes under the civilian administration 
*• / 

(1979-83) with a qualitatively different and more complicated 

budgetary process. [101] ? * 

A more informed analysis, therefore, of the determina-

tion of resources available to the military government and 

the allocation of these to military, domestic, and -foreign 

purposes, has little to do with self-aggrandisement of mili

tary 'power-elite', 'compelled by the logic ,of the situation 

to satisfy members of their profession with increased dona

tives and benefits, whatever the economic conditions prevail-

l 

ing in the wider s&ciety'. [ 102 ] Adekson's thesis (popular

ised by the Nigeria media in th'e\late 1970s) was basically 

defective. He utilises fragmentary and 'circumstantial evi-

dence and a fallacious conceptual apparatus (Military Extrac

tive Ratio) to produce a highly biased view of the military. 

_£ra.. To this extent, he failed to appreciate the dynamics of 

a developing national defence system in a praetorian polity. 

He also ignored the fact' that the drastic Changes in Nigerian 

foreign and security policy since the civil war (see section 

a, above) reflected the altered position of Nigeria in a 
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regional-subsystem deeply unsettled by pressures of decoloni

zation, ttegional rivalries, external intervention, political 

instability and civil strife (see Chapter Two). 

Hence, an alternative conceptualization and explanation 

of the high level and rate of fiscal outlay for defence was, 

and still is, in part the consequence and requirement of 

building, to use Shagari's words, a 'well-equipped, mobile 

and virile defence force' on a meagre legacy (at the time of 

independence) within a short 'Span of "time, to meet systemic 

challenges. It was also partly a result of the military-

institutional imperative0 of providing infrastructural facili

ties and support (barracks, logistical bases, training cen-

tres, airfields, defence industries,* etc.) for a military 

that had expanded more by accident than by design from 8,000 

in 1966 to 272,000 by 1972. 

'This functional conceptualisation notwithstanding, the 

y 
inevitable impact of high defence expenditures on social and 

economic sectors cannot be minimized or ignored.[103] The 
9-

implication of this concern has been a rationalisation which 

maximizes the utility of available resources without sacri-

ficing either efficiency or competence. In other wQrds, 

there was a concrete trend under the Shagari administration 

toward defence planning which sought to create a 'proper 

balance between recurrent budgetary expenditures (salaries 

J 
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and overhead costs of military personnel) and capital expen

ditures (on equipment, support systems, and R&D 

schemes).[104] 

Thus, unlike the decade of the 1970s when, according to 
•"•* i 

former Chief of Army Staff, Danjuma, 'only about 10 percent 

of t-he budget for the armed forces has been going on equip

ment while the remaining 90 percent on salaries^and emolu

ments of the personnel'[ 105] legislative intervention during 

the Second Republic resulted in a significant diversion of 

funds for military hardware (NT billion designated for the 

fiscal period' of 1980-85, under the Fourth National Develop- ' 

"ment Plan). This was possible, as noted above, largely 

because of the determined and extensive demobilisation exer

cise rconducted/under the MUhammed/'Obasanjo administration. 

This trend is apparently continued undefs the present military 

administration, as the approved Federal^Budget of this fiscal 

year suggests*. [ 106] However, the extent to which the current 

level of defence spending Can be maintained m future will 

depend (as argued in Chapter Five, section b), first^ on 

Nigeria's balance-of--payments positions, as it is affected 

especially by the vojc&tility of the oil market; and second, 
/ \ A ^ i * 

on the extent to vmicK trn? present and" future government is 
i 

able to satisfy cokpeting^ national demands: namely, social 

'welfare and development plans for industrial expansion. [107] 
\ 
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Conclusion 
i 

The phased -and planned modernisation of Nigerian arnVed 

forces which began in the mid-1970s is still in the process 

of completion. Although beset by major problems and chal-

lenges (severe shortages of; semi-skilled and highly skilled 
4 ' 

manpower and substantial shortfalls in oil revenues which 

prompted cutbacks in government expenditures across the 

board) considerable progress has been made in the targeted" 

areas. Both vertical and horizontal reforms of the military 

organisational structure have been largely accomplished. The 

vertical reforms involved the composition of military com- , 

mand, demobilisation, creation of specialist units, and per-

sonnel retraining. The horizontal reforms concerned the 1976 

army reorganisation from the wartime three-division arrange

ment (where each division's area of responsibility ran'east 

to west) to the current north-south, four division structure 

deployment pattern. 

This north-south structure is expected to insulate-

division commanders (and their units) from primordial 

regional rivalries. However, operations under the current 

system have been impeded by overextended lines of communica

tion and problems relating to military geography (operating 

in areas that "-encompass a wide variety of terrain). To 

overcome these difficulties and increase operational effec

tiveness, 'the army decided in 1981 on a further reorganisa-
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tion that would modernise and reconstitute the four divisions 

and make each responsible for a quadrant* of Nigerian terri

tory' . []»08] 

Similarly, the Air Force has been reorganised into a 

Training Command and a Tactical Command. The latter has 

under its direction the Strike Group, the Air Transport 

Group, and the Support Group. T%e Ground Training Group and 

the Flying Training Group are organisedtunder the former. To' 

improve air defence capabilities, plans have been under way 

for an Integrated air defence system. That being considered 

would include a radar network, a new communications system, 

new jet fighter aircraft and a surface-to-air missile system 

(Roland II and Blowpipe have been delivered). 

The Navy, in turn, has been -reorganised into a Western 

Naval Command based at Apapa (Lagos), including the Naval 

Training School Complex, and an Eastern Nâ val Command based 

at Calabar (Cross River State). A separate and indepe£d4=>nt 

Flotilla Command, which had blue water and expeditionary 

responsibilities also operated out pf, Apapa base, but even

tually destined to be headquartered cit Koko in Bendel State; 

however, in 1981 it "was* incorporated- by the other two com

mands. The 6° east meridian separates the operating areas of 

the two Commands (Eastern and Western), each comprising units 
4 

responsible for seaward defence*. In addition to Lagos and 
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Calabar, the Fleet also operates major bases at Port Harcourt 

and Burutu, near Warn, which are to "serve as major training 

centres. 

Apart from the extensive personnel retraining and demo-a. 

bilisation exercises, a considerable amount of hardware has 

been acquired by the services although, as noted above, 

certain organisational and maintenance problems remain. As 

Nelson has observed: ' 

After a concerted reorganisational effort ^ 
since the mid-1970s, the size of 
Nigeria's army had been reduced by nearly 
50 percent, and efforts were under way to 
improve the combat capabilities of i-l:s 
field units., The air force was adapting 
to operational manning of its mdjph:n 
weapons by Nigerian pilots and techni
cians rather than^by foreign contractors, 

, sand the Navy was adjusting to its 
enhanced mission of protecting the coun
try's vital coastal and offshore oil* 
resources. All of the services were 
gaining proficiency m the new equipment 
that had been added to their inventories 
... .[109] 

Nevertheless, bureaucratic problems (for example, how to 

decentralise administrative efforts within the military com-

' mand without loss of central direction and how to cppe with 

the self-centred orientations of Service Chiefs pursuing 

conflicting interest), financial waste and fraud, and deser-

tion of skilled personnel--who find the slow pace of upward 

mobility in" the armed forces too uncomfortable—have combined 
• 0 

to inhibit ]udicious co-ordination of theNmodernisation > 
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scheme. As to its overall impact so far on the projectable 

and operational capabilities of the armed forces, any assess-
) 

ment xvould be largely speculative and hypothetical, since 
9 

Nigeria has not been involved in any major war since 1970. ' 

However, conceived in the ."traditional modes in which 

national armed forces have been employed as an instrument of 

statecraft—threatening, deterring, warfightmg and peace

keeping—it cannot be doubted that the Nigerian military by 

1983 is m considerably better shape than in 1975. The 

(significant increase in its naval and air transport capabili-

ties has boosted Nigeria's ability to inject trpops into 

troublespots (e.g., Chad and Lebanon) f'or peacekeeping and 

related missions (assuming economic and financial advisabili-

ty). The increasing mobility and fire power of its ground 

forces have considerably improved the army's ability to deal 

decisively with unruly neighbours on its borders (e.g., the 

operation in Lake Chad Basin against Habre forces in April-

June 1983). Nevertheless, the paucity of the strike group in 

the Air Force (combat fighters) coupled with the relatively 

limited striking power of the Army (compared, for instance, 

with Libya, Egypt, Ethiopia and South Africa) precludes any 

independent^ ma jcr operational engagement by the Nigerian 

armed forces beyond its immediate security environment in the 

near future. As one, analyst has aptly noted % 

I 
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Most Nigerian leaders, readily admit that 
their army is in no condition to initiate 
a military solution to South African 

ixsm. They fully recognize the mili
tary superiority of South Africa. But 
the widely s.hared attitude is that if 
white control has not ended by that 
future time when Nigeria has developed 
the economic strength and military pro
cess to do something about it, then 
Nigeria will,lead the armed struggle. It 
remains to be seen how near that time is, 
objectively speaking.[110 ] 

In overall terms,, the policy impact (m terms of projected 

ability and decisiveness of*t" the armed forces to provide the 

means for actualisation of foreign and security policy objec

tives) of Nigeria's military modernisation programme as an 
a 

ongoing process can. be measured only in a relative manner. 

In the final analysis this is again subject to critical 

.analytical, and policy distinctions highlighted in Chapter 

Fives that is, those between 'necessity' and 'choice' 

between 'maximalist' and 'minimalist* definitions of role and 

mission, between 'conjecture' and 'prediction', between major 

and minor issues, between 'behavioural' and 'technical' sur-

prise, and between actual'and potential capabilities,, in 

Nigeria's defence planning and policy goals. As one analyst 

recently put it; 

Armed forces are never totally developed 
" or underdeveloped; instead, they are 
found adequate or inadequate for deter
ring credible threats to the security of 
a nation and for defending its interests 
when such deterrence fails. Measuring 
adequacy is difficult -since it must be 
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determined relative to the military dev
elopment of plausible threats and cannot 
be absolutely measured even in time ,pf 
war. Given the interrelated nature of 
the military and society, wars may pften 
be lost for purely political, economic, 
or social—rather than military—rea-
softs^frri] 

Seen in such terms, it becomes a problematic, if not 

simplistic and sterile, exercise to prejudge the operational 

effectiveness—decisiveness in attaining policy goals—of the 

Nigerian armed forces at^the present stage in the modernisa-

tion process. While certain variables of the programme anal

ysed above which contribute to or enhance operational ascen

dancy are amenable tp quantitative .statistical measurement 

others are not. The former include: i) force structure (the 
' 4 

size, organisation, and composition of the armed forces), and 

ii) weapon platforms (quantity and quality of arms). The 

rlatter involve: l) sustainability (the capacity of the ' 

organisation and culture to absorb, operate, maintain, and 

support equipment and persbnnel, and<£i) readiness (a measure 

of the ability of the force to carry ojut its assigned mis

sions, both in terms of deterrence and def ence).[ 112 ] 
/ Considered together, these factors—as they are ulti-

mately manifested in human resources (technical skills, 

^.leadership, morale, unit cohesion), logistics (supply and 

maintenance), mobility (rapid movement of troops and equip

ment, projection of power outside state boundasries), fire

power (weapon systems), manpower (number of personnel under 
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arms, level of organisation), and command and control (commu

nications facilities and administrative expertise)—consti-

tute major determinants of the operational effectiveness of 

national armed forces. Deficiencies in such components of 

military power may adversely affect both the micro-competence 

(the ability to operate and support modern weapons) and . 

macro-competence (the ability to organise and manage forces 

for military ends) of defence establishments. 

In the Nigerian context, the question as to whether the 

capacity of its armed forces to provide military underpinning 

for the realisation of policy objectives has 'improved con

siderably -as a result of the"modernisation and augmentatibn 

programme is necessarily contingent upon the nature of sys

temic challenge and actor(s) involved. Tentatively, however, 

there is sufficient evidence from annual military exercises°» 

and manoeuvres, combat in the Lake Chad Jiasin, peacekeeping 

duties in Chad and Lebanon, and logistical support operations 

in Southern Africa in the past five years to indicate con

siderable improvement in the decisive prerequisites for" high 

combat effectiveness and readiness of the Nigerian mili

tary. [113] 

Nevertheless, as Norman Dodd has rightly noted, crucial 

problems remain affecting both the micro- and macro-

cpmpetence levels of the Nigerian armed forces.. These are: 

i) the tendency of social objectives to override strategic 

considerations as criteria for top command position; ii) 

0 
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insecurity of the regime 'which leads to distrust of indepen-
j » 

dent pQwer centres', and certain attitudes and mindsets which 

arise out of the traditional culture'? m ) persistent prob-

lems of building a reliable logistics system; iv) broadening 

repair and maintenance programs; and v) 'continuing difficul

ties with developing the capacity to absorb and operate 

complex systems'. [113] 

As the foregoing analysis suggests, Nigerian defence 

planners are not unaware of these problems, although finding 

solutions to them resides in the degree of development in 

the economic, educational, social, political and cultural 

spheres. As Raymond Aron put it: 'An army always resembles 

the country from which it is raised and of which it is the 

*xpression°.[114] As will be amplified upon m the next 

khapter (section b), the extent to which the ongoing modern

isation programme produces the desired result in Nigeria's 

"power of resistance' will depend, among other things, on the 

transformation of its socio-economic, technological and cul

tural fabric. Such a transformation îs a sine qua non for 

sustainability and force readiness as well as the 

generation of a viable 'military industrial* base which is 

indispensable for the 'relation of force to national pur

poses' . 

The next chapter—the last of the major chapters of this 

dissertation—is, therefore, essentially 'futuristic': 

designed to examine salient'issues in Nigeria's defence and 
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foreign policy planning within a stipulated context of prob

able global and regional environments. These issues include 

contemporary and future calculations and constraints concern-

ing Nigeria's status and role as a regional power; and expec-
i 

t a t i o n s , r e a l i t i e s and cons t ra in t s concerning domestic m i l l -
4. o 

tary-mdustrial base and nuclear option. Finally, the stra

tegic implications of the present for programmes—that is, < 

use decisions concerning the deployment, commitment, and 

employment of Nigerian military forces, as manifested in 

military alliances (ECOWAS Defence Protocol, and the proposed 

Pan-African Task Force for Southern Africa), foreign and 

s^curlty policy declarations and objectives—will be examined 

as one set of significant indexes for the future direction of 

strategic thinking and defence planning in Nigeria. 
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NOTES 

. -"-Shehu Shagari, in A. Ji;jjani and D. Williams (eds.) 
Shehu Shagari; jcay vision of Nigeria (London: Frank Cass, 
1981), p. 336.'* 

/ 

--•Margaret Vogt, "Nigeria's Defence: an assessment" 
Nigerian Forum 1, 2, (April 1982), p. 77. 

-*As formulated- by Toynbee, the concept of "challenge and 
respohse' represents the inexorable dynamics of change (in 
form of growth) and stagnation (in form, of breakdown) in the 
"'rise and fall of civilisation'. Two variables are specified 
in.Toynbee's hypothesiss the presence of' a creative minority 
in a given society and an -environment which is neither too 
unfavourable n,or too favourable. Of -the five challenging 
stimuli Toynbee examined from his study of twenty-six civil
izations of the past, two were physical—'hard country'—and 
three nonphys*ical—those emanating from the external environ-, 
ment. A successful respdnse to these challenges-^'Etherial-
lzati'on'---generates growth; failure marked a process of 
degeneration and emergence of a 'dominant minority'. See 
Arnold Toynbee, A Study of History, (Abridgement of Volumes 
I-IV", by D.C Somervell), (London: Oxford University Press, 
1956), pp. 60-139. - * * 

- * 
The Law of Military Development—an extension m part of 

Darwin's theory of evolution—asserts that military forces" 
must adapt to changes in their environment to remain fit for 
war. It is basically a commonsensical—although historically 
invariant—explication of the European experience. See 
Michael Howard, War m European History (London: Oxford 
University Press, 1977). . 

4See W.I. Aleyideino, "Modernization of the Armed Forces 
of Nigeria" (SEC-2, 07^and Col. A.B/Mamman, "Force readi
ness: Nigeria as a case study*" (SEC-4, 24) National Insti
tute Library, Kuru, Nigeria. , 

' 5See the collection of speeches of the former president 
—Shehu Shagari—under the title "The ArmedtiForces Serve the 
Nation" in Ji-j-jani and Williams (eds.) Shehu Shagari, Chapter" 
12. 

6The Economist, 19 September 1981, p. 44*. 

^Klaus Knorr, The Power of Nations, (New York:- Basic 
Books, 1975), p. 70.-



80ran Young, The Politics of F<brce,_ 
niversity Press, 1968. pi 310).—— 
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(Princeton: Prince
ton University 

°For the evolution of /Nigeria's militafry power and sit
uational conditions which, fuel it,, see, among other^, N.J. 
Miners The Nigerian Army,, 1956-1966, (London: Methuen 1971); 
John Ostheimer and Gary Buckley* "Nigeria" in Edward 
Kolodsiej and Robert Harkavy (eds.) Security Policies of Dev
eloping Coiintries (Lexingtons Lexington Books, 1982); Robert 
D'A Henderson, "Perspectives on Nigerian Defence Policy in 
the 1970s", unpublished manuscript; Department of Inter
national Relations, University of Ife, Nigeria, 1980; and 
"Nigeria's Armed Forces", cover story. New African, October 
1979, pp. 26-30. . •- * - „ = ' 

• " ' ' 

in . ° 
x uMmers, The Nigerian Army, vCh,apter Six. 
•--•--Figures from Accountant General's Annual Reports, as 

presented in Miners, ibid., p. 251w By contrast, Ghanaian 
recurrent defence expenditure under Nkrumaih, jfJbr example, had 
already^ reached £ 9 million by 1963, taki\n@lover°lO percent of 
the budget. These differences in the level of defence spend
ing between Nigeria and Ghana no"doubt reflect the fundamen
tal personality and policy disparity ip»a*tKe role of military 
p6wer in intra-regional affairs between'the conservative, and 
almost pacificist, Balewa of Nigeria and his dynamic and 
uncompromising counterpart, Nkrumah of Ghana (see Chapter 3, 
Section c). . fe r 

-̂  See Long Live African Unity, text of the statement by 
Yakubu Gowon at the Seventh OAU Assembly of Heads of State 
and Government, Addis Ababa, 1-4 September 1970 (Lagos: OAU r 

Vogt, "Nigeria's Defence", p. 77. 

14Ibid./ p. 77. 

15T.A. Imobighe, "Libyan Intervention in Chad: security 
implications for Nigeria", Nigerian Journal of International 
Studies, 4, 1 and 2 (January and June 1080). 

16Harold Nelson (ed.), Nigeria: a Icountry study, (Wash
ington D.C.s American University, 1982). see also Nigeria: 
bulletin on foreign affairs. Vol. 11, No. 1, January 1981, 
pp. AA, 65 and 77. I 

•--'See .Federal Ministry of Informatjjon (Lagos), News 
Release, No. 780, 23 June 1976. 
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--•8See Eyo Ate, "NATO Powers, African Security and the 
Tripoli Summit" Nigerian Forum, 2, 10, (October 1982), p= 791 
and T.A. Imobighe, "African Defence and Security: an over
view, Nigerian Forum, 1, 2, (April* 1981), pp. 66-71. 

•> --'As explained by Kissinger, Brodie and Knorr, the con
cept of 'usable' military power is qualitatively different 
/from 'actual' or 'available'« nfilitary power. Military power 
/can in fact be actual, it can be availal-LLe., and yet still not 
' conceivably, or credibly, or rationally usable in relation to 
certain objectives. For example,* the utility of nuclear 
weapons—with their cataclysmic destructive power—lies 
essentially in 'nonuse'—deterrence. Similarly, at the con
ventional level, a country, such as Nigeria, may possess a 
Jafge military establishment, but the -composition, structure, 
and paltriness of its offensive capability may render its 
usability in future contingencies (as presently in Southern 
Africa) unlikely. See Henry Kissinger, Nuclear Weapons and 
Foreign Policy, (New York: Harper, 1957"T7 Bernard Brodie, 
War and Politics, (New York: MacMillan,* 1973), Chapter 
Nine; and Knorr, The Power of Nations, Chapters Three and 
Five. * ° y 

n n o 

See Ian Campbell, "Army Reorganisation* and Military 
Withdrawal" in Keith Banter-Brick (ed.) Soldiets and Oil, 

' (London? Billing, 1978), pp. 59-100; and J.B. Adekson, 
Nigeria in Search of a, Stable Civil-Military System, 
(Boulder: Westview, 1981), Chapter One. 

a 
2---An 'institutional' perspective or viewpoint implies 

that the study of military systems requires an analysis of 
the 'organisation of military forces and the manner m which 
they are used in the pursuit or the avoidance of conflict'. 
See Morris Janowitz, Military Conflict: essays m the insti
tutional analysis of war and peace, (Beverly Hills: Sage, 
1975), especially Part II, "Comparative Analysis of Military 
Institutions". Also- see the collection of articles on mili
tary reform and defence planning in Orbis 27, 2 (Summer 
1983), pp." 245-300. 

'•''Since any national armed forces cannot be expected to 
tram and equip equally for every conceivable contingency 
without seriously foreclosing their prospects for success in 
any particular set of circumstances, rational military plan
ning, "therefore, entails that an endeavour be made to narrow 
the range of scenarios against which a military establishment 
must prepare *to 'those that are either most likely to* occur 
or those deemed to be most threatening to -the national inter
est'. 
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In the process, estimates are, and must be, made about 
such variables as the effectiveness and impact of new battle
field technologies, the probable duration of a future "con
flict, the direction of enemy doctrine and planning, and the 
manner! in which enemy operations are likely to develop. 
Unfortunately„ as Bernard Brodie has noted, 'doctrine is not 
often as open to "innovation and reform as one would like1. 
Once adopted, 'doctrine tends to take on a life of its own, 
frequently hanging on long past the time when its strategic 
and operational assumptions have become passe'. For these 
and related discussion on military doctrine see Bernard 
Brodie, "Technological Change, Strategic Doctryie, and Poli
tical Outcomes" in Klaus Knorr (ed.) Historical Dimensions of 
National Secjufeity Problems, (Lawrences University of Kansas 
Press, 1976), pp. 263-306; Steven Canby, "Military Reform and 
the Art of War","International Security Review, 7, 2 {Fall 
1982), pp. 245-268; Kevin Lewis, "Dealing With the Unexpect
ed", Orbis, 27, 4 (Winter 1983), pp. 839-847; and'G. 
McCormick, "The Dynamics of Doctrinal Change", Orbis, 27, 2 
(Summer 1983), pp. 266-274. 

23See, among others, G. Andre Beaufre,t 1940: The Fall 
of France, (London: Cassell, 1967); and Moshe Dayan, Story 
of My Lire, (New York: William Morrow, 1976), Part V. —-r -

24Record, "France 1940 and the NATO - Center 1980", p. 68f 

*?**• * — 

•'See Klaus Knorr, Military Power and Potential, 
(Lexingtons 1970), Chapter Four. 

. 26Ibid., p. 122. 

27John Collins, U.S. Defense Planning, (Boulders 
Westview, 19821, p. 6. ~JT, 

' 2,°Booth, Strategy and Ethnocentrism, p. 117. 

•^Campbell, "Army Reorganisation and Military , 
Withdrawal", pp.^82-86. 

30New Nigerian, 27 October 1975. 

•̂ For an analysis of the national debate on demobilisa
tion of the Nigerian army personnel, see Adekson, Nigerian in 
Search of a Stable Civil-Military System, Chapter One; and 
Ono Osakwe, "The Armed Forces: firepower, not manpower", 

, African Development, "(London), 10, 3 March 1976, pp. 253-254. 

32See the summary of Danjuma's interview on Radio/Tele
vision, Kaduna (RTK) programme, 'Meeting Point*, m_ Daily 
Times, 13 December 1975, p. 5. 
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J' 
_ _ . tr 
JJThe concept and characteristics of military profes

sionalism has been incisively (albeit from contrasting and 
sometimes conflicting, theoretical positions) discussed in two 
major studies by Samuel Huntington and Morris Janowitz. 
These studies share a common overall perspective in terms of 
their postulate of an 'ideal-type' professional model of the 
military: they stress that the military career-officer is a 
member of a profession that possesses certain characteristics 
—expertise, corporateness and responsibility—which could 
contribute to effectiveness and responsiveness. See Samuel 
Huntington, The Soldier and the States the theory and "poli
tics df civil-military relations, (Cambridge: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1957); Morris Janowitz, The Profes-Sional Sol
dier, (New York: Free Press, 1960); Charles Moskos, "Armed 
Forces and American Society; Convergence or Divergence?" in 
Moskos (ed.) Public Opinion and the "Military Establishment, 
(California: Sage, 1971); and Arthur Larson, "Military Pro-
fessionalism and Civil Control: a comparative anal'ys'is of 
two interpretations", Journal of Political and Military 
Sociology, 2, 1, Winter 1974, pp. 57-73. 

34See All Mazrui, "Soldiers as Traditiohalizers", World 
Politics, 38, 2, 1976, pp. 246-272. 

3^The coup of January 1966 resulted in the deaths of 
nine officers, seven of them m the rank of Lieutenant-
coloneLvand above, and 24 officers were imprisoned. The 
death toil in the July 29 counter-coup was even more disas
trous for the army: a total of 43 officers perished. See 
Zdenek* Cervenka, The Nigerian War,,19tf6-1970, (Frankfurt: 
Bernard and Graefe,' 1971), Chapter One. 

The resulting departure en masse of officers of Ibo t 
origin to the East, and the paralysing effect of thi-s exodus 
on one of the vi-tal support units has been succintly des
cribed by Obasanjo. See Obasanjo, My Command, (London: 
Heinemann, 1981), pp. 26-28. 

^ ̂  "Robin Luckham, The Nigerian Military: a sociological 
analysis' of authority and revolt, 1960-67, (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1980), p. xii. -

• 4 

37The Military Balance, 1972-1973, (London: IISS, * 
1972). 

J"Daily Times (Lagos), 13 January 1976; New Nigerian 
(KadunaJT 13 January 1976; also Sunday Time-s, 18 January 
1976. 

39Daily Times, 13 January 1976, p. 5. 
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4QIbid., p. 5. j 

41 The Military Balance, 1972-73; 1986-81; and 1983-84 

42See, inter alia," Ti-j-jani and Williams (eds.) / Shehu 
Shagari, Chapter 12, -*"The Armed, Forces Serve the .Nation", pp. 
333-344; Alha-ji Akanbi, "Technology and National Defence 
Capabili'ty-Pol°±*cy Options", .(paper presented by the Minister 
of Defence at the NIIA, 1982); W.I. Aleyideinp, "Moderniza
tion of the Armed Forces of Nigeria", (Kuru,' November 1982); 
"Nigeria's Armed Forces™, New African, October 1979, pp. 29-
30; personal interviews with some-senior members of the armed 
forces at the National Institute for Policy and Strategic 
Studies, .and at Bonny Camp, Lagos, in April 1983 (see the 
section on data collection and validation m the introductory 
chapter)'. 

4""t 
For a theoretical amplification on these structural ; 

categories, see° Huntington, The Common Defense, Chapter One/ 
For the Nigerian base s£udy°„ see Aleyideino, "Modernization 
of the Armed Forces of Nigeria1" ai*,d Col. S. Balogun, "Command 
and -Control: a case study of military organisation in 
Nigeria", (SEC-4, National Institute Library, Kuru, 1982), o 

For a detailed consideration of the distinction 
between 'task specialist' and 'social specialist', see Norman 
Dixon's" analysis: ' ^ <>* 

As a 'task specialist] a leader's prime 
concern is to achieve the group's osten
sible goal; in the case of the military, 
defeating the enemy....In his capacity .as-
'social specialist', however, a leader's 
main function is to preserve good per
sonal relations within the group, thereby 
so maintaining morale as to keep the 
group in being. In the military milieu 
the function of a successful social 
specialist, would prevent mutiny and re
duce such symptoms of low morale as 
•absenteeism, desertion, sickness and 
crime. Norman Dixon, On the Psychology •> 
of Military Incompetence, (London: 
Futura, 1983), p. 216. 

"Ian Campbell, "Army Reorganisation and Military With
drawal", p. 60. 

4°The tjtwift and clinical action taken by Murtala 
Muhammed to rid the military command (as well as the -civil 
service) of the brazen and decrepit elements, while exceed-

r> 
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ingly endearing to the public, was, however, not without an 
unsettling and potentially explosive impact on the military, 
as the abortive coup led by Lt. Col. Dimka (February 1976), 
demonstrated. Thus, KeitlS Panter-Brick has noted: 

The enforced removal of Gowon, the com
pulsory retirement of the most senior 
officers, the rapid elevation-of the new 
Qhief of Army Staff, and the appointment 
of many young and middle ranking, officers 
to senior posts in government and the 
armed forces, all tended to erode the 
corporate unity of the arm"y° The promo
tions exercise, overlapping as it did an 
ill-timed and badly-presented programme 
of army retrenchment, found the comman-

\„ " ders and the leaders of the new adminis-
' '. tration occupying an ̂ extremely exposed 

and delicate position. Ethnic tensions, 
service rivalries and personal animosi-
' tiels began once more to surface at every 
level of the army hierarchy. 

Keith Panter-Brick (ed„), Soldiers and Oil, (London: Billing 
Ltd., 1978), p. 92. Although Panter-Brick's observation is 
inherently flawed in, its selective exaggeration, the seething 
discontent within the military establishment prior to the 
^abortive•coup lends it a measure of authenticity. 

47See West Africa, 2 February 1976. Also see Federal 
Military Government, News Release, No. 780, 29 June 1976. 

48West Africa, 2 February 1976; and New Nigerian 
(Kaduna), 26 January 1976. " 

4^Campbell, "Army Reorganisation and Military With
drawal", p. 61. o 

5v)See Isola Olomala, "The Demobilisation of Nigerian 
Troops, 1946-50: probl*e~*jis anj^conseguences", Odu, (Ile-Ife), 
No. 13, January 1976, pp. 4~0-5 9. 

51Nigerian Observer, 17 March lp72, p. 1. 
CO O 
3,iObasanjo, My Command, p. 72. 
53See, New Nigerian*, 2 January 1976. 
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^4See Danjuma's interview with Radio/Television, Kaduna 
(RTK), reported in Daily Times, 13 January 1976. 

•> ' » 
55Daily Times, 19 March 1977, p. 1= ** 

"Nelson (ed„), Nigeria, Chapter 5, "National Security", 
p. 253• 

57See Miners, The Nigerian Army„ pp. 97-100. 

"widespread public criticism of the enormous cost and 
size of the Nigerian military establishment may be dated back 
to 1972,- with the official publication by the then Federal 
Commissioner of Finance, Obafemi Awolowo. His revelation 
that it was 'now costing Nigeria inore to maintain the armed 
forces in peace than driving ,the war', profoundly sensitized 
informed public opinion toward this issue, as the media 
debate in the 1970s attests. See Obafemi Awolowo, On Finan
cing the Nigerian Civil War, (Lagos: Federal Ministry of 
Information, 1970). 

In 1975, three weeks after the removal of Gowon from 
office, he issued a long press release on 'Tasks before the 
new administration', which included some incisive comments 
about defence expenditures and the imperative of demobilisa
tion: 

The effectiveness of an army, as an 
offensive and defensive force, does not 
necessarily consist in the number of 
•croops nor even essentially in superior 
weapons. It consists basically in its 
discipline, morale, and efficiency.... 

•*̂  Nigeria now has the largest army in 
Africa south of the Sahara; and we spent 
40 percent out of total recurrent expen
diture for 1975/76 on 270,000 men and 

t women in army uniform....The reorganisa
tion of the army, as I understand it, 
must be a multi-faceted problem of dis
cipline, morale, and efficiency....But a 
drastic reduction in the number of troops 
as well as the strengthening, retraining 
and re-equipping of the remaining troops 
pis also an essential part of the reorgan
isation, and evidently more in keeping 
with our overall and long term national 
interest...1975, pp. 12, 13, 21, 29) and 

" continued ibid., 22 August 1975, pp. 7, ° 
12, 21, 23. "*** 

••v* 
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As a consequence, during the late 1970s the largest 

single source of defence expenditures was military housing. 
The total cost of the project was roughly estimated at over 
Si billion in the 1976-80 period; reportedly F350 million was 
spent on military accommodations in Kaduna in one year alone. 
In 1981 barracks construction was reported to be near comple
tion. See Federal Republic of Nigeria, Federal Government 
Budget, (Lagos, 1977-78, 1978-79, and 1979-80). Also consult 
Isaac Mowoe, "Nigeria: the temperate transformers" in J. 
Mowoe (ed.). The Performance of Soldiers as Governors* 
African politics and the African Military^ (Washington: Uni-
versity Press of America, 1980), pp. 313-373; "100,000 sol
diers for barracks soon", Daily Times, 30 August 1978; 
Report, January 1979 - rfarch 1981; Keesing's Contemporary 

rArchives, (London),. January 1976 - March 19 81; New Nigerian 
(Kaduna)^ 22 November 1980; West Africa, 7 July 1979 and 21 
April 1981; and "1,294 flats completed". Daily Times, 24 
February 1979. ' ' 

71See, among others, "Made-m_Nigeria armoured cjars-
soon", Daily Times (Lagos), 20 September 1979; K^ Gooding, 
"Nigeria's drive for self-sufficiency", Financial Times, 
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trinity is defined by the three* "characteristic modes of 
action by which navies carry jout ,their purposes: namely, the 
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Navys problems and prospects", Nigerian Herald, 14 June 
1978; Commander O.A. Oladineji, "Integrated Maritime Guard 
System: Security Arrangement for Policing in Land, Waters, 
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(New York: Crane, Russak, 1\977), especially, Part One. 
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110/3/973, March 1984, pp. 55-59; "Nigerian Naval Maxi-
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°-*-The concept of 'defense community' is related to but 

different from 'security community' alluded'to in Chapter 
Five. Its realm of focus is preeminently national defence 
policy formation: policy inputs, strategy and force plan
ning. Conceived m terms of structure and function (struc
tural-functional analysis), the. concept of defense community 
comprises four elements: .a) the -participants'—those who • are 
'attentive to and undertake 'to influence policy outcomes from 
inception through execution; b) the channels—the • 'inter
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to present, and relevant means-ends calculations, as per
ceived ty its decision-makers, it is not difficult to -see 
that military-strategic forecasting is inseparably with and, 
in turn, mfluenqea forecasting of the world political situa
tion. This last constitutes the inescapable political and 
ideological" component of military planning. 

The pattern of arms acquisition by the Nigerian defense 
establishment between 1967 and 1SL79 unmistakably reflects 
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rJE 

427 

14 9-178; Robert Keohane, "The Bit Influence of Spall Allies", 
Foreign Policy, 1 (Winter 1971), pp. 163-181, and Ilan Peleg, 
"Arms Supply to the. Third Wprld—Models and Explanations", 
Journal of Modern African Studies, 5, 1 (1977), pp. 91-103. " 

85Knorr, The Power of Nations, p. 23; pp. 110-lllw-
1 0 ' ' 

P 
86Ibid.T p. 111. - , » 
87See Clifton Berry and H. Howarth, "Modernizing Egypt's 

Armed Forces", International Defense Review, 4 (1984), pp. 
399-410. See also ."Africa's Defence Needs, World Spotlight", 
Daily Times, (Lagos),<• 2 February 1983 (f eaturing presenta
tions at the conference of; African Institute for Strategic 
Studies, Gabon); and Andrew Pierre, The Global Politics of 
Arms Sales, (Princeton: Princeton University Press,' 1992), 
Part Four, especially pp. 306-311. ' x 

88There were four Bragadiers, two Air Commodores, and 
twelve colonels at the institute in 1983 during my sojourn as 
a' research assistant in the Research Department of the Insti
tute. Also present were senior officials from the Ministries 
of Defence and External Affairs, among others. • < 

89See "Air FOrCe MIG Fighter Crashes", Daily Times, 21 * 
February 1979 and Afrique Defense, (Paris>, No. 2 (May 1978), 
p. 13. In 1980, the Royal A-tr Force (Britain) lost three 
tornadoes -in training flights in the same month, while 27 
Harriers of the U.S. Marine Corps fell out of the sky in^fehe 
same year (1980). ,, \j 

3"Imobighe, "African States and Defence Agreements \ ' 
with Foreign Powers ", p . 9. " ^^ 

9-J;See Daily Times (Lagos)," 15 August 1979; Richard Burt, 
"Nigeria ordars Soviets" to reduce advisors from 40 to 5", 
NSw York Times, 22 August 1979; and "Nigeria asks Russians to 
leave", The Guardian, (London), 24 August 1979.' 

» 
9 2 M a r s h a l l S inge r , "Foreign P o l i c i e s of Small S t a t e s " , 

i n Rosenau, Thompson, Boyd (eds . ) , World P o l i t i c s , (New, York: 
F r e e P r e s s , 1976) , p . 2 8 3 . 

) 
93Nels*on, Nigeria, p. 269= * / 

?4See interview with Major General Buhari, West Africa, 
27 February 1984, pp. 425-426; and Margaret Novickip inter
view with Ibrahim Gambari (the Commissioner for External 
Affairs), Africa Report, 29, 3 (May-June, 1982), pp. 4*4-47. 



s 428 

"Military policy is in equilibrium when: a) no sharp 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

The Military Instrument and Nigeria's Foreign Policys 

the future from a minimalist perspective 

In the past, especially until August 
1975, Nigeria's style lacked dynamism and 
action. It elevated low-profile into a 
virtue, and low-keyed personalities into 
heroes and saints. It failed to respond 
correctly to the needs of Africa, and 
could not offer leadership in action and 
thought which Nigeria's human and mater
ial endowments demanded from Nigeria in 
the context of Africa and the Black race. 
New thoughts on Nigeria's foreign policy 
should therefore aim at achieving dynamic 
Style and action-orientation in the con
duct of foreign policy. These imply that 
the makers of Nigeria's foreign policy 
should: (1) cultivate the sense of 
moment and timing whi^h will enable them 
to seize initiatives correctly particu
larly on African affairs, and sustain 
such initiatives; (2) avoid vacillation; 
and (3) sell the country's postures and 
decisions "aggressively" using all the... 
means available to Nigeria. 

Ray Ofoegbu[l] 

...Therefore during the next decade 
Nigeria must adopt a low profile. It is 
less costly and yields greater dividends 
than a tough and inflexible approach. It 
has to be remembered that one of the 
remarkable post-war developments in the 
international scene-is tnat militar-*- and 
economic force has limited utility 
value. Indeed, it can be counterproduc
tive. The same is true of the tactics of 
bullying and confrontation. More tang
ible results can be achieved through 
close consultation, co-operation and sen-
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sitivity to the feelings of the leaders 
and people of other states. Therefore a 
low profile in the 1980s will surely be 
in the interest of the country. 

Olajide Aluko[2] 

Any evaluation and critique' of the instrumentality of 
» 4 

military pov/er in Nigerian foreign policy would be essential

ly ixlcomplete without an attempt at conjecture about future ' 

direction from past and current trends. This is particularly > 

so in a condition^of changing dynamics in its operational 

environment (both domestic and systemic) which may.either 

provoke activist and forceful responses to regional 'challenges 

(as.wa's the case in the late-1970s) or compel more intkrospec- „ 

tive postures and mtyted policy behaviours. The latter VLS 

currently the case in terms of adverse developments in \ 

Southern Africa which threaten,? one of Nige^a'S fundamental 

policy goals: the eradication of colonialism*^ racism, and 

apartheid from the continent.! 3 J . < » \ 

Either trend in governmental perceptions and'definitions 

of Nigeria's policy response is bound to have implications^ 

for the *role-onentation of the nat-.onal armed forces and 
c 

defence planning. However, unhappily, despite the 

researches, projections or forecasts of new futurologists, [4] 

neither subsequent developments iri internal environment 
- t 

(capability factors relating to the industrial and economic 

infrastructures and military strength) nor concomitant* policy 
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responses can be predicted with much Certainly. So this 

-chapter in essence dwells on specific salient 'issue-areas' 

in Nigeria's military statecraft, within the context of-pxob-

able regional and global environments of the nineteen eight-

ies and nineties. The first section, thus establishes the 

contextual framework—possible changes and directions in 
„ i * 

•relevant global and continental parameters-—of Nigeria's 

future military policy and#defence planning. This is fol

lowed by a reasoned evaluation (to the, extent that this„ 

possible) of Nigeria's status within the-^regional subsystem 

(based on capability considerations) which may or may not 

affect decision-makers* perception of what^ role it should 
i 

play ln future crises*. The third section examines* policy 

choices concerning the structural underpinning affecting the 

operational capability of Nigeria's armed forces: the local 

'military-industrial complex'. The two final sections con-

sider, respectively, current debates, proposals and probable 

policy directions concerning (l) 'the nuclear option' and 

(n) alliance commitments (ECOWAS Defence Protocol and any 

Pah-African Defence Force). 
t . 

a) The Future of Military Power: global and continental 

dimensions• " 

As the extensive modernist versus realist debate of tĥ f 

1960s and early 1970s (examined in Chapter One) corroborates,' 
•** 

academic projections about future direction, role; and-

\ 
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usability of national military power as an instrument in the 

contemporary international system can, in the words of 

° Immanuel Kant, 'become a trap for the,- overbold and the 

unwary'. The myriad difficulties of forecasting future roles 

for national military instrument of statecraft are'fairly 

obvious. / 

Given the overall complex of reality involved, and -the 

formidable problems of computing global and regional distri

bution of the relevant changes in parameters, such a futuris

tic exercise is,at best analytically tentative, prescriptive-

ly quixotic, and, in certain cases, a dangerous misdirection 

of effort. Since* national military systems and their employ-

ment are intended to achieve national policy objectives in 

the international arena, their usability and effectiveness 1^ 
* ** 

always conditional on particular circumstances. Considered 

abstractly the three m a m referents of this proposition— 

national armed forces, policy objectives, and international/ 

regional arena—concern realities that are, first, inter-,*" 

dependent, second, highly complex, and third, subject to <*• 

change elver time. It may be further hypothesized that change 

in any ofae reality is apt to impinge.in a complex manner on 

the others.* / , 
/ To put it differently,/ whether national military forces 

and their operational doctrines contribute to the achievement 
r 

of national security and policy .goals, and the extent of any 

contribution, depend upon the nature of foreign and defence 
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policy objectives as well as on the-properties of the inter-
4 *~ 

M- ' , 

national .arena and the1 suitability of military systems and 

their use. In s,hortf the continued utility *of national 

military power is a function of their suitability to both* 

policy and international environments, since successful mili

tary policy and performance—whether in the role of deter

ring, threatening or war making—demands that capabilities, 

objectives, and1'environments are properly reconciled. The 

complex mterrelatedness of these variables, and their 

inescapable impact on national policy concerning the use of 

military force, can be more than illustrated; it can also be 

explained (see Chapters One and Two). 

However, the question of paramount importance to this 

chapter is whether the contemporary international system— 

dominated as*it is by-considerations of security that make 

national militaries an indispensable instrument of policy— 

will continue indefinitely? Or is the system of nation-

.states (and nascent international regimes) in a 'revolution

ary process of change' that^is making war, national military 

power, and security concerns obsolete? While *cecen% events 

in human history—engendered by the inexorable and constant 

ynamics of social and technological parameters—have pro-

foundly undefined convenient assumptions that 'things will 

be as they are in the present', 'recent research On projection 

and forecasting has failed to reduce the essential unpredict

ability of future trends and events. Arguably, the introduc-
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tion of such imaginative techniques and instruments as the 

Delphi Technique, gaming, simulation and increasingly sophis

ticated computer systems in policy planning have constituted 

a major departure from past practice of reliance on sheer 

judgment, yet their usefulness can be exaggerated. [ 5 ] „ Pro

jection from recent trends—on which these techniques oper-
V t 

ate—is at'best an indication of what is possible. It would 

be problematic enough to identify all the variables—poli-

tical, military, economic, social, ideological, cultural, 

demographic, technological, etc.—that have affected systemic 

transformation in the past, and might conceivably do so in 

the future. It is almost impossible to measure properly 

• these dynamic factors.! 6] 

Although the 'behavioural revolution" m the social 

sciences since the late-1950s has considerably sharpened the 

methodological basis of observation relating to relevant 

future trends, "and sometimes even allows us to 'measure' 

(attach weight to) them in a rough fashion, trends are 

affected'by other forces in ways and with strengths that are 

impossible to predict. These-difficulties are inherent in 

any desire to predict events that are essentially unique. 

For example, at the global leyel, hardly any of the European 

statesmen or their* defence planners predicted prior to 1939 

profound systemic changes (Configuration and outcome: 

'nuclear bipdlarity, the emergence of socialist China, 

decolonization, the concomitant decline and subordinate sta-
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tus of such former imperial powers and Britain, France and 

Germany) wrought by the Second World War and the atomic and 

thermonuclear revolutions. The ' 'watershed event' (to use 

E.H. Carr's phrase) itself—World War II—as historians con

stantly remind us, was not unconnected with the unforeseen 

rise of Nazi Germany, German rearmament, and the rise of 

Japan as a dissatisfied and militarily-aggressive power. 

A more glaring and recent example, at the regional 

level, of the 'hopelessness of prediction' or conjecture[7] 

about the future was the sudden collapse of the Portuguese 

empire in Africa in the mid-1970s and the tremendous and 

step-level impetus it gave to decolonisation in Southern 

Africa. The dramatic nature of this event (engendered by the 

coup in Portugal in 1974 whicfi followed a series of costly 

military setbacks for the Portuguese military command in 

Mozambique, Angola and Guinea-Bissau) became only too obvious 

from the pessimistic (in some cases derisive) writings and 

projections in the early 1970s about the prospect of libera-

ti6n in Southern Africa by the year -2,0 00.[8] These writings 

(some of which specifically disputed the possibility of mde- « 

pendence in Angola, Mozambique, and Zimbabwe by the end of 

century) now stand as monuments to academic orthodoxy and 

misperceptioh constituting in the words of Mazrui, 'an 

onlooker's separation from the demands" and processes of 

active revolutionary struggle'.[ 9] . •" -. 
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Despite these demonstrable difficulties in forecasting 

future development^ both at the global and regional levels, 

it remains the indispensable—and indeed urgent—task of 

national defence planning which guides a state's military 

policy, to anticipate expected politico-military environment 

five, ten, or fifteen years hence, within which resort to 

military force might occur. This process involves, inter 

alia, making informed conjectures and assumptions about 

future contingencies: the probable nature and properties of 

the international system and configuration of international 

power, future opponents and capabilities, and the future ^ 

possible impingement of dominant military alliances on extra-

regional conflicts; estimates of such variables as the effec

tiveness and impact of new battlefield technologies, the 

probable duration of a future conflict, the direction of 

probable enemy strategic doctrine and planning, and the man

ner m which threats to national security arê  likely to 

develop. 110] Taken together these variable's constitute the 

politico-military environment of national security policy, 

which inescapably affects the relation of military power to 

national purposes. Assessments (erroneous or correct) in 

turn form the bases or assumptions underlying national 

defence and foreign policy postures. Such assessments also 

provide the 'scientific data1 for doctrinal developments 
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which, as noted in Chapter Six, provide 'the goal-oriented 

guidance' for military procurement, organisation, and opera-

tion. 

The tentative assumption and analytical position regard

ing the future of the military as an instrument of policy, 

both at the global and regional levels, offered in this chap-

ter are preeminently minimalist. While not altogether disput-

ing the 'modernist'/'idealist' argument about the profound 

and emerging transformation in the mode of relations between 

states—which, according to analysts of this school of 

thought, make military force 'less and less relevant to human 

aspirations'—it is to be contended here that those develop

ments (see Chapter One) stressed by modernists are secondary 

perturbations—dependent rather than independent brv control

ling variables—in the rise of what John Herz has aptly 

described as the 'new territoriality".til] In other words* 

1 

barring a major catastrophe such as a cataclysmic confronta

tion between the superpowers, the international system will 

remain in the foreseeable future essentially state-centriC. 

So too will the security imperatives which presently frame 

and inform international transactions although, as argued in 

chapter" three, they must now be understood in wider and 

subtler terms vthan the crude employment of military force. 

The international system will thus remain 'divided against 

itself. As Kenneth Waltz reminds us, it is, and will still 

•be, a 'self-help system'.[12] 
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The logical derivative from the foregoing is that as 

long as autonomous states are militarily sovereign, force 

will remain the ultimate arb-^ter in the settlement of inter

state conflict. Since this is the inherent dynamic of the con

temporary international system, resort to force by govern

ments in situations unyielding to pacific strategies becomes 

a "systemic necessity' and, hence, inescapable, unless the 

system itself is essentially transformed. It is m this context 

that the conceptualisation of 'war and peace' as opposite 

sides of the same com, whose causal foundation rests on 

competing nation-state units, by~such eminent theorists as 

Raymond Aron and Hans Mor-genthau is to be understood. [ 13 ] 

For example Aron's postulate of relations among states as 

consisting of the 'alternatives of war and peace', is invar

iably based on his assumption that a 'political unit claims 

the right to take justice into its own hands and to be the 

sole arbiter of the decision to fight or not to fight'.[14] , 

His supporting argument (as Morgenthau's) is equally obvious 

from his massive treatises that since statesmen, acting in 

pursuit of their national interests, operate in an anarchical 

international environment (distingishable from a national 

environment by the absence of authoritative political insti

tutions, legal systemsr and commonly accepted standards of 

conduct) war is almost inevitable. Put differently? war is 

the natural, logical and perhaps almost inevitable relation

ship among 'communities* which," in thq absence of a, supranational 
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governmental entity, reduce their political relations to a 

competition (as well as cooperation or indifference3) for 

prevalence with an -"admixture of firepower*. 

From this perspective, two hypotheses concerning the 

future of the% military instrument* in statecraft-—at both 

.global and regional levels—may be established. First,' a 

system 6f competing "national units -carries the risk of mill- , 

tary force. And second, military force, as manifested in 

war, is a means not an end in itself, however justified in „ 

the name of the beliefs and values of nation^states. In this 

regard, it is not surprising that the use of military force 

or the threat -of-its use is often fired by that 'false and 

malificient religion'—the ideology of nationalism. 

Nationalism, as Toynbee rightly notes, 'provides the symbols, 

values and beliefs in devotion to which modern people every-, V 

whei-e, cling to unlimit-ed and restricted sovereignty and 

thereby make it impossibJis, thsus far, to make even a modest 

beginning in the direc^ipp of limited world government which 

could put an end to power politics and international anar

chy'. [15 J 

The policy corollary of Toynbee's observation is of 

course that to ensure their survival as sovereign units, 

states must' make the preservation or improvement of their 

'power of resistance* a principal objective of their foreign 

policy. This transformation into policy consideration of 

what is in itself a mere consequence of the international 
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system.as a 'threat system' follows less from an abstract 

conception, of praxis as critics of realism are often quick to 

assert. On the contrary, such a behavioural tendency on the 

part of governments, irrespective of status, ideological 

persuasionVor political system, attests to the profound 

security concerns which continue to remain rooted m the very 

* nature of the^mternational system. Traditionally, this goal 

has been pursued through 'balance of power' policies and 

collective security measures (Military alliances) which, 

inter alia, sought to preserve the status quo by preventing 

(or neutralising) the rise of hegemonic powers. The dynamic 

of action in this respect remains the consideration that 

because of the difficulty of achieving peace"through inter

national law and organisation, or even by means of world 

government, it is necessary to devise other arrangements for 
* -> 

the"management of power. 
M , ' 

_^ Thus, both the balance „of power and collective defence 
systems approaches are said to furnish important regulatory 

? 
1 4 

dev ices t o p reven t any one na t i on or group of n a t i o n s from 

ach-Leving^hegemony. [16] This policy trend was as much a ~) 

feature of pre-1945 Europe as i t now i s of contemporary 

" in t e rna t iona l sV/Stem dominated by two formidable mil&tary power blocs!- I t i s a l so arguably an emerging tendency in a 

regional subsystem -such as Africa, given the explosive combi-

^__/ nat ion of such unse t t l ing fac tors a s : ( I ) the spread of the 

cold war in to the 'African per iphery ' , ( i i ) r i s ing defence 
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expenditures, (ill) regional rivalries, (iv) economic col-
o-

lapse, (v) political instability, (vi) civil strife, (vii) 

moribund dictatorships, and (viii) vestiges of colonialism in 

Namibia and South Africa. These seem to mark an irreversible 

trend towards regional vigilantism and realpolitik rather „ 

than the primacy of 'mtra-system solutions' based on norma

tive considerations.•* As John Burton aptly concludes: 'There 

is probably no greater common factor than the assumption that 

states depend for their existence upon power, and achieve 

their objectives by power, thus making the management of 

power the m a m problem to be -solved*.[17] 

Seen within this analytical framework, it may thus be 

„speculated that, both at global and continental levels, mili

tary power will in the future, as at present, continue to be a 

crucial factor in structuring international relationships. 

The high aggregate level of world "expenditures on military 

forces-supports this assumption. For example, by 1983 world 

military spending was running at about $410 billion yearly or 

nearly, '$1 million a minute*—about 500 percent more than the 
t 

' 1960-1970 average".[18] In regional terms, Africa's rate of 

militarization outstripped that of every other region outside 

the Middle East in the 1970s. By 1,983 continental tensions 

and rivalries had pushed annual weapons costs up to $20 bil

lion. As argued in Chapter ,Two, such a high rate of defence 
/ 

spending among African countries is indicative of the 

inexorable tendencies on the part of an increasing number of 
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governments to achieve a significant level of military 

strength from a relatively meager foundation; to advance 

their interests and objectives against real or potential 

adversaries. 

Given this unabated and combative trend toward "militar

isation' (an extension of military influence to civilian 

spheres, including economy and socio-political life) and 

Imilitaris»- (the rush to armaments, the growing role of 

defence establishments in national and international affairs, 

the use of force as an instrument of political power etc.) at 

both regional and global levels, the paramount challenge for 

Nigeria—as^ a political entity with definite foreign and 

security policy objectives—remains to augment its military 

option while exercising circumspection in its use. As noted 

in the preceding chapter, such a policy direction has become 

virtually an article of faith among decision-makers since 

1966 as clearly evident in an official statement by the 

former President—Shehu Shagari—in 1981, that 'a modernised 
•4T 

and well-equipped force can be expected to discharge credit

ably and positively the task of defending the largest Black 

nation on earth; and only such a force jpan give adequate 

credibility and expression to Nigeria's strong foreign policy 

posture'. [19 ] One astute observer of the Nigerian polity has 
fa 

noted in this regard that: ***̂  
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' Nigerians seem to feel that they have a 
duty to match their political importance 
in Africa and the world with military 
strength. The recent apparent threat to 
«West African countries from Libya's 
activities in Chad has strengthened this 
view; and, however, unrealistically, in 
the future they see a showdown with South 
Africa.[20] 

Perhaps the greatest difficulty facing any systematic 

discussion, of the future role of military power in Nigeria's 

foreign policy iss (1) how to draw T?ne nedessary distinction 

between what is desirable and what is possible, and (ii) the 

possibility of confident prediction about the anticipated 

politico-military environment (the three 'concentric* circles' 

of Nigeria's foreign and security policy environments., dis

cussed in Chapter Six), five, ten, or fifteen years hence,-

within which Nigeria's military power nfight be activated in 

crises. -. . 

The first of these two considerations "necessarily mvol-

ves accurate balancing of .objectives "and commitments—such a's 

preventing a deterioration in the -geographic and military 
> 

status quo in the neighbouring states and the total libera

tion of Africa—-within the,overall context of its current and 

projected capabilities (see section (b), below). Policy 

objectives may be desirable but unrealistic in 'terms of given 

national capabilities and hence court failure. They may be 

unrealistic because the military and non-military means of 

international prevalence available to the Nigerian government 
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are insufficient to produce desired policy results.such as 

the 'total decolonisation of Africa' (Namibia and South 

Africa); or, because employing Nigerian armed forces m cer-

tain ways is inappropriate in certain conditions to a parti

cular policy goal, such as ̂ restoring normalcy to Chad through 

peacekeeping (see Chapter Four). However, for a number of 

reasons—elaborated in general m Chapter One-, section c--it 

is far from easy to calculate the relevance of military means 

to the achievement of certain policy objectives. It is far 

from easy to foresee precisely because the 'relevant reali

ties; and their^interaction are complex"; because the total0 

problem must for purposes of decision-making, 'be decomposed 

into manageable parts*; and because 'the results ofo these 

analyses muBt be brought together and sensibly integrated for 

proper decision-making'. [ 21] 

Part of the reason for th= failure of the two Nigerian 

peacekeeping operations in Chad—independently in 1979 and as 

part of the OAU Force in Chad in 1982 — was due to over

estimating ,the receptivity of the various domestic factions, 
4 

,or, more appropriately, underestimating the delimitations 

imposed by the 'farrago of confusing and confounding contra

dictions' in the Chadian polity about such peacekeeping oper-

ations (as opposed to peace enforcement—the Libyan approach). 

According to one member of the Advisory Council on Foreign 

Affairs in the Muhammed/Obasanjo era—Ola'jide Aluko—the 

majority of representations from the academic community was 
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clearly against such an undertaking? citingv. the Congo (1960-

63) and Cyprus as'persuasive examples. [ 22 ] -However; having 

committed itself in the Lagos and Kano Accords to dispatching 

a neutral force to Chad to separate the warring factions, the 
* i, 

sentiment in the Supreme Military Council was clearly in a 

different direction. "„ -? 
• "" 

The second consideration concerns future developments in 

Nigeria's primary*politico-military environment—the African. 

subsystem—which impact on its security interests and, as a 

consequence, may necessitate the employment of national armed 
4M 

forced either coercively in order to influence the behaviour 

of 6pponents or in order to alter or preserve the status quo 

by sheer military feat; or, furthermore, providing the* 

•mecJ-ianism for interventionary or 'preventive diplomacy' 

(peacekeeping) for intra-^ or inter-state conflict, where such 

an endeavour may be considered appropriate. This environment 

necessarily^encompasses three basic"properties to which I 

turn next: (i) situational conditions which may provoke a 

military reaction; "(ii) probable opponents; and ( m j prob

able allies. , ' . 

i) v Situational Stimuli ' 

Regarding the first category, two*probable scenarios, 

involving two subzones with preeminent concern for Nigeria's 

policy'planners—West and. Southern Africa—may be posited. 

In the West African subzohe—ECOWAS—it may be speculated 
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that«a deterioration m "the geographic, military and poli

tical \s_tatuscmo in cany neighbouring country--with inevitable 

spillover effect for Nigeria, in terms of refugees and armed 

incursions into border towns etc.—may in future prompt an 

interventional military response on the part of Nigeria. 

It, therefore', makes a considerable difference Whether or not 

those countries "on the immediate strategic horizon of 

* Nigeria—enfeebled as, they are by increasing poverty—will be 
\ -

rent ̂ by'civil 3strife and so sus^ptible to direct and 

•indirect aggression' such as French mterventionism or mer-

cenary adventurism, which in the past has affected such West 
^ j ^ 

African countries as Benin, CJhad, Guinea, Togo and Nigeria. 

The latter development—mercenary adventurism—ha's been 

of cardinal concern to Isuccessive Nigerian governments, as 

the "Nigerian-Benin defence accord in 1979,- following the 

company of mercenaries of French and 

American origin to overthrow the 'socialist government of 

Kerekou, attests. However strenously'denied by the countries 

involved, a survey of the.pattern and mode of operation of 
the numerous instances of mercenary involvement ii*u Africa is -

* • 
revealing m one vital respect: that merceharism has become*, 

, "s; 

an adjunct of the ! Third Option* 'force'(covert operation) 4t 

the disposal of extra-continental 'powers seeking to ensure' 

favourable outcomes m areas of vital economic and strategic 

importance to them[23] As Jonathan"Bloch has rightly noted, 

"if one reason has to be sought for the increase in their yse 

file:///s_tatuscmo
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it lies in the changed balance of power in the post--colonial 

worlds today unofficial means have to be used to jchange the 

situation in former dependencies'.[24] This observation 
-** V 

points to the geopolitical underpinning of an increasing 

mercenary menace in contemporary Africa* 

CIA recruitment, for example, of American and European 

mercenaries to f lght m Angola in 1975-76, was part of an 

overall strategy of the Nixon-Kissinger administration to 

influence the outcome of the conflict in the West's 

favour[25]. In much the/sa*»e vein, the British government" 

ignored the massivefrecruitment drive for mercenaries from 

among British elite forces for Rhodesia. The Rhodesian Air 

Force, for instance, .alone wa-s reckoned to contemn 400 

Britons and a British company—Airwork Services—maintained 

it throughout the UDI period. Recruitment from Britain took 

place at all levels but the mercenaries were drawh primarily 

from .the. Green ̂ Howards, Royal Green Jackets, Parachute Regi-
" -v " * ' 

ment and Royal Marines, all clotaely associated with the 
** n * <"** 
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British SAS. The bulk of these mercenaries constituted the 
Rljodesian SAS C squadron, which was "responsible for 'Opera-

o • °" . 
tion Hurricane' in ŵ jich 250-300 women, men, and ehildren 

, * * • 

were shdt, shelle'd and napalmed to death in Mozambique m 

early 1979*, ["26] * ^ 

Nigeria's doctrinal response—articulated by the Obsanj*^*5 

government in 1979 following the Benin episode—was taV 
A a *» 

declare mercenansm, as well as other forms of. external acts 

o 
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Of subversion/ -a 'grave threat' to be met by superior 

counterforce. In this respect, article 16 of the ECOWAS 

Defence Protocol may be seen as providing the legal and 

normative basis for Nigeria's military response to such con

tingencies should its assistance be requested by its fellow 

member state.t 2 7 ] 

In Southern Africa, South Africa's continued illegal 

occupation of Namibia and perpetuation of apartheid within 

its boundaries are two interrelated factors perpetrating <-" 

regional conflagration that may in future draw Nigeria into a 

defensive military operation in support of the Front Line 

States. Despite the current sigh of relief widely expressed 

by Western commentators and policy makers following the 

" NkomatitAccord and the temporary cessation of hostility in 

the Namibian-Angola theatre (the later predicated upon the 

implementation of the UN resolution concerning Namibian inde

pendence), it would be exceedingly fatuous to expect any 

degree of future stability in the region within the"context 

of prevailing 'settler colonialism' in both South Africa and 

Namibia. As one perceptive writer recently concluded: 

The objective of regional stability in 
v Southern Africa will remain a chimera 

unless" the phenomenon of racial rule in 
South Africa is effectively dealt with. 
Since neither the international situation 
nor the configuration of. political forces 
within South Africa suggest that a signi
ficant movement away front white supremacy „ 
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- is imminent, one can expect a lengthy 
period of instability and resultant ten
sion within and among the states of the 
region.[281 

Indeed," the current hysteria of optimism expressed in 

the Western media—reminiscent of similar wishful thinking m 

the qarly 197As—can only be considered as disinclination to 

absorb the bitter lessons of recent history. Disinclination 

in this case is reinforced, as Hugh Tinker rightly notes, by 

the 'Kith and Kin factor and because of their economic 

investment in South Africa and their tacit, implicit accep

tance of the right of white people to rule'. [29] On the 

contrary, there is little reason to believe that the conti

nuation of the draconian racial order in South Africa and the 

annexation of Namibia as the f *tfth province of the white 

laager would provide a permanent basis for peace in the 

region. Seen in this light, the present accord between South 

Africa and M,ozambique and cessation of hostilities between 

the former(and Angola, to the extent that they affect the 

logistical biases of ANC-PAC and SWAPO, can only be considered 

transitory developments that merely postpone the inevitable. 

Barring peaceful transformation in the South African 

albinocracy and independence for Namibia, therefore, future 

developments within that region (such as the wanton massacres 

of Africans as m zeerust in 1957, Sekhukuneland m 1958, 

Pondoland in 1959, Sharpeville in 1960, Soweto in 1976 and 

Sobekmg m 1984 and renewed South African military pressures 
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against neighbouring states) may eventually translate the 

proposal for a Pan-African Task Force into reality* m which 

-) an economically revitalised and militarily capable Nigeria 

would inevitably play a vital role (see section (e) below). 

Such a future scenario is not altogether spurious, as many 

Western analysts readily contend. [30} As reflected in South 

African defence literature and in the organisation, training, 

doctrine, equipment and deployment of its military forces, 

this is a scenario that has been a subject of considerable 

debate in South Africa's 'defence community' and reflected m 

its defence planning. [ 31] Despite a defensive pronouncement 

on the theatre level by the apartheid regime, existing South 

African military doctrine calls for a 'dynamic' mobile 

defence, which would include local brigade- and division-

level armoured counter-attacks and deep-penetration air raids 

over 'enemy concentration' and logistical infrastructures. -
*•? -

In the maritime Rector, amphibious operations and strike 
* > 

missions by naval vessels are also planned. As one analyst 

put its 

Pretoria's perception of a conventional 
military threat focuses primarily on the 
black African states of Southern Africa. 
However, South African spokesmen speak - * 
often of a military threat from the 
Soviet Union and Cuba, and sometime men
tions Nigeria as a state that could 
become a major concern in the future... 
South African security and foreign policy 
planners have to be concerned with the 
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future when economically strong and poli
tically viable African states might * # 
develop the capability to launch a cred
ible attack on the x-hite redoubt to their 
South. [32] v-

Ironically, the very development—the Nkomati Accord— 

recently hailed by Chester Crocker as a victory for Reagan's . 

policy of 'constructive engagement' may well engender the 

necessary momentum1 towards institutionalization of a collec

tive defence system for Southern Africa. [33] This could well 

be the countervailing consequence of the widespread feeling 

of humiliation and resentment in Black Africa towards any 

development signalling an accommodation with fascist South 

Africa. It is in this-respect that the dynamics of events 

in Southern Africa could in future generate disenchantment m 

the so-called Front Line States resulting in the emergence of 

more radical and uncompromising regimes through military 

coups d'etat. As the Middle East precedent (in the states "of 

Egypt, Syria, Libya, Iraq and Iran) has demonstrated, such a 
t 

hostile dialectic cannot be ruled out in conditions of mortal 

systemic threat, fuelled in this context by the brazen 

^American policy of 'constructive engagement' and the increas

ing involvement of international pariah-Israel. [ 34] In other 

words, as one recent commentator-put it, 'there is little 

reason" to believe that whatever incremental moderation of 
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policy has been achieved by the recent accords, it is any

thing more than a temporary adjustment on the part of 

Mozambique and Angola'.[35] 

11) Probable Opponents 

Regarding the second .category of variables in Nigeria's 

politico-military environment, it obviously makes a differ
ed 

ence whether the two powers considered the most threatening 

to the cohesiveness and survival of Nigeria as a political 

unit—France and South Africa (see Chapters Three and Six)— 

will engage in indirect as well as direct aggression. Alter

natively, whether the present trend towards reciprocal accom

modation and mutually beneficial economic relationship 

between Nigeria and one of these powers—France—may become 

paramount. As suggested in the last chapter, the pervasive 

and tenacious involvement of France in West-Central Africa 

had been widely 'seen by Nigerian policy planners as constitu

ting a direct affront to its national security and also 

impeding 'the growth of the country's political, economic and 

cultural interests in the region*. [ 36 J 

Furious French resistance and economic blackmail of 

'francophone' West African countries in the early 1970s near

ly aborted Nigeria's effort to create the politico-economic 

and military institutional base—ECOWAS—for the transforma

tion of prevailing regional neo-colonial structures .and power 

relations. As Paris rightly perceives, the emergence of 
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Nigeria as the regional power centre around which indigenous 

interests can coalesce m relative security inevitably expe

dites the retrenchment of the neo-colonial structures of the 

French 'commonwealth' and the progressive development of 

autonomous systems of power in the 'new sovereign region'. » 

Since French economic interests entail its strategic presen-ce*" 

in West-Central Africa—involving, as in the past, blatant • 

military intervention and undisguised manipulation of midget 

states—the antagonistic relationship between Nigeria and 

France is arguably bound to continue -in the foreseeable 

future. In this respect--as the developing consensus between- / 

the Buhari and Gaddafi administrations over Chad por- ' , 

tends[37]—if Nigeria's military power reaches its projected 
J 

level by the end of the century, military cooperation between 

it and other Afr̂ scâ n states with similar interests in stem

ming French influence in the region cannot be totally dis

counted. a ' , 

In much the same vein, it is to be expected that the 

systemic threat to Nigeria originating from apartheid South 

Africa (see Chapters Three and Six) will become even,more 

ominous in the future, as the survival Imperative pushes- the 

white laager into a malign 'continental strategy'^entailing 
for targets of geographic distance, such as Nigeria, an 

essentially Sun Tzunian strategy bused on 'extraordinary and 
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indirect force' ('Chi').[38] As James Roherty), one of the 

laager's staunchest apologists in American acaldemia, has 
\> 

noted s ~=c-
*& 

RSA strategists...feel compelled to re-
"ject 'enclave options' and to -reach out 
to *our continent' not alone by dint \of-
geographical1propinquity, but -out of 
sober realisation that the fa/te of- tbi 
Republic .cannot be extricated from the 
fate of -the continent as a v*hole.[39]' 

if 

v, 

"^w. 

Clearly the emergence of Nigeria as the most .-jmccnhpro-
* - - • ' • - \ • y ' *-*. 

mising anti-japartheid ,sta-be„ in th*s continent in the 1970s, has, 
r D * \ * 

resulted in its mcorporatston-, fiito the South African sphere 

-of systemic security. Giy'en both physical distana© and 
l T> * 

limited logistical reach, the ̂ mode ,of South African's military 

policy toward Nigeria will in the" forseeable future remain , ̂  

essentially indirect: exp*ie*fc-tration of internal and external 

fissures (between Nigeria and neighbouring countries, for. 
•N ** b A-

example)% coupled w-ith in tens ive propagandt^^artd 'image-
. • ' —*——-c 

bui ld ing ' a c t i v i t i e s d i rec ted a t the Nigerian .populace, among^ 

o thers . ' For South .Africa, the una l te rab le g o a l i n t h i s 

regard, has been, t o uadermine t£he legi t imacy of the Nigerian 

"government's ant i-apartheid* cause among i t s own people, 

> weaken -domestic support "for the budgetary sacr\fice*s necesr 
f < r 

ca.x$ t o p rov ide- the m i l i t a r y m^tfans, and erode t h e w i l l t o a i d . 
' . " ' . *• \ ' 

both the Front Line S ta tes and^liBeration movements in ° ° 

Soafeharif' Africa. ' Onddr tjies©* circumstances, S*»uth Africa 's L 

Gturrroa^ (and arguably long-ter^af, barriing the in t roduct ion of 

* 

> -
**\ 
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Nigerian* troops into the region) strategy toward Nigeria can 

be seen as preeminently in the Sun Tsu tradition of "chi" or 

. ,extraordinary and indirect force. Unlike 'cheng", or normal 

and direct force, the former Tsu conception is applied exten---

sively to weaken an opponent to the point uhere only a mini-

"mum of"ordinary force is required to topple it.[40] 

Thus, from the South African perspective, if the 

'Nigerian state" is carefully neutralised uith its domestic 

environment no ̂ longer "in harmony uith the leadership aspira

tions', there will in fact be very little need for a future 

1 " military confrontation to overcome any threat posed to * 

t albinbcracy by Nigeria. This conceptualisation of the direc-

• *•' tion of South Africa's .strategic thinking concerning Nigeria 

-*** » is generally in keeping with ifes grand strategy highlighted 

by the 'Muldergate' affair. It is also an aspect of its 

. defence planning (the 'ak la carte strategy") confidently 

e- -articulated by official representatives of the .laager in 

„ /" recent times. For'example, 'Foreign Minister Pik Botha, in a 
*** V , • ° ' 4 ^ * 
/•N 

Si " t 

v 

discourse before parliamentQon 17 September 1981 asserted 

that 'the gravitational power1...of our geographical propin-

qui ty"-, and /economic imperatives' would lead to consolidation 

' Southern Africa, but t^t this could only be one aspect of 

*• 'total, national strategy' which 'must, perforce, take • 

in 

o* 

* " account* 4of the v entire ̂ contiiogen-if and its ocean
J flanks. South 

Africa, he '-continued, must 'establish its credibility and 
s. * - ' * ' 

d-fca-fcuo' as a neceopary, accoptable and, indeed,'desirably* 

• , •• tt ^ ' 44 » I 
O "* * * ( 4 

«, , - I*1 <* "* % ° a 

# 
/ 
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partner for other governments on the continent...uath a lit-

tie realistic assessment by Nigeria and certain adjustments 

by South Africa, these two important African countries could 

become a bulwark, in the real sense of the word, against 

foreign intrusion on our continent'.141] 

This theme of grand strategy (which in effect directs 

attention away from the dominant motif—'colonial struggle—of 

Mrican perceptions of apartheid South Mrlca to a xenophobic 

geopolitical perspective on regional conflict), to the extent 

that it is taken seriously in Nigeria or any other African 

state can only be aptly construed as a figment of Afrikaner 

imagination. Benign projections in orthodox Western litera

ture concerning future conflict configurations between South 

Africa and the rest of black African states notwithstand

ing, [42] the prevalence and continuation of the racist ethos 

and survival dynamics of "settler colonialism" in the laager 

'ensure the paramountcy of conflict rooted in diametrically 

opposite national interests between Nigeria and South Africa. 

From the viewpoint of Lagos, the South African fReich' is a 

•captive state' in which the African majority are literally 

' condemned to perpetual servitude to the economic and social 

welfare of the dominant white minority. The depth of this 

feeling among the Nigerian policy-making elite is evident in 

the following extract from a speech by a former head of 

Nigerian government at the iS7<6 OAU summit on Angola: 
- • - i & , 

x> 
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Mr. Chairman, when I contemplate the 
evils of apartheid my heart bleeds and I 
am sure the heart of every true blooded 
African bleeds. When -we talk of these , * 
evils ue are assured of the sympathy of 
the Western countries but when we call 
for sanctions to end this shame of 
Western civilisation^ suddenly the glit
ter of gold xn the form of high dividends 
becomes more convincing a consideration 
than the lives, *the liberty and the well-
being of Africans. [43 ] 

That the conflict dynamics generated by the apartheid 

syndrome and Afrikaner expansionism will m the future conti-

nue to be a salient feature of Nigeria's politico—military 

environment is incontestable. The formr>f the South African 

albmocracy' nearly eliminates any'chance for a fundamental 

peaceful transformation of existing relations between the 
A t 

dominant white minority and the African majority. The func-
^ * = ** 

tional dynamics of institutional parastatals and differential' 
incorporation based on race in contemporary Sou-£h Africa was 

* • *• 

clearly supportive of this -conclusion. 

The maintenance' of such 'corporate' ̂ d'ominknce now con

stitutes the raison d'etre of the contment^l-cum-hemispheric 

strategy of the laager. The major short-term objective of 

this strategy, as widely alluded to xn South African sources, 

is the 'neutralization' or whac P. Thandika Mkandawire has 

referred to as the 'Malawinisation', pf the Front Line 

States "through a- combination of diplomacy of violence ('for-

ward defence'), economic leverage and destabi'lisation poli-

A-' 
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-cies. The expected "result is ""to render her neighbours 

neutral m respect to efforts that would foster and direct 

*. > change, within" South African systems".! 44] 

- The hemisgRieric dimension/ on the other hand, assumes 

the. 'congruence of US, Latin American, and South African 

interests' (vis-a-vis the Soviet Union), and has as its 

principal.goal the de jure incorporation of South Africa—as 

Israel—into the United States" vision of global security, 

through the creation of a parallel structure to NATO in the 
* V * 

Southern hemispheres the South Atlantic Treaty Organisation 

involving Brazil, Argentina and 'South Af ric|u The expected 

result in ̂ this case—which complements the continental straJ- -

tegy—is" to obtain Western acquiescence in white minority 

rule^ and0, concomitantly to' avoid "pressurisation "for change' 

in South .Africa's 'domestic^ sociopolitical system. " While for 

the apartheid regime this objective vremams a distant dream 
t <a 

the impetus-and l e g i t i m i s a t i o n given", to i t s p o l i c i e s in the 
1 - ' 4, f t 

region by the --Reagan administration has further heightened ' * 
" " - p i - - • • * • ' 

<- * 
its- hope o'f success.. [*5] t ", (" , / • .- -

* *-•' * - -> *. . •'.•',- . r * -,, -

For Nigeria (a.s well .as/OAU Africa m"genera l ) t h i s 

'systemic -anomaly' in Southern ^Africa, forebodesj.one inescap-V, 

.-a 

ir 

able concliis-Lon: t- the ' p a r i s h e s t a t e ~c*£*South Africa will*.- s 

remain mTtehfe- indef i n i t e future a manor, antagonis t and po*ten>-. 

-x t i a l -source o^ -des t sb i l i s a t ioh^ in i t s . politico-mirlit*,ary 

ejivirj^nment.%'"""How bU^gerian poiic^-makers' sSnce 1970 have -

.endeavoured*tp mobil ise regional resources, through a cdliec--- tf 

/ 

?V> •D*-
«t/- 6 
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i 

tive -defence, s^stem-"-PanAf rican defence force—to deal'^with 

this long-forseen cancer in Africa will be examined in the 

final section of this chapter. 

n i ) Probable Allies 

Regarding the final category of factors in Nigeria's 

politico-military environment, it certainly makes a differ

ence in the future to Nigeria's military policy whether 

ECOWAS and the OAU crumble or retain a degree of coi^engus on 

crucial -Regional is"sues. For example, the unqualified sup-

•pbrt given to the Nigerian position at the OAU Summit on 

, Angola in 1976 by "the majority of -African states (despite the 
1 \ Q 

determined effort to the contrary "by the American government* 
1 

.under Presidenc Ford), provided the normative basis for 

Nigeria's diplomatic offensive to legitimise Cuban involve-

ment and defeat South Africa. As one analyst has argueds 

The, proposal for closer inter-African 
diplomacy is more than a sentimental 
contribution to the quest for the elusive 

. goal of African unity...An integrated and 
co-ordinated approach to African diplom-r 
acy, involving joint action by a combina- $, • 
tion of regional or sub-regional states 
would, on the other'band, be more, likely 

• to generate greater diplomatic impact. "* 
," ' It is therefore significant, in this 

respect, that West Africa**! Nigeria JE">ar- ' * . 
ticipates jointly, with Southern Africa's / \ 
front-line stages in "the sear en f^r a* *** •* <. 

, , ' diplomatit*?, solutipnoto, the Namibia prob- ^ • 
\ lemw .Such common taction ̂ enhances' African 

credibility, strengthens thfe African . a 
,"» » " •. ' "• •s? 
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position and puts maximum pressure on 
South Africa and the Western-Contact 
Group engaged in the drawn-out Namibian 

' negotiations.[46] 

Judging from the1 current furor within the QAU over the 
cr <• 

Chad and Western Sahara crises, it may be speculated" that 

this insticutional mechanism binding Nigeria's potential 

allies in any mtra-regional conflict is m disarray if not 

disintegration as grave economic conditions? political imbro-

glios and extra-regid>n"al pressures deepen. Indeed, as the 

fairly high level of agreement exhibited in the literature 

suggests, %he coiob3,nation of extracontinental -effects and 

mtracontmental developments does not bode well for a signi

ficantly improved African future. 

Analytical support for such an unprqmismg appraisal 

derives from two sources. The, first is essentially, extpapo-
. i' 

latives the conventional wisdom regarding thG ineluctable 

linkage of the paste present,,and future. The second source 
a " 

of empirical evidence, linked .to the f *Lrst, concerns develop-
'. ' '. ' c 

t " ' • 

meiats^ in, five $aa jor areas of intra- .and inter-state rela-
?tions, at least on direction, if not on the degree, of 

* J 
trends! national integration;, state "action-, elite-,, control, 

" Vi ' " ' * r •'"' 'i 

Pah-African codperatiort, and'the frequency and intensity in 

recent years pf conflict spixal and external linkages** l̂ hile 
° <t * ^ » " 

a " 

\the aggregate effect of these multiple, centrifugal pressures 
on the functioriing, of»the'^OAu; cannot be lightly d*t,scountedB ° 

,\ ^ u , \ ' » - " . • 

it is equally true that histopy is full of siSrprises. 
> • o. <• . „ 

* • h «• 

" 4. 4 1 



-a 

463 

Thus* continued pressure from the white laager to the 

South combined with frustration over Namibia and foreign 

intervention (such as initiated by France and Belgium during 

the-Shaba crisis of May 1978) could yet in the future as in the-

past galvanise the faltering OAU into a defensive ̂ aotion 

(including legitimization of military action by any member or 

group of member states). As Sammy Buo has rightly noted % 

"Although the African group of states is also rife with 

contradictions of one sort or the other, what binds the group 

"together is stronger than what diVides it and this is an-

adequately valid xeason for African states to place the 

highest diplomatic priority on cooperation between and among 

themselves iri crisis conditions.".[47] Such cooperation and 

opposition by a group of African states (Nigeria, Tanzania,*' 

and Kenya), as discussed in Chapter Two, dissuaded France and' 

its Western allies from sponsoring the sp-called Pan-African 

force of,regional proxies in'the wjik-e of the Shaba episode of 

May 1978. "' ^---„ . 
> 

It is in the above context that the future utilisation 

of the military option by Nigeria in regional conflict>has to. 

"be predicated upon'the-overt or tacit diplomatic (and m the,. 
* "* k 

case of Southern Africa*collective'military) support of prob

able allie"s m »the continent, as was the case during the, 
*"* • 

i4 

civil war of *1966-1'970» , The emerging 'consensus between 

Nigeria and Libya over" Chad[-48], is already imposing -sejkous 
" « 4> * 1 i S 

operational -cojistrajints on French m i l i t a r y forces there ; a s . • 
" 4 ' " -s '*., .*- • . «/.' .. :i , \ .. ' -v •-. l ''-

* . - ' - ' ' 5 » - 4-, l „ i . — V 
. ! " 8 • • • S ". 

* -j / 
*£ fr 
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its casualties mount in'the face of attrition. Should such 

cooperation develop and mature in future, especially within 

the institutional context of an ECOWAS defence force or a 

broadly based,continental .defence system, then the feasibil-

ity, frequency and utility of the military option in Nigerian 

foreign policy may increase proportionately, assuming the 

political will, heightened offensive capability of the 

Nigerian armed forces, and sound economic base. 

Hoi-zever, 'since any future military response by Nigeria 

to systemic challenges cannot be isolated from the prevailing 

climate of opinion at the global level (especially the atti

tudes and perceptions of weapons-supplier states), the poli-
-r 

t i c a l d i r ec t ion and s t r a t e g i c 'conf igurat-1on a t the m t e r n a -
v 0 

tional level—including the*kinds of intervention from out-

i side that may be launched in support of regional clients— 

become Dart of the contextual^ caldulus determining resort to 
' ' A- <4 ' " — ' 

military force,, As Timothy Shaw explains s 
- - * " 

, ' Conflict resolution and political libera
tion '$.n the African continent, and x 

regional integration and political coj-
operation in West Africa, bring Nige-ria 

/ , .tip against a variety of extra-African 
</ * </• ijitetefests arid institutions: sup"er, and 

' V '*" great' powers and a range of international ^ 
„ and transnational organisations are also 

$"«••' " involved4m such issues,*
3 East-West con

flicts' and intra-Western tensions as,' well ° 
"* ' as corporate and religious cdricerns are 

' - alf reflected in such ostensibly y <* 
** 'African' issues. The mterrelatedness 

>* 
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global and regional factors can be 

seen in Nigeria's several African roles: 
? in continentalr southern African and West 

African issues. [49] 
•4* 

Nevertheless, it has been the primary contention and 

argument of this dissertation—as evident in the case study 

analysis in Chapter Four—that in crisis situations involving 

vital"national interests and concerns, the decision to use or 

not to use force by the Nigerian government is less subject 

to adverse systemic normative influences and pressure^ than 

to considerations of national capabilities and costs. In 

this regard, it may be hypothesised that the primary determi

nants of Nigerian- military policy reside preeminently in 

domestic capability factors.' In other wordSe, the utility and 

usability of military power as an instrument of Nigerian 

statecraft will depend on the differende between aggregate 

national values (as expressed in policy goals and objectives) 

and aggregate national capabilities. This in turn presup-

poses the emergence of Nigeria as a de facto regional power 

with a Wable socio-economic base and local 'military-

industrial' "complex, both of which, ,as argued in Chapter 

Five, constitute the primary foundation of military state

craft. The rest of this chapter willj therefore,' be devoted^ 

to an examination of these salient issue-areas-in Nigeria's 

defence policy and planning within tihe( speculative context of 

a regional -po„wer ten, f isf teeri or twenty years henc'el' v
 v_ ' 
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b) Nigeria as a Regional Power 

The r-egional-cum-middle power model, with which Nigeria 

has been identified m the literature on Africa's mter-

national relations,[50] subsumes a wide variety of variables, 

the totality of which constitutes the 'essence of national 

power' and influence. \ These include, m quantitative demo

graphic, material and geographic tesms, such static and dyna-

mic factors as population? economic endowment? strategic 

location? territorial expanse? military capability? and 

institutional organisation and leadership. In behavioural 

terms, the distinguishing characteristics of a regional/ 

middle power include broad but often geographically-delimited 

interests and commitments? mediation in mtra-regional con

flicts?- assertiveness in world politics through multilateral-" 

and regional organisations; economic and diplomatic mflu-

ence; non-alignment; and degree of freedom, of political man

oeuvring in the global arena. [51] 

Based on these variegated indices Qgubstructural and *-• 
j - ' < 

superstrtfctural as well as\ behavioural) it would be apposite 

to contend °in the African regional context, as Timothy Bhaw 

observes, that 'there has been emerging, .since 1,975, a cer-
• * •** 

i •*"* ° 

in hierarchy and inequality of power attributes" among 

African states'.[52] *: .Nigeria arguably belongs^to that group 
' - y * 

of evolving 'middle powers',Din the international/regional 

system which, as Shaw puts it, 'possess a range of national 
""a 

attributes which distinguish them from the majority of 
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states'. [53] A cursory comparison (see Table 7.1) of the 

total population, total armed forces, the estimated GNP and 

inf rastructural base, of sub-Sahara African states (with the 

exception of apartheid South, Africa) clearly substantiates 

this fact. With a gr.oss. national product greater than that 

of all other Black African countries combined, coupled with 

its significant human resources (qualitative and quan

titative), £erri-torial expanse of 356,669. square miles and 
1 

military strength, Nigeria may rightly be considered primus 

inter pares in black Africa. 
> 

However, despite this" incontrovertible and potentially 

formidable convergence of capability properties and mfra-

structural base of Nigeria vis-a-vis other states m the 

subsystem, the extent to which these constitute or portend 

significantly 'increased power and influence (as opposed to 

mere status and stature) in the continent is highly debat-

able. As noted in Chapter Three, the phenomena of coercive 

and non-coercive power and influence cannot be merely equated 

With the domestic attributes of. states in the global system. 

In the context presently discussed—the military as an 

instrument of prevalence in interstate relations—because 
t * > 

* - . ^ Jt 

coercive power limits the conduct of an actor subjected to 

it, influence—adaptation of one actor's behaviour in com-
s 

«• < • 

pl iance wi th , or m an t i c ipa t ion of, another ac to r ' s 

„ demands—can be seen t o res ide in the c a p a b i l i t i e s t h a t 

permit iSje power-wielder t o essercise effec1;i">e pressures of 
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threats. But power can also be seen as identical with, and 

limited to, the influence/prevalence over the behaviour of 

the,target actpr that is actually achieved. On the first 

view, 'power' and 'influence* are something that powerful 

states have and can accumulate. On the second view, power 

and infuence are effect, that is, the leverage actually 

enjoyed in an interaction. In other words, on the first 

view, power .and influence result from domestic capabilities 

that an actor can hope to bring to bear in a broad range Of 

future contingencies. On the second View, power and influ

ence are 'created and shaped' only in a particular situation? 

their measure is the amount of prevalence that is actually 

achieved.[54} 

While there has been a tendency among orthodox writers 

and laymen to see power and influence in the former terms— 

reposing m capabilities which permit strong threats, to be 

made—most theorists today—especially of the revisionist 

persuasion—conceive of theln as prevalence actually achieved. 

Thus, Charles Reynolds has argued that the 'power' of the 

United* States ,̂ t any given moment is not 'a quality, or 

state, but is evali^ated^m terms of the achievement of speci

fic aims.' Hence an inability to secure policy objectives in 

Ihdo-China over, the late-1960s is 'a better indication of -"Its 

power than a hypothetical capacity to destroy the world or 

its opponents. In short,- power is as power does'.[55] 

viewed within this analytical context, to take or to pogic as 

• ' «• 
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axiomatic that Nigeria is 'powerful' and- 'influential' in 

regional affairs because of certain objective factors of the 

Nigerian state—population, location, territory, resources 

and military capability-—is 'logically unsound and politically 

untenable. Such a commonly-held assumption by Nigerian and 

non-Nigerian scholars and decision-makers[56] alike is 

undoubtedly a reflection of xuidespread misperceptions and 

intellectual pitfalls rooted in three principal 'errors of 

evaluation' identified by Morgenthau. 

The first of these errors discounts the relativity of 

power 'by erecting the power of one particular riation into an 
O 

absolute1. The second takes Dfor granted the permanency of a 
-> 

certain factor that has in the past played a decisive role', 

thus overlooking the dynamic change to which most power 

factors are subject. And the third imputes"to pne key factor 

a decisive importance to the neglect of all the others. Put 

differently, as Morgenthau e-^plainss 

The first error consists in"not correlat
ing the power of one nation to the power 
of other nations, the second consists m 

. not correlating actual power at one time • 
to possible power at some future time, {/ *• 
'and third consists in not correlating one 
power factor to others of the same 
nation.[57] 

Thus, although Nigeria's relative strength and singular 
N 

role in continental affairs over a variety of issues (such as 

Chad and ECOWAS regionally and Angola, Simbabwe, Namibia, 



<*? 

South Africa^ and Western Sahara contineritally) in the last 

decade have ̂ nibanced the' country's status and* stature consid-

erably, it is nevertheless neither empirically proven nor 

* behaviourally foreordained that this new activism necessarily 
« 4 a 

elevates it to the 'immortal rank/ of power and^ influence, of 
7 

dominant regional actors such as Brazil and India. 

-*** u Two major reasons may be adduced fpr this scepticism 
- i . 

about Nigeria's middle power position. The first follows 

from a balance-sheet-*of its experience in conflict diplomacy 

since, independence in 196Q. The second is rooted iri internal 

capability factors ̂ structural as wel}. as super structural) in 

the short- and long-term futures". This is because Nigeria's, 

fragile and depression-prone socio-economic and industrial 

base profoundly, impacts on policy considerations concerning 

the use of military power in crisis circumstance. This in 

turn is exacerbated by institutional disarray and turmoil" 

following each successive regime[58]—a symptom of the per-
» 

sistent praetorian condition* which possibly might be aggra- > 

vated in the short-term by a variety of significant struc-

tural conditions that cannot be readily or incrementally 
, * i 

alleviated. 

Regarding the first observation—the 'score-board of/ 

success in conflict diplomacy as an index of Nigeria's power 

and-influence—the record has been undeniably mixed. On the 

surface and measured^ against the scale -of effprt and invest

ment in the 1970s and early 19803, it seemed Nigeria has 
** i 
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registered more'frustration than^success- in regional conflict 

diplomacy and management. .Instances of apparently successful 
*- e 

exertions—such as those in support oj: MPLA in Angola in 

1,975-76 and of ther;Patriotic Front in Zimbabwe in 1978-80— J 

have been overshadow.ed by the failure of peaqe-missions m 

(a) East Africa in 1979 (Tansaijian invasion xpf Uganda), (b) t? 

Horn of Africa (Ethiopia and Somalia over the Ogaden), (c) ̂  

Chad (bfetwefn Habre and Weddeye forces), (d) Western Sahara 

(between Morocco and Mauritania on the one hand, and 

Polisario and, Algeria, oh the otner), and (e)uthe border 

dispute between Angola and Zaire following the Shaba crisis 

of 197-8.[59]' 
" / . 

One explanatory hypothesis for.this apparent asymmetry 

of success and failure is that in the former cases—Angola 

and Zimbabwe—'success' was due considerably to the »f ortUi-
O i 

tous combination -of favourable,regional and external cohdi-

tions. In bof̂ i instances, the involvement of .the hated 

regional pariah-r-apartheid South Africa—and the clandestine 

activities of Western,, powers (particularly the U.S. and 

Britain) in a manner considered mimical to African interests 

generated; unprecendented cpnsensus on the part of several 

Afritfan a"nd non-African 'states which eventually- ensured a 
- r * ** 

positive outcome. In the latter case, polarisation within 

the OAU coupled with unremitting external involvements pre

cluded any possibility- of successful .Nigerian initiatives. ' 
*- » -

Together, these , ins tances perhaps c o n s t i t u t e a '"cautionary ' 

L*"< 
1 c 
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signal t o i t s decision-makers tha t Niger ia 's power, l ike t h a t 

of a l l other a c to r s , i s l imi ted . This i s a H the more" so for 
tM ' 5* -> — 

r 

a developing polity, one whose- 'international actions and 

internal formations are significantly constrained by its 

place in the world system'.! 6OJ g v 

Regarding the second observation, if as argued above 
\ 

s 'power' and 'influence' are relational properties,, it is", 

nevertheless, an inescapable-fact of the contemporary inter-

national system that a st.ate's capacity of coercive or non-

coercive influence depends on its particular power base. i 

This is so because power generated in an interaction between 

unequal actors resides in the relation. In other words, it =• 

results, from asymmetries in the capabilities and needs of the 

actors involved. The essential inequality lies in" the a 

superior actor both being able to resort to positive or 

J3 

8 u 

that 'an actor withgample resources, able to,satisfy 

negative sanctions while at the* same time being m a position *• 

to neutralise whatever damage might result from the weafc •=*' 

•J % 

actor's countervailing 'strategies. Knorr h.as noted in this 

respect 

the urgent rieeds of others, is in a position to capitalise on 

this inequality and acquire power over the needy, actor1.[61J , 

Thus, as a major industrial power, France, unlike 
Q 

Nigeria, has exerted considerable influence in West-Central 

Africa through hegemonial domination of its former colbnial 

dependencies. The basis of thi-s power and influence over 

'francophone Africa' is- rooted in the integration of these 
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client states into a network of neo-colonial dependencies 

sustained py French economic and military power. One,, evi

dence of this domination and prevalence is •monetary. [ 62̂ ] „ 

Another prominent indicator of French poxjer aha inf lu-

• . " """ 

efffae is military. This involves the large presence of French 
military personnel on French-controlled military bases, and 

t. 

the deployment of these forces for interventionist purposes 
* •• 

-in the region. [63] As-Daniel Bon and Karen Mmgst have 
•t 

noted, 'certainly, these are all critical pre-requisites— 

indeed, manlfestationsv*-of the extreme political leverage 

that France wields in these' countnes'.164] That France can 

make and unmake regimes* from Libreville'to Nouakchott without. 
4* " ' * " 

suffering serious prohibitive costs exposes its actual poli

tical, economic and military power and influence in the 

region. 
- > . 

Conversely, Nigeria, although indisputably primus inter 
pares in black Africa-because of its material and human 

<* ' > i 

endowment, is hardly yet in a position to replicate even a / 

semblance of French political clout xn the sub-continent dv;e 

to its essentially underdeveloped and dependent economy. 

Since, as argued in Chapter Five, the conversion of putati/ve 

or basic capabilities into forms (e.g., military forces and. 
•a 

developmental aids) that make them directly usably for the 

exercise of power is highly contingent on •&. number of inter

vening factors "(domestic and systemic), Nigeria's endowment 

with the elements of strength that constitute national" puta-



•40 C 

474 

tive power and, influence is obviously an important, but not a 

sufficient, leverage for regional prevalence. The transform

ation of its relatively immense resources into usable bases 

of influence will inescapably depend on its emergence as the 

de facto regional power .centre around which indigenous 

(•African) interestaPand actors can coalesce in relative 
V ° 

security and autonomy. This necessarily involves developing f 

the technological, economic and military*capacity to satisfy 

the urgent needs of other'states in the region through com-

plex horizontal and) vertical lmk"ss financial, technical, 

trade, investment, developmental aid, military cooper"atioi 

etc. Only such a complex penetration through exchange(^traris-

action asymmetries capable of manipulation—denying valuable 

markets, preempting sources of supply, disinvestment', or 

reduction of developmental-aid—can generate for Nigeria the 

basis of coercive and non-»coercive power and influence in 

b4ack Africa. Arguably, the absence of this irreducible 
~" **• » 

minimum (at least until the ideals of both ECQWAS and the * 

ITagos Plan of Action become a reality) for a systemic pow^r 
*>. ' 4 I " ° 

play underscore, for example, the singularly unsuccessful 

attempts by Nigeria to halt the outrageous killings of former 

natiohal ^e^aders in ttfe wake of the Rawlmga and Doe coups in 

Ghana and Liberia, respectively. In both cases, Nigeria's 

imposition of'an embargo on petroleum products was bound to 

have limited coercive"or deterrent value because of the 

availability of alternative sources of supplies. 

o 
• cr 

o 
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I 

Simijlarly? Habre's volte face on the Nigerian-sponsored 

Kano and the( OAU* peace accords,for Chad may have been less 

likely*if his 'estimate of net costs of resistance favoured 

compliance. __ In the event, the Shagari's government's refusal 

(much as its predecessors) to consider peace-enforcement/sup

pression action (the Libyan approach) as a logical alterna-

tive to stabilisation through peaae-keep*ing (as suggested by 

the generals) had the inevitable consequence of lowering the 

stake-threshold for Habre in terms of making theN response of 
\ 

the OAU Force in Chad predictable. [ 65} * 

In the immediate term," Nigeria's aspiration 'to become, 

a* Olatunde Ojo put lty/^he industrial heart of "West Africa 

with all the political power that it may bring, not only, 

within Africa b̂ it also in the world at large1, is patently 

bleak. As Peter Evans aptly observes, the structure of the 

Nigerian economy iss 

In many° ways more suggestive of the 
period of classic-dependence than of the 
current period of dependent development 
in Brazil and Mexico...Except for the oil ** 
industry, which is a classic enclave, 
Nigeria is primarily an agricultural 
country. The manufacturing investment it 
contains is a fraction of that which 
international capital has chosen to 
locate in Brazil and Mexico. J Yet,ithe J 

- international business community is 
beginning to discuss Nigeria the way they 
discussed Brazil at the beginning of the 

v seventies—as a potential member of the 
'semi-periphery\.[66] 

i -

) 



Nigeria's evolution into a de facto regional power will 

unalterably depend on the rapidity of° the transformsrtion of 

its national economy'from what Shaw has characteristically 

described as 'an oil-extraction and commodity-production 

base' into a °self-<reliant* and productive industrial 

economy. This will in -turn depend on fundamental reorienta

tion in structural and value parameters through comprehensive 
a, 

corrective strategies such as those currently being attempted 

by the new military government. However, despite the wide-

spread pessimism and projections of some dependency scho

lars, [67<*J to admit the existence of multiple dysfunctions in 

the socio-economic order of Nigeria is not to foreclose the 

possibility of evolutionary change. As Biersteker and 

Schatz, among others,Save' acknotjledged, Nigeria's potential 

for* generating an indigenous economic and industrial base 

through structural reforms and intermediate technology is 

considerable. The former, for example, has reasoned that: 

The presence of necessary conditions fbr 
• feasible indigenous production in Nigeria 

and the demonstration of local capabili-
,, ties' during the civil war suggest...that 

feasible alternatives to the multi-
^ national corporation exist in*-Nigeria. 

These alternatives would not necessarily 
provide a superior product or a greater 

„ output than-----t-he multinationals, at least 
*at -y*je__cj-itset. j But'the example suggests' •» 
that whatever^/losses-might initially take 
place in economic terms would probably be 
smaller and short-term -than predicted by 
neoconventional writers and would be „ ' 
compensated for by immediate gains in 
terms of technological innovations and 
employment e'f f ects. [ 68 ] \ 
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J 
Indeed, an interim report issued by the OECD Development a 

Centre on the development of low-coat or intern-fediate techno-

logy is largely supportive of Biersteker's conclusion. The 
~v " J 

ingenious technical designs and^managerial competence "un the 

former Eastern Region ("Biafra") pf Nigeria during the civil 

war was ci.ted as a case suggesting 'that isolation can have 
positive effects on the development of* technology, and not-

•7 
ably on a society's ability to rely onNtts" own inventive. 

forces' . [69] „ , - -A 

First7 many industrial establishments were kept opera-

tional after the exod-us of their expatriate managers. Spare 

and replacement pa'rts were t'machine-tooled locally, as inge-

nious cannibalisation "and mechanical miracles' substituted 
i 

for the dearth- of imported parts. [70] 

Second, more significant, new intermediate production 

technologies were developed and employed in indigenously 

organised firms even as the war—progressed. "Alcoholic bev-

erages such as Biafra Gin and Biafra Brandy were distilled to 

replace whiskey,«gin, schnapps, and liqueur^. Toilet artic- . 

les, "antimalarial drugs and pharmaceuticals' such as chloro-
e 

qume were also produced.! 71] Even-more important, mterme- . 
•o - -

diate technologies were" developed in the field of food pro-
. --> " * » 

duction, notably the salt-manufacturing plant at Uzuakoli and 

the mechanisation of ga,ri processing (dehydrated cassava, a 

staple food throughout West Africa, whose preparation is very, 

elaborate due to the presence of prussic acid in untreated " 

<i 

** 

/ ' 
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raw material). The latter achievement of Biafran scientists 

arid technologists of the Research'and. Production Unit-(RAP) 

was all the more revealing, since, as the OECD- report noted, 
4 

it was 'accomplished after numerous unsuccessful attempts to. , ' 
" 4 ' X 

develop a l'-firge-scale production- technology had been made, 

both in Nigeria and in other countries during the twenty ^ 

years preceding the Nigerian Civil War'. [72] ° . -*-* 

Tl\ird, an extensive weapons researdh and production 

programme was initiated on a broad settle, also utilising ~ 
<"-*-- v » 
intermediate technologies' based on local innovative capabili- - . 
ties. These include the cbnstruction of armoured vehicles 

along with «% variety of guns'^ ammunition, land mines, 

-rockets,' grenades, stand-cannon,^an even aerial bombs. [73] 

The Biafran defence industry also reactivated daUtaged weapons 

-captured from federal forces and copied" and mass produced 
k * 

"some of their,latest equipment. As Frederick Forsyth has 

noted, perhaps the most famous (and the most>f eared by the 

^federal forces) of these weapons was the Ogbunigwe or 'mass 

destroyer' developed by Biafran, scientists and engineers. 

IWith a killing range of 200 yard's (covering 90 to "180 degree 

' / ** * ° i > - ' ' 
iarc), this remote-controlled" land-based system is normally 
capable of destroying a .company of attacking forces, "thus 

"* " f 

• considerably Jieightening the - tac t ica l pos i t ion of the 

defence. ' , -? 
o 

i 
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"*&* And fourth, and most significant-perhaps (since petro-
" ° 4 

leum refining, is generally considered among the 'highest1 

* * 

technology industries) was the demonstrable capability to 

refine petrdleum and related products by BicJfran scientists 

and engineers, 'on a large scale, in numerous and t^idely 

distributed locations, and without the assistance'of expa

triate technicians or direct supervision'. [ 74] As the sea, 

air and land blockade of the federal forces tightened around 

'Biafra', these petroleum products from locally designed 

plants kept essential transport and military machines movin*g 

throughout 'Biafra' until its final collapse in 1970. As one 

observer described its 

The Biafran refiners, many of them 
trained in the Port Harcourt. plant, 

«• * effectively set up refineries under war
time conditions. They undertook research , 
,to improve quality and 'extend the range 
of products. tThese efforts went some way 
towards dispelling the myth that refining 

' technology was beyond the immediate capa
city of Nigerian.[75] 

<£ 

Although *xhese unprecedented achievements/ in black 
r 

Africa in a^shojjt period of three years (1967-1970) were 

.largely ignored by the comprador bureaucratic and self-

aggrandising elite (fuelled as it was by ethnic jealousies) 

which dominated critical federal0policy planning agencies in 

the 1970s, comprehensive measures designed. %o_ utilise and 

expand indigenous technological and innovative capabilities 
* ' • * " ' ** 

now constitute the centerpiece t>f the new Nigerian strategy 
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V , on i n d u s t r i a l i s a t i o n based on tlje pol icy of s e l f - r e l i -
« * 

ance„[76] The magnitude of ths .current effor t—succint ly . 
* T\described by Adedeji a°s ' increas ing i£5ubstitution of fac tor • 

-* 
inputs derived from within the system for those derived from. . 

«r * ¥ • 

outside"—is evident in, the prolif eratiom of -scientific and N 

technological planning and policy-making bodies. These 

include the various R&D establishments under the Ministry of 
( Science and Technology. . *• 

How.ever, while these' endeavours may be considered an 

impressive beginning in the African context, the* actual spin-

off for the Nigerian economy—both in terms of the transla

tion of research into practical application and the necessary 

V ' ' - * . J 
multiplier effect--itfill depend on the extent to Which extant 
organisational tand attitudinal problems are confronted and 

resolved. Apart from critical facto'rs influencing the output y 

. of R&D units (co-ordination, -finance, underutilization and 

* misuse of science and technology -manpower for activities not 

relevant to S&T development), incisively analysed ip the 

Nigerian context by Babatunde Thomas, Ibrahim James, O. 

Teriba and M„ Kayode,[77] among others, fundamental social " 

and psychological problems remain (see Chapter Five/ section 

. b). To the extent that these can be overcome and the present 

concentration on the development of indigenous capabilities 

supplemented by vertical technological transfer generate a 

viable socio-economic and industrial base, the ineluctable 

, growth of Nigeria into a de facto regional power (invariably 
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assumed by its dominant scholars in the field of foreign 

policy) may readily translate into, reality. .Otherwise, 

Nigeria's sobriquet as a "problematic power' may Outlive even 

the most pessimistic" of projections m the current litera

ture. " -

The next section considers specifically the military 

dimension of Nigerians current effort at developing a techno

logical "power base' noted above. This is the establishment 

and expansion of a local "military-industrial' complex as a 

necessary foundation for Nigeria*s military power. 
- o 

c) The Local ' M i l i t a r y - I n d u s t r i a l ' Complex 

The ambiguit ies of the term m i l i t a r y - i n d u s t r i a l complex 
o 

(MIC) necessitates clarification from the outset.[78] As 

used here? it simply denotes the existence ̂ m a country of an 
0 * 

integrated military-industrial firm (MIF), tthich may be 

defined as any organisation that acts as a supplier of basic^ 

inputs to the"defence establishment.[79] -Various analyses of 

such a firm in the context of developing countries (LDC '"̂  

defence industries) have generally sought to determine its 

characteristics, relationships, environment, available stra-

tegies, constraints, and the like.[80] Because of its essen

tially rudimentary nature in Nigeria, the case-analysis below 
* * 

will^ centre generally on motivations and goals; infrastruc-

tura°l-and organisational support and potential; and current 

strategies, problems, challenges and prospects. * 
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As noted in Chapter,Six, the acquisition and expansion 
' •* (v - ' 

of local arms production, capacity, „with the view,-accordm 
^ ' \ * * *° \ "' ̂  " *"q^" 

to a former Defence Minister, to "reduce and eventually ° 
eliminate our dependencacon foreign manufactures and s"up-

£>P -. » ' " . ' * * < 
pliers of military weapons and* equipment', emerged as one of 
the 'cardinal pivots of Nigeria's defence planning aji the late 

* " - *"*~ 
seyenties through „the eighties.[Sl\ ' In this regard, the 

*» 
** i? 

primary motivatio-3"f or the establishment ftof def ence-rela*ted_J 
. " "" 

industry in Nigeria, as in most LDCs, has" been national -

security, -aggravated in this case by its experience during 

the civile war- (1966-1970). „•> As *.one ̂ analyst Jias*"*~&uggested: 
> . . » 

The danger of dependences on foreign arms 
suppliers' in crisis-time can be summar-
-Lzed as implying the possibility of being \ 
K-rut off from suppliers altogether, or ' , ' , 
being cut off from the supply of spare. "" . * 
parts and .other related ""wuijoment" and °'. 
thus becoming subject t o \ foreign poll- *• '•' 

^ tical influence, or blackmail,', deemed ̂  y 
unacceptable by a given national govern
ment. [82] , - - <* / 

& 

& 

<<e 

Accordingly, 'in order'to minimise the dependence on- ' <- „ 

foreign sources of equipment', the military modernisation 4&W) 

programme under the Fourth National Development Plan (1980) 
> -*• °' 

**• " ' 
called i for the expansion'of Nigeria*s arms industry. 'As •_* 

currently envisaged, such an •expansion presently*underway 

/j ^ " 

will integrate over tiffie major facets of defence production 

-* ±n isrev'eloping cduntries, based on a strategy^which combines 

assembly of imported sub-systems w^th Indigenous research and 

c* 

<$ 

V 
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development of new weapons. These facets include maintenance 

and overhaul facilities for the service and repair of 

imported arms, gradual domestic production* of components 

(either under license or through co-production, co-develop

ment or copying), modifications in systems manufa**stured under 

license, and production of domestically designed and tested 
&> a, 

systems such as was undertaken in Eastern Nigeria during the 

ir.[83] 

To this end the 1980-81-defence budget allocated N19. 

million for renovation of% the country's Defence Industries 

Corporation (DIC), while qonsiderably more, money has since 

been channelled into the corporation to meet its expan-

' sion.[84] Set up'in 1964 as a joint venture between the 
i 

Nigerian government and the West German firm of %Fritz Werner, 

th£ DIC is expected/-rflK"> 'act as overseer for specifically-set 

^up private economic ventures related to defence equipment', 

but also to. conduct research, into new weapons for the armed 

forces'u Two plants so categorized are already operational in 

Bauchi (Steyr Daimler Puch of Austria) and Fiat of Italy in 

- Kano. Other „subsidiary companies include Leyland vehicles of 

the UK, and Daimler-Benz of West Germany.' According to the 

former director of 'the DIC, Briga'dier David Jemibewon, local 

production of some bjasic components for weapons and military 

vehicles have .been stipulated *as a high-priority objective 

for these companies. 1/8ff] Systems currently under production 

include armoured personnel carriers (Steyr), military and 
\ 
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special range vehicles (Piat), while plans ar£ reportedly in 
1 

place for the assembly of m a m battle tanks at the Steyr 

plant in Bauchi.[86] Furthermoret the Leyland plant lrv 

Ibadan is expected to assemble Land-Rovers using locally-

produced chasses, truck cabs, and pressings. The version 

being considered (101 Forward Control Military Land Rovers), 
' 4 

apart from its proven tactical value for support units, can 

also tow" a range of artillery pieces (such as the 105 mm), 

guns (e.g., the Wombat recoil-less anti-tank gun) and missile 

platforms (e.g.. Rapier SAM systems), all currently, in ser

vice with the Nigerian Army. Also part of the prod-iction-

inventory is the British Shortland. armoured patrol, car MK3 

and its APC model" (SB.301), both of which consist essentially 

of modified long-wheel-base land Rover chassis with an ° 
* {• 

armoured body. . 
,* 

Two other major arms of the military-industrial triad 

involve proposed ship-building and aircraft industries. [ 87 ] 

The latter is still largely on paper, although negotiations 

with Brazil and India have been underway since 1979 for the 

establishment of a possible Nigerian aircraft industry as 

part of a $3 billion trade deal. [88] Given the current trend 

in joint ventures between the two countries, what is rather 

likely is a coproduction/codevelopment aeronautical programme 

with India which has developed its own jet fighter HAL HF-24 

Marut as well as building British Gnat MK1 fighters andv0 

Soviet MIG21 fighters^ under license. 
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In the former case—ship\building—several infrastruc*-

tural facilities ("ship assembly and building plant as well as 

three dock repair yards) startecl=*»iinder the military govern

ment of Olusegun Obasanjo are nearing completion. These are 

intended to set the foundation for the development and' expan-, 

sioa of marine engineering, repairs and refitting of the 

growing armada of naval and commercial (Nigerian* National 

Shipping Line) vessels currently in service. [89] 

Beyond this cursory notation of motivation,and present 

inf rastructural base of Nigeria's nascent 'military-indus"-

.trial complex', however, the vital.question (for short- and 

medium-term projection and evaluation) "is inescapably thus; 

is Nigeria capable of sustaining large and diversified mili-

tary industries as offiqial policy pronouncements invariably 

assume? From a hypothetical standpoint, and concerning 

intermediate rather than advanced or lead-edge technology, 

the answer is arguably in the affirmative. Nigeria seemingly 
• 

possesses th& combination of socio-economic preconditions 
•*-

-(financial resources, a large m i l i t a r y , and a s izable pool of 
o 

trained manpower) for a viable military industry. Although, 
** " D ** 

as previously suggested, the' conversion of such putative 

resources into actualized power is highly contingent on a 

number of intervening variables, Nigeria's endowment of these 

'socio-economic sources of national military-industrial capa

bilities' place it in the rank of potential LDC weapons 

producers. What remain problematic are those two other foun-
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dations /of national military power: the political determina-

1 
tion to generate a military-industrial base -and the crucial 

elements of administrative and management skills involved in 
» ' 

j producing military strength from the inputs drawn from 

society. 

£> This argumentation is generally consistent with findings 

(Neuman, Peleg, Wulf, Haarkavy, etc:.) [90] which establish a 

significant correlation between faqtors of scale\ and mili

tary-industrial production. The hypothesis here is that 

although political factors may indeed be important stimulants 

(as in the case of Israel and South Africa) or constraints 

(as in the case of Egypt.after the Camp David accords and 

Iran subsequent to the 1979 revolution), determining both the 

initiation of and the short-term success ot failure pf LDC 

military production efforts, in the long-term it is factors 

of scale that account for the quantity and quality of m d u s -

trial production and the ultimate success of national defence 

industries. ,_t\ 

For example, Neuman's analysis of 26 LDC producers 

reveals relatively high and positive correlations among size 

of military, GNP, and military industrial capability across 

arms producers} (see Table 7.2): * 

t ; What emerges within the Third World from 
these data is a hierarchically shaped 
arms production system based largely on 
factors of scale. Generally, for each 
region countries with the largest popula
tions, producing the highest GNP, and 

• -s 
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sustaining the largest military forces 
are also the largest and most sophisti- f 
dated producers*""""®! weapons. Land sizeo-s 
also strongly correlated in Latin America 
and South Asia butSnot in the Far East,' 
wherej^small states such as Taiwan, the , , 
two Koreas, and Singapore out-produce 

•v larger states in the region such a.s 
* Philippines, Thailand, and Indonesia. [ 91] v-> 

\ 
> - ° „ • 

Given the obvious and unavoidable deficiencies in, the 

data-base (especially the exclusion of such cogent factors as 

leadership and will) the validity of Neuman's empirical anal-

ysis may be deemed suspect. As Knorr has rightly noted: 

'the actualization of putative powej: crucially depends on the 

will, manifest or presumed...Without will, there rtay be powjsr 

potential in terms of technological, economic, and adminis- ; 

tractive capabilities, but there can be no power. This will 

can ej^ther be inspired by deliberate response to a specific 

international situation or be rooted in preexisting atti

tudes'. [92] Such a consideration is no doubt important in -

explaining, for example, why some states produce arms while 

others do not. Or why even among the industrialised coun

tries some states support large and diversified military 

industries while others do not. 

This reservation notwithstanding, general and qualita

tive considerations derived from research such as Neuman's 

lead to acceptance of the original"hypothesis establishing a 

positive correlation between factors of scale and military-

industrial production. The existence of a large military to 



» 

provide an adequate domestic market, combined with sizable -

national income and population .to support the necessary 

industrial infrastructure, significantly affect -a state's 

long-term ability to produce major weapon systems as well as 

the quantityy^rna**^sophistica.tion of these products. ° 

What this conclusion essentially implies xjn'the context 
i • , 

of Nigeria 'is that', given an adequate time-frame, organisa

tional competence (required in making numerous interlocking 

decisidns), enlightened and determined leadership, proper 

allocation of existing resources and fundamental reforms of 

(76x1 sting structures along functional lines, the/development 

of a viable and sustained 'military-industrial complex' is a 

distinct possibility. Nigeria,! as rioted in section (b) 

above, possesses both the structural and material prerequi

sites to develop into a major military and industrial actor 

in the region. 'However, such a transition is not ineluctable 

but highly contingent on a number of intervening factors, 

both national and systemic. 

At the national level, these potent inte*cvening factors 

includes a) retention and productive use of available man

power (research scientists, engineers and technicians) in the 

various institutions supportive of the development of defence 

industries;[93] b) the extent to which national policy-makers 

are committed to the development and expansion of the crucial 

determinant of national technological capacity in the modern 

eras organised Research and .Development (R&D); c) the pro-
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portion of national revenue devoi^d to biasic research, since 

technological innovation tends to flourish in proportion to c 

national revenue devoted to basic and applied research, and 

to the rewards innovators receive for achievement;f94]'d) the 

parallel or concomitant development of economies of scale, 

since the production of 'building blocks' of modern defence 

systems within a single economy largely depends on the compo-
. sition of national output, and the structure of productive 

1 " 

capabilities behind it; and 6) the degree to which present 

and future Nigerian governments succeed in eradicating perva-

sive social an<3 institutional inertia and erroneous values 

n, (e.g., the low status until recently accorded research scien

tists in the general .culture of the Nigerian society) m i 

mical to scientific enterprises. In concrete tersis, there is 

an imperative for some radical institutional shifts in values 

from the traditional ascription to legitimacy based qn the 

principles of meritocracy, efficiency, productivity and 

reward, supportive of industrial culture; 

Until this radical shift in value is 
effected, science and technology research 

( work may not attract the right calibre of 
citizens and the vertical transfer of 
"technology may be deprived of one of its 
central elements: human resources— 
research scientists, engineers, techni
cians, managers. At a time when the 

_„ cascading brain dr^in to Europe, North 
America^rA=e*a has deprived Nigeria of 
approxim-rfcĝ Ly some 50,000 professionals 
and executive grade personnel, some real 
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. financial incentives might have to ̂ ->e 
introduced to stave the tide of themass 

* exodus of qualified scientists, engin
eers, technicians and managerial execu- ** 
tives and to retain existing ones.[95] 

o 

At the. global level, crucial factors relating to technolo

gical transfer remain. The difficulty of access to military 

technology by Nigeria is _not Only occasioned by a weak local 

science and technology system, but also by economic need and 
« if 

pressures to protect relevant know-how m the industrialised 

countries (the potential sources of .-military and industrial 

technology). [ 96] However, as competition intensifies among*' 

the dominant weapon-exporting countries (exacerbated by the 

aggressive entry,into the international market of relatively 

inexpensive systems by NIC arms producers—Argentina, Israel, 

BrazilfNChina, India, South Africa, Korea and Taiwan) there 

is an increasing, if not inexorable, teridency on the part of 

these states to enter into co-operative ventures with poten

tial, LDC manufacturers, through various 'offset arrange

ments': licensing, coproduction, codevelopment, 'off-shore 

assembly' etci[97] As Neuman aptly observes, 'European manu

facturers have accepted these arrangements as part of the 
« . * 

price of doing business...Judging by the plethora of agree

ments, both the Europeans and the Third World are finding' the 

marriage of their mutual needs in the defense sector to be compatible',[98] 
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% Nevertheless, despite this emerging^disposition on the 

part of, arm's producing states the extent to which Nigeria can 

successfully exploit existing opporj-runities may depend on its 

development Of appropriate negotiating'skills, its "stengthen-
' 4 

ing of relevant policy'instruments, and the effective use of 

bargaining power and political will. Finally, the rapidity 

with, which Nigeria achieves significant domestic capability 

m the military-industrial sector will also depend on degree^ 

of access .-to inte--national credit and finance." In this 
•- ^**i • v 

regard, the conti-fiuation of the present paralysis/engendered 

by the comBinaticnT***! slump in the oil market and IMF precon

ditions for finanae may turn out to be the most formidable 
* 

barrier to Nigeria's dream of self-sufficiency in defence 

acquisitions. 

These critical intervening factors notwithstanding, even 

if Nigeria emerges successfully as the 'Brazil' or "India" of 

Black Africa m the military-industrial fields certain perti

nent questions which continue to bedevil most LDC arms pro

ducers remairti These include; a) the question of dependence: 

would the shift from imports of weapons to imports of techno

logies to build weapons merely change the form of Nigeria's 

dependence and represent a new instrument through which * 

industrial producers exert leverage over its policies?; b)-

the question"of military effectiveness, and °c) the question 

of economic return. The** first consideration is particularly 
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-worr i some, s i n c e . b e s i d e s engihe^artd a v i o n i c sys t ems , N ige r i a 

w i l l of n e c e s s i t y depend i n d e f i n i t e l y on e x t e r n a l sources ' foretP-
* » - A 

c r i t i c a l e l e c t r o n i c , c o m p o n e n t s concerning new b a t t l e f i e l d 
4* 

..technologies: precision guidance, rjemote 'guidance and con-

trol; munitions improvements^ targe^ identification and 
' ,l-

acquisition; command, control and communication; and elec

tronic warfare.! 99„ 

/since these questions are more relevant to the political 

economy of Nigeria's defence acquisition strategy, they can-
a 

not be satisfactorily examined here. Suffice to note, how-

ever, that, as is the case with other issue-areas, the que^-

tion'of meeting defence needs through indigenous production 

is complex and problematic. Even if military criteria and 

sound economic principles cannot be seen as rational bases 

for any decision to develop a local 'military-industrial -

complex' in Nigeria as critics proffered, political or pres

tige considerations may prove too overriding to ignore. [100] 

The next; section examines one of the most widely debated and 
Q 

i « 

salient issues in Nigeria's defence policy and military 

statecrafts the debate about the nuclearisation of its 

defence system in response to adverse systemic developments. 

d) The Nuclear Option 

Thte nuclear option controversy which surfaced in 

Nigerian ̂ policy, media and academic circles in the late-
. 4 <3 

seventies and early—eighties, was again a clear indication of 

% Y" 
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the importance increasingly accorded the military underpin-

ning in Nigeria foreign policy^planning. [ 101] This is all 

the more so in the orbit of nuclear diplomacy, given 

Nigeria's earlier commitment in the nineteen sixties and 

early*- seventies to the declaration of Africa a -'nuclear-

weapon-free zone' (no nuclear tests, bases, storage or trans

port) by the United Nations General Assembly (1965 and 

1974).[102] The complex socio-economic, bureaucratic and 

intellectual constitutencies which underscore the current 

volte face (in terms- of changing perceptions and outlook for 

nuclear policy decision-making of the 1980s and 1990s) have • 

been examined elsewhere. [ 103] In line with the stipulated 

parameters of this dissertation, the brief critique below 

focuses on the politico-strategic context of Nigeria's deci-
Q 

sion concerning the acquisition of a viable retaliatory nuc

lear capability: political/military incentives, and infra-

structural feasibility and prospects. 

V 

i) Incentives for Acquisition:- a question of security or 

status? 

Advocates of the nuclear option for Nigeria have invar

iably advanced two fundamental reasons: states and security. 

In the first category—status—perhaps the most forceful 

argument has been advanced by All Mazrui in his 1979 BBC 

/ 

Reith Lectures. Possession of nuclearyarsenals, he conten
ded, inversts states in contemporary international*-system not 
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only with supreme military force, but also with international 
0 ' ° 4 

status and political power. In this context, the existential . 

question whichp arises is whether the Non-Proliferation 

Treaty, 'designed to minimize the number of countriesythat * 

have a nuclear capacity, and ultimately intended especially 

to discourage Third World countries from going nuclear', 

could not conceivably be regarded as an extension of the 'old 

philosophy of imperialism as a monopoly state of war

fare?' [104] Mazrui answers iri the affirmative: 'those who-

insist on monopolising nuclear know-how for themselves, he 

contends, are heirs to Pax Britannica, seeking to end tribal * 

wars in distant lands while arming to initiate world wars 

from their own heartland'. [105] Africa, he urges, should 

' 'give up the idea of promoting itself as or nuclear-free ' " 

zone...and estimate the chances of at least a continental 

~. consortium within Africa of nuclear energy, linked to a 

strategy of developing a *small nuclear section in the mili

tary establishment of Nigeria for the time being, and in 

Zaire and black-ruled South Africa later'. [106] 0 

For Mazrui as -well as other exponents of this view,[107] 

nuclear proliferation constitutes a 'process of military <? 

democratization': 

It seeks to break monopolies in weaponry 
in-the hands "of the-/ northern warloads. 
Nuclear proliferation also seeks to break 
secret societies based on forbidden 
nuclear knowledge^under the control of 
the West and the Soviet bloc. [108] 
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Thus for Nigeria m particular, and for black Africa in 
• » • * 

general, joining the 'nuclear club' should be seen not ^s 
-

dangerous misdirection of effort from the current imperative 

of economic development, but a's per force a 'new initiation, 

an important rite de passage,,a recovery of adulthood' in a 

^ 44 I " 

world preeminently framed and informed by security relations. 

As Mazrui unreservedly put it: 

For the 198 0s and 1990s, Nigeria should 
move toward making itself a nuclear power 
—unless steps are taken before then by 
the-world as a whole to put an end to-
nuclear, weapons universally." The devel
opment of a nuclear capacity by Africa's 
largest country is probably a necessary 
precondition if Africa's diplomatic mar-
ginality is to be 'ended. Nigeria should 
follow the example of its fellow giants— 

" Brazil in Latin America and China and' 
India xn Asia—and pursue the goal of a 
modest nuclear capability. My own rea
sons for urging such a capability have 
nothing to do with making Nigeria mill- . 
tarily stronger. My ultimate desire is <? 
that the world as a whole should be mili
tarily safer. Only when the Western 
nations and the Soviet bloc discover that 
they cannot keep trie rest of the world 
from engaging in the nuclear "dream*" 
unless t̂ iey themselves give up nuclear 
weapons will the world at least address * ^ 
itself to the fundamentals of human sur
vival. [109] . 

As earlier suggested, this status-cum-diplomat±c considera

tion advanced by Mazrui is only part of the overall complex 

of reasons proffered by? proponents of the nuclearization of 

Nigeria. ~ 

5 



" * * * • 

p 

*^\ 496 

Security constitutes the other imperative: .the nuclear 

option for Nigeria is a necessary counter to the„developing 

threat of a nuclear,* blackmail from the South African albino-

cracy.[110] In -a recent overview of 'Africa and the Bomb*, 

Sammy Kum Buo alluded to this growing concern among policy 

planners as well as the informed public in Africa: 

**•* a 

Just as French nuclear tests in the 
Sahara in the early 1960s may have prd-

°£> voked Afnca's+anti-nuclfear diplomatic 
efforts, South Africa's frenzied pursuit, 
in the 1970s, of a nuclear-weapon 
capability may now be responsible for 
Black Africa's seemingly more favourable 

Q. attitude towards the acquisition of nuc
lear weapons by Black African/countries 
...Propos*als have therefore been made 

for Nigeria, in particular, and Black 
Africa, as a whole, to acquire nuclear 
weapons,not only to face what is seen as 
a racist South^Africa's nuclear threat to 
the rest^of Africa but also to enhance 
Africa's diplomatic clout.till] 

On this view, South Africa's intensive nuclear programme over 

the past couple of decades", combined with its avowed strategy 

for survival (see section (a), above), poses a mortal threat 

to Black Africa. In this regard, Nigeria's nuclear option is 
l.4> ' " 

viewed m terms of its assumption of leadership in a common 

front ('Continental African Security Community'—CASC) 

against the perceived peril from the white laager. 

As a pariah state which combines the 'disadvantages of 

pygmies and paranoids along with more visceral and unremit-

ting opposition by its regional enemies and isolation from 

i 
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most of the rest of the world', South Africa arguably has the 
7 " 

clearest incentives to increase its military power, the 

shortest^technical distanp^ (xn the African context) to go to 

build a bomb, and the least to lose in doing so. Under the 
• * * 

pretext of the"'Atoms for Peace' programme, South Africa has 

received extensive inputs in terms of the technology, facili-
44 C 

3 . 4 

ties (reactors) and expertise, from Western countries— 

notably the U.S.^ U.K., France and FRG—for its nuclear 

development schemes. [112 ] As a consequence, it is now gen-, 

erally assumed that South Africa has the capacity (especially 

with its Israeli conjifict.ion) to produce nuclear explosive 

devices, however primitive. [ 113 ] 

Although for the forseeable future, its limited capa--

city tin delivery technology puts Nigeria outside the fdirect 

orbit of South Africa's- 'nuclear blackmail', %the latter's 

current interest xn battlefield or theatre nuclear delivery 

systems—such as nuclear artillery (e.g., the American 155 
H » 

o 

'MGS Howitzer presently assembled in South Africa), battle-
* * . 

field missiles (e.g., Cactus)/ aerial bombs and air-to-ground 

missiles (for its Canberras, Buccanneers, and Mirage)—brings 

neighbouring African states,, into striking distance. Among 

other things, the apartheid regime (as part of its 'forward 
ft 

defence' strategy) apparently hopes either to forestall any 
eventuality of these terriitpries becoming bases for a future 

V? . -

•a. 

* 
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Pan-Africaji Task Force or to frighten these governments into 

desisting from supporting the liberation movements (PAC and 

ANC) . 

It is on this ground, above all else, that current 

advocates of a nuclear option for Nigeria conceive its util

ity: a nuclear 'balance of power 'between Nigeria and Boer 

South Africa'. Former Nigerian President, Shagari expressed 

this position in his address to the Foreign Policy Associa-

tio*-f!J%n New York: 'Nigeria will not allow Africa to be ' 

subjected to nuclear blackmail by South Africa...it reserved 

the right to do whatever she could to protect herself if 
*» 

racist South Africa persisted in acquiring nuclear weapons ,to 

threaten the) continent'. [114] 

It cannot be doubted that the underlying concern—i.e., 

contemporary developments both in the global and regional 

arenas—expressed by proponents,for the nuclearisation of 

Nigeria is growing. This is especially so, as Fran]*; 

Barnaby—the director 6f SIPRI—has noted, because the pre-

sent countries in possession of nuclear arsenals have repeat-

_ edly rejected the call 'to assure the non-nuclear-weapon 

parties of the NPT that the weapons they'have renounced would 

not be used against them**[115] However, -g:.is logical

ly unsound to equate the mere fact of existence of nuclear •> 

'weapons in a given country with claims to relative status and 
' , it 

security. For Nigeria in particular, and'other LDCs aspir

ants in general, the problem is"essentially one of credibil-

O 



ity. Trta-t is, even if Nigeria successfully develops its 

nuclear option-either through expensive independent* exertions 

or the '^hop around' approach—the likelihood, of its employ

ment is minimal.' 

In the first place, the present and medium-term future 

target of Nigeria's nuclear defence option (apartheid South 

Africa*) is over 8 5 percent non-white and it is unlikely that 

any Nigerian government would willingly imperil the lives of 

the* great majority of South Africans even in the face of 
' *» 

extreme provbcation from the Afrikaner regime. Such a con

sideration alone deprives Nigeria of one of the cardinal 

elements in deterrence relationships—intention. Credible 

deterrence is primarily a function npt only of capability but 

also of the estimated intentions of a nation's leadership to 

use the military potential at_its disposal. In other words, 

while South Africa's tactic of cultivating irrationality 
p * 

through nuclear weapons acquisition may have the intended 

psychological effect* on neighbouring states, similar effort 

on the part of Nigeria to cremate3 a condition of 'mutual 

alarm' or mutually assured retaliation cannot but have a1 

'hollow ring'. * 

And in the second place, given the present and foresee-

able level of technology in Nigeria, the problem of the gap 

between test detonation of a bomb and the 'weapomsation' and 

delivery system costs of meaningful nuclear vjeapon status , 

would remain. In India, these costs provoked resistance to "a 
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f ul"L-f ledged bomb programme inside the military establish

ment, which feared a drain on funds for conventional weapons. 

Several domestic opponents of any weapons-related nuclear 

programme in Nigeria had this factor in mind when they coun

selled that 'we should handle this growing nuclear obsession 

with care': 
< 

the apparent strength of our economy is 
illusory; the kind of confrontation we 
envisage with any outside power (in the 
light of our present foreign policy) is 
not likely to be settled by resort to 
nuclear weapons but conventional (army, 
airfoxce and naval facilities and weapon-

'ry); the technology for production of 
nuclear weapons is very "expensive1 and 
complicated and depends on a developed 
educational and technical base. For the 
rest of this century we'may not be able >j, . 
to master it and produce an effective 
weapon.' To direct several billions *of 

' . ,naira>fs India is doing leaving 90 per 
cent/of the population iri deprivation is 
unjustified and indeed socially crim- J-
inal.[116] ° / 

• 

9* 

It may', therefore, be concluded on the basis of the above 

observations that the incentives argument—security and sta- * 

tus—in the Nigerian context constitutes at best.a misguided 
• 

preoccupation of the 'new bureaucratic „and intellectual con-

stituencies'—research scientists, the diplomatic service, 

political and military elite—which a*s2-Robert D'A Henderson 

has pointed out, have 'emerged in favour of a stronger empha-

sis on the nuclear^ factor' in Nigerian decision-making. [ 117] 

However, as argued in the previous chapter, in the final 
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analysis policy decisions in this, as in other areas of° the 

national defence planning, may not be entirely governed by 

the 'limits of rational action'. The central problem ls^that 

in Nigeria, as no doubt in other countries as well, govern

mental organisations have their own .competing interests. In 

their desire to protect or*increase their influence, size, 

and budget, they-are likely to oppose policy choices that 
* 

reduce or jeopardise their missions and instead lobby for 

courses of action apt to promote 'organisational prosperity'. 

It is in this context that a number of domestic detractors in 

Nigeria have viewed with increasing alarm the undisguised , 

attempts of the nuclear' scientific community (associated with 

the atomic energy commission) to combine with military, 

bureaucratic and industrial interests to push the frontiers 

of their research well into the military realm.[118] Since 

Nigeria, as Moyibi Amoda has noted, 'fits into the category 

of those who have nominal programmes but with the future 

potential to expand them,[119] it is, therefore, appropriate 

to assess the future possibilities and prospects for Nigeria 

in this nuclear domain. 

ii) Prospect ( 

Despite countervailing efforts to control proliferation 

by international regimes, such as the International Atomic 

Energy Agency (IAEA1), the technical information required to 

design and manufacture a nuclear explosive device is now 
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quite readily available, as is the necessary expertise. [ 120 J 

This trend has been considerably heightened in recent times 

by the increasing commercialisation of .nuclear technology and 

reseircfl/production facilities under the so-called 'Atoms for 

Pedfcee' clause of the Non-Proliferation Treaty which explicit

ly commits (Article IV) the nuclear powers to aid the non-

nuclear weapons states in 'development of peaceful nuclear 
t 

energy capabilities, including tae fullest possible exchange 

of equipment-.! 121] As a consequence (as the cases of France, 

India and perhaps South Africa, clearly demonstrate), acqui

sition of nuclear weaponry has now become a by-product of a 

'peaceful' nuclear programmes and delivery systems the by- » 

products of 'peaceful' space programmes. In terms of both 

money and manpower, a national nuclear force can now be 
• t> 

acquired at relatively low cost, as technological advances 

(especially in laser enrichment) and the burgeoning market 

for nuclear materials and technology outside the framework of 

any NPT regime render existing international safeguards ^̂ *-

largely ineffective. The Indian nuclear explosion, for exam-

pie, cost about $500,000, including the' cost of the plutonium 

and the preparation of the test sx.te.[122] 

For a relative newcome^Eo the**field such as Nigeria, 
a 

< such a 'civilian route' to weapons acquisition might -drove to 

be particularly attractive. First, experience from civilian 

"utilisations may facilitate the construction and operation of 

clandestine facilities for bomb production -(e.g., Israel and 
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South Africa). Second, the establishment of a nuclear fuel 

cycle for peaceful programme creates a permanent weapons base 

or option for changing regimes in Nigeria, thus enhancing 

policy calculations and planning for future contingencies. 

And third, proceeding via thp 'civilian route' or under 

'civilian flag' may reduce the political costs that might be 

incurred by the acquisition of a nuclear; fuel cycle reactor 

l 

(reprocessing plant) designed specifically for military pur

poses. Since the development of nuclear explosivesSor nuc

lear weapons hinges ultimately on political considerations 

(e.g., backlash from the international community, which may 

not be easy to ̂ predict and could potentially be-1 severe), the 

use of civilian fuel cycle elements as intdarmediary steps in 
the development of bpmbs offers the best possible route. 

t 
A 4. 

Although at present Nigeria is unlikely to have an 

operational nuclear reactor prior to the 1990s, it can read-

h lly purchase components for a small natural uranium reactor 

producing about 20kg. of plutonium-239 "a year (mc*re than 

enough for two atomic bombs) secretly on the open market for 

a cost of less than $20 million. [123] As the Taiwan and 

. Efouth African examples show, the same can be done in the 

field of reprocessing technology: a small chemical reproces

sing unit could be clandestinely acquired and run by the 

military. 'Since considerable deposits of uranium are already 
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known to exist in Nigeria (in Benue, Niger, Sokoto, Cross 

River, and Bauchi states), it would not be too difficult to 

obtain fuel for a reactorJ 

Beyond these fortuitous circumstances, however, formid-

able problems remain to be overcome if the present or future 

government of Nigeria decides to press on with a nuclear 

programme, first, given the paucity of national technolo

gical and related skills in this field, considerable sums of. 

money may be needed to recruit foreign expertise (possibly 

from India, Pakistan, Brazil or Egypt) to staff available 

facilities and support, inf rastructurfes. Even though » 

Nigeria's personpower in this area has been growing steadily 

in the last decade (with many trained scientists opting for 

the bigger 'pies' of Europe and North America), as Henderson 

has noted, 'for the near future, Nigeria will lack enough 

highly-trained nuclear scientists, engineers, and technicians 

to support a modest nuclear research programme'.[124] 

Second, given the current paranoia in the industrial 

West about aja**7'Islamic' or 'Black' bomb, even as these states 

demonstrate V remarkable tolerance of a 'Jewish' or 'Boer' 

bomb, it. is to be expected that Nigeria's attempt in the 

future to secure the essential prerequisite (access to a 

commercial .reprocessing plant or a uranium-enrichment plant) 

for the .production of nuclear weapons will be an uphill task. 

Already its ongoing negotiations with the West German 

Kraftwekunion (KWU) and the Canadian government fpr the 450 
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megawatt medium-sizjsd and 600 megawatt Candu reactors, r§s-
•. 

pectively, have been linked to strict IAEA safeguards 
d 44 f 

^(including supervision, inspection, and return of spent fuel 

rods) over all of Nigeria's nuclear installations. 

However, these domestic and systemic hurdles, notwith

standing, the future possibilities and potentials for Nigeria 

in the field of nuclear energy and weapons acquisition are 

considerable. If unforeseen adverjse regional developments 

compel a major national nuclear programme, Nigeria can pursue 

a 'shop around' approach for production collaboration with t ' current LDCs which are not parties to the,NPT. Future non-

NPT suppliers (such as India and Brazil) with compelling 

reasons—the need to become more competitive or to counteract 

great powers—could be possible candidates. 

Nevertheless, the current emphasis placed upon the 

development of the country's conventional military pov/er as 

well as its domestic 'military-industrial complex' reduces 

the probability that available resources will be channelled 

into such a costly venture. The preoccupation of successive 

Nigerian government and regimes since the mia>1970s with 
i * 

improving the armed forces' efficiency, modernizing its con

ventional firepower and creating a regional mobility for its 

forces supports this order of priorities. 

Thus0, given its dubious strategic value to Nigeria in 

existing and likely conditions; the pressing problems of the 

armed forces modernization and augmentation programme com-
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manding immediate attention; and the nascent technological 

base and political inertia,, it is to be expected that the 

nuclearisation of Nigeria's defence system will continue to 

receive lowvpriority in national planning. Even if apartheid 

South Afncasucceesfully tests and deploys its nuclear 

arsenal, it would still be far from certain that Nigeria 

would respond xn a similar fashion. Rhetoric notwithstand

ing, any policy pesfjonse 'by Nigeria to. nuclear threat from 

South Africa,/nas to be predicated upon the calculations and 

perceptions of the Front Line States governments. The rea

sons are fairly obvious. 

First, as suggested above, these states are the most' 

likely to be affected by South Africa's nuclear blackmail, 

since its existing capability in delivery systems (bomber 

command) necessarily delimits the penetration and striking 

distance of its forces beyond their immediate strategic . 

environment. And, second, should Nigeria, eventually develop 

an atomic or nuclear device, operational imperatives concern

ing its 'radius of effective military/faction'—that is, the 

capacity of its military services to ('transmit power over 

space1—necessitates forward positioning in Southern Africa. 

It is not altogether certain that-sany one of these FLS 

governments will find such an offer inviting enough to risk 

the possibility of a preemptive strike by a fiendish regime 

whose domestic and international policies have so far been 

anything but rational. In the final section of this chapter, 
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considerations will be given to one of the most immediate and 

salient, if problematic, issues in Nigerian defence policy 

and planning, identified in chapter three: its role m any *,* 

regional collective defence system. 

e) Nigeria and any Pan-African -Defence Force 

Both the rationale and the changing attitudes of succes-^ 

sive Nigerian governments (from Balewa to Shagari), as well 

as the substantive propositions so far put forward concerning 

a collective defence system for Africa, have been briefly 
•-*3 

discuased in Chapter Three, section (c).[125] What, there

fore, remains is %o appraxse Nigeria's role in any such 

regional arrangement 'to deal with security crises within or 

around Black African states. * 

As is evident from the extensive debate within and 

outside the OAU on this topic[126], recent proposals in the 

seventies for a regional defence system invariably envisage a 
•a 

synthesis between Nkrumah's old idea of an African High 

Command designed 'to keep imperialist invaders at. bay' (the 

concept of selective securityj and the Morocco-Senegalese 

sponsored continental peace-enforcement/peacekeeping mechan

ism (the concept of 'preventive diplomacy') designed to 'put 

the African house in order'. The objectives of this newly-

proposed Pan-African Task Force, as Ofoegbu succinctly 
o 

explains, are: 1) to assist in restoring intraregional 

peace; 11) to keep extra-continental powers and foreign 

adventurers out of purely African affairs; and 111) to 
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- generate first an African response to African problems and 

establish the urgent institutional mechanism to counter the » 
4 

increasingly ominous South African military pressure on 

••"Front Line States'.[ 127 ] 

"\ However, owing to the continued and paralysing 'foot-

dragging by the OAU on the formation of a continent-wide 

African defence force', [128] there has been a significant 

reorientation in both thinking and planning from continental 

to sub-regional levels, with the expressed hope that such an 

approach would eventually 'spill over into other regions of 

Africa, constituting both core and example for a continental 

security system'. [ 129 ] Tenoue arrangements nerw exist in West 

Africa (ECOWAS Defence Pact) and in Southern Africa: the 

rather informal and limited operation of the new six-nation— 

tgola, Botswana, Mozambique, Tanzania, Zambia, and Zimbabwe 

Front Line 'system'. [ 130 ] Nigeria is presently a nominal 

member of the later and the 'backbone' of the former. 

Although its role in both groups is presently considered a 

sine qua non for their viability and credibility (since as 

Sammy Kum Buo has noted, 'in Black Africa as a whole, only 

Nigeria and to some extent Ethiopia, have the equipment, 

expertise and experience for a serious contest with the 

colossus to the South'), it is arguably only in the institu

t

ional context of ECOWAS that Nigeria's role in a multi

lateral defence structure be meaningfully considered in the 

immediate term. 
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i) ECOWAS defence pact. 

At least in theory, if not in reality so far, the 

inauguration of the 'protocol relating to mutual assistance 

on defence' at tbe May lgsi^summit of ECOWAS in Freetown, 

Sierra Leone, establishes both the organisational parameter 

and political momentum toward the/integration of ECOWAS armed 

forces into a collective force. [131] As envisaged by the 

treaty; military contingents from the armies of the member 

states will constitute the Allied Forces of the Community 
s 
(AAFC) under a Force Commander. The AAFC are, inter alia 

expected to conduct joint military exercises designed to 

enhance their organisational effectiveness and response in 

crisis situations. [ 132] 
\ 

The operational and political direction of the Forces is 

to be overseen by a supreme organ (the Defence Council of 

ECOWAS), comprising the Ministers of Defej^ce and Foreign 

Affairs of member states, through a subordinate apparatus— 

the Defence Commission—consisting of chiefs of defence 

staff. In addition a Deplity Executive Secretary for Military 
•j* 

Affairs is to be attached to the ECOWAS Secretariat in Lagos. 

His functions are to include 'updating plans for the niovement 

of troops and logistics and initiating joint exercises, pre

paring and managing the military budget of the Secretariat, 

and studying and making proposals to the Executive Secre

tariat in respect of matters relating to personnel and equip-

ment within his jurisdiction*.[133] 
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In terms, of institutional task and role, three .types of 

major crisis-area have been Identif lecP in the pro^&ocols i) 

aggression from a non-member state (Articles 6-and 10); ii) 

conflict between member states (Artiole 17^; and i'ii) inter-

nal conflict in a member state (Article 19). In the first 

case, military action is anticipated if judged expedient by 

the Defence Council. ' In the second case, interventionary 

diplomacy and peace-keeping are envisaged. And in thte third 

case, a necessary distinction has been made between external 

involvement (such as mercenary .adventurism) and domestic 

insurrection. While a collective response is judged appro

priate in the first context, the treaty rules out military 

intervention in the latter. 

Viewed within the existing parameters, AAFC must neces- & 

sarily be considered significant and unprecedented achieve

ment in regional experimentation in Black Africa. Indeed, 

extant frontier and political disputes in -West Africa (e.g., 

between Mali and Upper Volta, Ghana and Togo, SenegaJ. and 

Guinea-Bissau, Nigeria and Cameroun) and the increasing inci-

dence of mercenary adventurism have made a collective 

approach to crisis-management m -the region imperative in the 

face of OAU paralysis. As one analyst has noted, 'The memor

ies of .the 1970 "Portuguese aggression against Guinea and the 

more recent mercenary invasion of Benin, the overall need to 

> ex-enhance stability m ECOWAS!, member states—incessantly beset 
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by military coups and civil strife—contributed to the high 

priority which West African leaders apparently accorded to 

the establishment of a-defence pact'. [134] i h 0 

As the dominant economic and military powef%within the 
s 

West^African sub-zone, Nigeria's commitment and role in the 

deve/opment of the defence institution of ECOWAS is undisput-

paramount. Apart from being the single largest donor to 

community finances, only its forCes presently have the combi-

nation of mobility, equipment and operational experience 

required by contingencies stipulated in articles 6 and 10 of 

'.the protocol. Conversely, both the National security and 

geo-strategic interests of Nigeria, as contended in Chapter 

Six, would be advanced if such a collaborative trend was 

sustained.* As Aluko has rightly observed: 

<*' 

For security reasons Nigeria does not 
want*to be surrounded by small countries 
that are 'heavily dependent on extra-
African powers, especially France, for 
their military, political and economic 
survival. It is firmly believed in 
Nigeria that as long as there are clients 

. West African states closely tied to Euro
pean powers, Nigeria's own security cannot 

t be assured. Such states can be either 0 
manipulated against Nigeria or used as a 
staging, ground by foreign powers who wish 
to cause disaffection and confusion in 
the country. The experience of the last 
civil war when Dahomey (now Republic of 
Benin).was used briefly in 1969 for air
lifting arms* and relief supplies tq 
Biafra brought home this point to the 
Nigerian leaders more clearly than 
eyer.[135]-

> 
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Furthermore, as operational imperatives in any collective 

defence system require a -certain degree of standardisation, 

-interoperability and rationalisation, it is not altogether 

inconceivable that the nascent 'military-industrial complex' 

of Nigeria might in future provide a less expensive alterna

tive to extra-regional sources, especially if the current \ 

foreign exchange crisis facing these countries continues. 

• 

Already for reasons of proximity and the relative availabil

ity of the Naira (compared with the, dollar or franc), Nigeria 

is increasingly becoming the source of a range of industrial 

products (especially cars' and trucks assembled in Nigeria, as 

well as vital raw materials from the iron and steel complex 

at Ajaokuta). 
s * 

However, while for both Nigeria and Black Africa, the 
•» — 

necessity of creating an irreversible dynamic towards a con

tinental security community—as argued elsewhere! 131i] 

through instituting regional planning mechanisms technically 

essential for the politically desirable'task of coping with 

Africa's 'flashpoints'—cannot be doubted, fundamental reser-

-vations still persist as to the feasibility of such an 

arrangement either at present or in the future. [13 7] The 

majorc" problems (rooted invthe multiple disorders and the 

Byzantine nature of African politics) bedevilling such a, 

collaborative venture can re'adily be seen m West Africa. 
0 p 4 I 

Besides the obvious structural problems (economic dependence, 

technological underdevelopment, organisational*incompetence, 
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* military weakness), ideological fractions, vertical"*-links 

.with extra-regional forces and powerful inter-personal ani-

mosities among leaders raise' serious questions about the 

ECOWAS Defence Pact ever developing mto^.a genuine multilat

eral defence, force. [138 ] This scepticism is reinforced by 

' the non-ratification of the Pact by seyeral members since its 

declaration in 1981. Thus the question remains, whether 

there is sufficient harmony of interests within the Community 
iff 

to sustain such an endeavour. ' 
f. ^ 

It is evident from extensive publications on ECOWAS that 

opinions ̂ on this question differ markedly-, ̂ Nevertheless, the 

/ * 

conventional 'problem-oriented' approach through which the 
JT*> . . . " ' 

issue of African regional defence ha&.p&etn"analysed1has to be 
qualified by recognition of the fact that 'human institutions 

do sometimes and to some extent evolve in unwilled direc-^ 
-J ' 

tions, violating the intentions and confounding the expecta-

tions of their founders and operators'.! 139] As Claude has 

noted in relation to international organisation m general: 
a 

the course of its development may be • 
determined less by the consciously 
adopted plans -of the governments which 
par-t-Ticipate in its functions, or the t , 
officials who serve it, than by the cumu
lative influence of day-to-day pressures 
and case-by-case directions. [140] 

C? • ' . 
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Viewed in these terms, the question as to whether ECOWAS 

armed forces would successfully Inerge into a regional system 
i 

can best be answered by reference not to ECOWAS's Charter or 

'sociopolitical realities, but to the unpredictable properties 

(political, ideological, psychological, technological, and 

economic features) of future regional a%d global arenas. 

In concrete terms, the emergence of a viable Pan-African 

defence system (continental or regional) will depend, among 
-

other things, on the extent to which African states can 
4, 

evolve a) into relatively separate subsystems regionally, b) 

foreign .policies nationally. In other words, African states 

must eventually demonstrate the capacity to 'enjoy foreign 

"policy autonomy as a group or groups and to accept the dis-

ciplines of foreign policy grounded in external realities as 

individual actors'. [141] In the sphere of defence policy and 

planning, this1consideration will necessary involve a gradual 

"shift in focus from vertical defence partnerships (e.g., 

defence treaties with France) with extra-regional powers to 

horizontal intra-African defence exchanges and cooperation. 

It is not at all certain whether such measures would follow 
« 

or await solutions being^f ound feo the pressing structural 
problems of economic dependence and technological uriderdevel-

***?- » 

opment. It should be noted, however, m sum, that"the sue-

cessful implementation 'of plans relating to collective econo

mic or strategic self-reliance in isolation from the prevail

ing political environment in Africa is utterly unrealistic. 
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o 
4 43 . 

Basic choices of development stratedy are always political as 

well as economic, and they cannot be implemented in isolation 

from the transnational and political fabric of the given 

milieu. In other words-, functional collaboration of the type 

envisaged by thet Lagos Plan is not viable without a high 

degree of mutual trust, substantial faith in the permanence 

of the joint economy and at least a fundamental base of 

common socio-*p*olitical aims which regional security mechan

isms can arguably generate. 

In overall conclusion to this chapter, it is to be 

expected that military power will remain an integral part of 

the range of instrumentalities of Nigeria's -foreign policy. 

Its use and.usability will, however, continue to be subject 

to a range of domestic and systemic conditions whether mdus-

trial, infrastructural or nuclear questions are being 

treated. The next concluding chapter is, essentially a 

recapitulation of the central argumentation of this disserta

tion,, based on the changing pattern^'of Nigeria's military 

directions and cons'traints. - ~" 



u Table 7.1 

Gross Regional Products in .Africa 
(billions -of 1975 constant dollars) 

West East Central 
Year Nigeria Africa[a] Africa[b] Africa[c] Sahel[d] 

1975 
1977 
1979 
1981 
1983 
1985 
1987 
1989 
1991 
1993 
1995 
1997 
1999 
2001 

25.6 
28.8 
33.3 
38.0 
42.6 
47.2 
52.3 
57.5 
62.9 
70.0 
77.1 
84.4 
92.5 

101.0 

- * . 

12.5 
12.6 
13.1 
14.1 
15.4 
16.4 
17.4 
180„5 
18.7 
19.8 
21.8 
23.5 
24.8 
25.9 

17.3 
18.9' 
20.8 
22.4 
24.7 
"27.4 
30.4 
33.3 
33.9 
34.6 
37„9 
40.4 
42.5 
43,8 

• 18.5 -
19.9 
21.7 
,23.7 
25.8 
28.3 
30.8 
33.5 
36.4 
39.5 
42.7 
46.1 
49.9 
53.7 

4.8 
5.3 
5.6 
6.1 

. 6.5 
• ' 6.9 

7.3 
7.6' 
8.0 
8.3 
8.6 
8.8 
9.1 
9.3 

[a] Benin, Ghana* Guinea-Bissau, Ivory Coast, Liberia, Saint 
Helena, Sao Tome, Sierra Leone, Tdgo. * 

[b] Burundi, Comoro Island, Djibouti, Ethiopia, Kenya, t 
-Malagasy Republic, Malawi, Mauritius, Reunion, Rwanda, 
Seychelles, "Somalia, Swaziland, Tanzania, Uganda. 

[c] Angola, Botswana, Central African Republic", Congo (B), ̂  
Equatorial Guinea, Cameroun, Gabon, Lesotho, -> 

it - Mozambique, Namibia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe. 

[d] Cape Verde Islands, Chad, Gambia, Mali)' Mauritania, 
Niger, Senegal, Upper Volta ' 

Source: Accelerated Development in Sub-Sahara Africa. The 
World Bank, Washington, D.C, '1982. " 
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Table 7.2 

-^17 

I 

• Rank Correl-^tipns; Military Production Capabil 
atnd Economic IndicatorsB 197 9-80 

a ****> 

• i « 

Correlation Coefficients (Kendall's tau) . 

ifcy 

-

-*» 

l. 

2. 

3. 
t 

4. 

5. 

6. 

y 

7. 

Population 

Land Size 

Size-of Military 

*GNP 

GNP per capita5 

N of professional 
6 technical 
workers[b] 

N of industrial 
workers[d] 

Note: 

.70 9* 

.642* 

.748* 

.605* 

.1194**** 

.718** 

.680* ' 

^ 

. ^.810* 

o714*r 

.714* 

1.000* 

.524*1** 

*n.a. 

n.a. 

i 

'^.483** . 

O079**** -

.602* 

.759** 

.•019**** 

j i . a . .•*" 

• 

-.234**** 

.271**** 

.449** 

.489** , 

/ 
.176**** 

.'4»38** 

.406** 

-

The jregional data base includes 22 Countries 1m Latin 
America, 7 countries in South Asia, and 14 countries m ( 
the Far East. These regions were analyzed because they' 
contained the largest number of arms, producers: 9 in 
Latin America, 3 in South Asia, 10 in the Far East. (In 
1979-80 the Middle East had 2 arms producers; sub-Sahara 
Africa,, 2; North Africa, none). The three regions dis
played above also contained the most complete data 
(exceptions are noted below). 

D 

"All Arms Producers" consist of the 26 LDC arms -producers 
worldwide, ranked according to their comparative arms 
production capabilities. 

continued 
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Table 7.2 

In all data bases there were countries with equivalent 
military production capabilities. This is particularly 
true for the regional breakdowns, where there were many 
countries "with no military-industrial experience. There 
were, therefore, a large number of „tied rankings. For 
this reason, Kendall's tau rank correlation was used in 
preference to the more common Spearman rank correlation. 
^However, the more sophisticated statistical treatment 
cannot make up for this weakness in data; computations 
should be2 considered only approximations,, 

Consistent with Spearman rank correlations, the relation
ships indicated by the tau coefficients are: 

1 = perfect ranking agreement on both variables 
-1 = perfect negative association' 
0 = independence, no relationship 

•Correlation coefficients are statistically significant 
at the .001 level with a two-tailed test. 

••Correlation coefficients are statistically significant 
at the .01 level with a two-tailed test. The null hypo
thesis of no relationship can be rejected. 

•*•* •Correlation coefficients are statistically significant 
at the .05 level with a* two-tailed test. The null hypo
thesis of no relationship can be rejected. 

••••Correlation coeffi6ients are not statistically signi
ficant „at the .05 level* There is not sufficient evi
dence presented by these data to 'enable us to reject the 
null hypothesis. 

e 
a. N = 11 for the Far East; information not available 

for Vietnam, Kampuchea, *and Laos. ^ 

b„ N-= 21 for Latin Rmerxca; information not available 
for Haiti. N = 6 for the Far East; information not 
available for China, Vietnam, Burma, Taiwan, N. 
Korea, Kampuchea, Laos, and Mongolia. N = 20 for 
total arnfs producers? information nbt available for 
Bangladesh, Burma, China, Nigeria, N. Korea, and 
Taiwan". 

c. N = 4 for South Asia; information not available for' 
Afghanistan, Bangladesh, and Bhutan. 

continued 
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Table 7.2 

d„ N = 7 for Far East; information not available for 
China, Kampuchea, Laos, Mongolia, N. Korea, Taiwan, 
and Vietnam. N = 21 for total arms producers; 
information not available for Bangladesh, China, 
Nigeria, N. Korea, Taiwan. 

Source: Stephanie Neuman, "International Stratification 
and Third World Military Industries", Inter
national Organization, 38, 1, Winter 1984, p. 
184. 
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NOTES 

xRay Ofoegbu, The Nigerian Foreign Policy (Enugu: Star, 
1978), p. 90. 

"-•Olajide Aluko, Essays in Nigerian Foreign Policy, 
(Londoni George Allen and Unwin, 1981), pZ 276. 

3See Section 19 of the 1979 Constitution. Federal 
Republic of Nigeria, The Constitution of the Federal Republic 
of Nigeria, 1979, (Lagos: Department of Information, Print
ing Division, 1980). 

A • 

^Such seminal endeavours can be seen, inter alia, in two 
volumes edited and co-edited by Timothy Shaw; T„ Shaw ed.. 
Alternative Future for Africa, (Boulder: Westview, 1982); 
Shaw and Aluko (eds.), Nigerian Foreign Policy, (London: 
MacMillan, 1983). See also James Scarrrt, Analysing Poli
tical Change in Africa, (Boulder: Westview^ 1980) and Mazrui 
and Patel, Africa: The Next Thirty Years (Brighton: Julian 
Freedman, 1974). 

5The Delphi Technique involves categorization of prob
able alternatives by a group of experts. Results may be 'fed 
back' to the members, possibly repeatedly, in order 'to 
clarify agreements and disagreements'. However, while this 
technique may generate possible future scenarios on which 
inter-subjective consensus of the participant experts may be 
said to obtain, these results depend considerably on the ° 
competence/^of the inputs (i.e., the participants) and may 
turn out to be far off the mark. 

Similarly, gaming and simulation may produce interesting 
possibilities, but the quality of the results is often no 
better than the inputs. The crucial limitation resides in 
the problematic task of identifying and measuring the vari
able conditions determining unique events. For a critique of 
these techniques as they relate to military planning, see 
Oskar Morgenstern et al, Long Term Projections of Power: 
political, economic and military forecasting, (Cambridge: 
Ballinger, 1973); and Yu. V. Chuyer and Yu. B. Mikhaylov, 
Forecasting in Military Affairs: a Soviet/*iew, (Moscow: 
Military Publishing House of the Ministry of Defense of the 
USSR, 1975). 

i. 

For an excellent analysis of the problem of measurement 
in the Social Sciences, see Ernest Nagel, The Structure of 
Science, CN.Y.: Harcourt, Bruce and World, 1961); and Adam 
Przeworski and* Henry Teune, The Logic of Comparative Social 
Inquiry, ,(N.Y.: John Wiley and Son, 1970). 

""0 
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'For epistemologlcal reasons,/ the term 'conjecture' is 
preferred in this context to either 'prediction' or 'fore
cast'. Both 'prediction' and Jf̂ efrecast' denote high-
confidence projection (apodictic statement) which is normally 
unattainable m the field of international relations in par
ticular, and in the social sciences in general. 

Conversely^ conjecture is 'reasoned inference from 
admittedly defective evidence'. That is to say, as defined 
by Morgenstern and Knorr, among others, 'to conjecture is to 
form an opinion or judgment on what is recognized as inade
quate information'. Jt is distinguished from tacit intuitive 
judgment (prediction) by two essential elements: competent 
use of such evidence as there is, and the use of explicit 
reasoning. In other words, conjecture may be regarded as a 
'low ord,er' prediction, 'distinguished by an awareness of the 
impossibility of high confidence prediction on a vast range 
of matters. 

In the field of military-strategy, by stressing conjec
ture, the analyst is clearly admitting to the impossibility 
of predicting future developments, behaviour, and even capa
bilities of probable opponents. For tstle various distinctions, 
and amplification upon these conceptual categories, s"ee 
Robert Ayres, Technological Forecasting and Long-Range Plan
ning, (N.Y.: McGraw-Hill, 1969); and Klaus Knorr and 
Morgenstern, Political Conjecture in Military Planning. 
Policy Memorandum No. 35, Center of" International Studies, 
Princeton University, 1968. 

"See particularly the following publications: J. Bowyer 
Bell, "The Future of Guerrilla Revolution in Southern 
Africa", in Africa Today (Denver), 19, Winter 1972, pp. 7-15; 
Lewis Gann, "No Hope for Violent Liberation: a Strategic 
Assessment" in Africa Report, (Washington), 17, February 
1972, pp. 15-19; K. Grundy, Guerrilla Struggle in Africa: an 
analysis and preview, (N.Y.: Bantam, 1971); and Sheridan 
Johns, "Obstacles to Guerrilla Warfare—a South African Case 
Study", Journal of Modern African Studies, 11, 2, (June 
1973), pp. 267-303. 

q 

'All Mazrui, "A Case for Violence", Adelphi Papers, 156, 
January 1980, p.*15. 
' For an elaboration on this themef see Morgenstern 
et al., Long Term Projections of Power; and Cheyev and * 
Mikhaylov, Forecasting in Military Affairs: a Soviet View. 

•----•John Herz, "The Territorial State Revisited", in J. 
Rosenau, (ed.)"* International Politics and Foreign Policy, 
(N.Y.: Free Press, 1969), p. 82.-
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12Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 
(N.Y.: Addison-Wesley, 1979), p. 107; See also his revision-
lst essay, "The Myth of National Interdependence" in Charles 
Kindleberger (ed.). The International Corporation, 
(Cambridge: MIT Press, 1970), pp. 205-223. 

-—"Raymond Aron, Peace and War, (N.Y.: Doubleday, 1966) 
and Hans Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, (N.Y.: Knopf, 
1978). 

14Ibid., p. 8. 

--"Arnold Toynbee, "The International Outlook", Inter
national Affairs, 23 (October 1974),*" p. 476. 

"See Inis Claude, Power and International Relations, 
(N.Y.: Random House, 1962), and Arnold Wolfers, Discord and 
Collaboration, (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1962). 

---'J.W. Burton, Internationa-i- Relations: a general -triarl-: 
2/Uni theory, (Cambridge: Cambridge/University Press, 1967), p. 

46. 

°This and related information can be found in SIPRI 
yearbook for 1983, World Armaments and Disarmament, (Stock
holm), p. 207. 

\9Tijjani and Williams (eds.), Shehu Shagari, p. 335. 

20Ibid., p. 333. 

"? "I • 
-"•-Knorr and Morgenstern, Political Conjecture in Mili

tary Planning, p. 7. * " 
,4---*Aluko's comment in a verbal rejoinder to criticism of 

a paper ("Nigerian Foreign Policy in the-5tear 2000") he 
presented at the .seminar on Africa's Futureat the African 
Studies Centre, Dalhousie University, May 1981. 

y 3 
As an international pariah, few governments would 

formally admit to any association with the 'Dogs of War'. 
Indeed, most countries have in theory^enacted laws banning^ 
the recruitment of their nationals as mercenaries. See, for 
example, the United States Neutrality Act and the British 
Foreign Enlistment Act (1870). *-

These Acts are, however, riddled with loopholes and have 
never been taken seriously by either governments. According 
to the United States Justice Department, the Neutrality Act 
'basically requires that the individual take an oath of 
allegiance to foreign government before a violation occurs'! 
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Similarly, in the British case, as Lord Diplock, the chairman 
of the commission of inquiry set up by the British Government 
in the wake of the trials, imprisonment and execution of 
mercenaries in Angola in 1976, comments: 

During the 106 years that it (the Act) 
has been upon the statute book, there has 
never been a prosecution., let alone a 
conviction for an offence _m connection 
with illegal enlistment or recruitment. 

t 

See Ward Churchill, "US mercenaries m Southern Africa: 
the recruiting network and US policy", Africa "Soday, 27, 2, 
1980, 21-46, and A. Mockler, The Mercenaries, f^ondon: 
MacMillan, 1970). J 

24Jonathan Block, "The Dogs of War Exposed", NAfrica -Now, 
13, May 1982, p. 39. 

'-3See John Stockwell, In Search of Enemies, (London: 
Futura, 1979); and also "The CIA and the Violent Option", 
Africa, 85, September 1978, pp. 52-55. 

It was in response to this instrumental use of mercenar
ies by extra-continental powers that the OAU's convention on 
mercenansm declared as 'grave threat' the activities of 
mercenaries to the 'independence, sovereignty, security, 
territorial integrity and harmonious development of member 
states'. The conviction further states that the crime of 
'mercenansm' is committed by any individual, group or asso
ciation, representative of the state or the state itself who, 
with the aim of opposing by armed violence a process of self-
determination, stability or territorial integrity of another 
state, practices any of these acts: 

i) Shelters, organises, finances, assists,equips, trains, 
promotes, supports or in any manner employs bands of ' 
mercenaries; 

ii.) Enlists, enrolls or tries to e n W / i n the said bands; 

i n ) Allows the activities to be carried out in any territory 
under its jurisdiction or in any place under its 
control or affords facilities for transits, transports 
,or other operations of these forces. 

* See Colin Legum (ed.), Africa Contemporary Record, 
Volume 9 (London: Collins, 1976), p. A9. 

26See Africa, 55, February 1976, pp. 65-68. 
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27See ECOWAS Document A/SP3/5/81, 'Protocol Relating to 
Mutual Assistance on Defence' in Official Journal of the Eco
nomic Community of West African. States, Vol. 13,- (June 1981), 
pp. 9-13. ' . 

9 o 
°Robert Price, "Pretoria's Southern African Strategy'', 

African Affairs, 83, 330 (January 198'4), pp. 29-30. -

•"---Hugh Tinker, Race, Conflict and the International 
Order, (London: Macmillan, 1977), p. 132. Tinker's asser-
tion is corroborated by the magnitude of military-related 
technological transfer to South African from NATO bloc coun
tries to buttress the "discredited albmocracy and by the 
overt and tacit support it has consistently received from the 
same source in the United Nations. 

- * o 
3^See, for instance, Chester Crocker, "Current and Pro

jected Military Balanpes in Southern Africa", in R. Bissel 
and C. Crocker (edŝ )j. South Africa into the 1980s, (Boulder: 
Westview, 1980), pp.""71-105. 

3-*-See> among others. South Africa Digest, 9 October 1981 
(special supplement). Also see James«Roherty "Beyond Limpopo 
and Zambezi: South Africa's Strategic Horizons" South Africa 
International 14, {July 1983), pp. 320-339. 

32Price, "Pretoria's Southern African Strategy", p. 12_. 

-"This perspective has been underlined by a number of 
commentaries by African writers. See, for instance, Peter 
Enahoro's editorial in Africa Now, 38, June. 1984; and Ad'Obe 
Obe's article in West Africa,, 3490, 9 July, p. 1390. 

34The Reagan administration's policy of 'constructive 
engagement' has as its centrepiece the objective of counter-
ring Soviet influence xn Southern Africa through a -positive 
and reciprocal' relationship between Washington and Pretoria. 
In the view of its leading spokesmen such as Chester Crocker, 
the basis for such a- co-operative relationship exists m a 
set of interests which the two countries presumably share: 

*. 
l) dealing effectively with the Soviet threat, i.e., pre

venting any further significant expansion of Soviet 
influence*in Southern Africa, and, concomitntly, remov
ing the Cuban troop presence from Angola; 

ii) • rebuilding stability in Southern Africa (essentially'* 
American-cura-South African imposed sub-regional order 
such as envisaged by the Kissinger Natipnal Security 
Study Memorandum 39); ^ 
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111) utilizing South Africa's central economic role in the 
region as the foundation for 'regional economic develop
ment' (Pretoria's sub-imperial dream of -J,regional supre
macy within a constellation of Southern African States). 
* 

See Chester Crocker, 'Memorandum of Conversation, 15/16*> 
April, 1981', reprinted in Counter Spy (August-October 1981); 
p„ 522 

Foiwthe growing Israeli-South African military alliance, 
see James Adams The Unnatural Alliance (London: Quartet, 
.1984). -Israel- has either supplied or facilitated South 
African procl^etion of patrol boats, fighter planes, a guided 
missile corvette, the Gabriel missile, and a gun capable of 
firing" a nuclear shell, israeliAi^Litary advisers*, as noted 
by the author, have also been ac-SfWa for the past ten years 
advising their South African counterparts on 'how best to 
control SWAPO and African National Congress freedom fight
ers.' Israeli-made products have been extensively deployed 
to counter guerilla penetrations m the operational areas: 
night sights, microwave protection and detection systems, 
electronic fences, barbed wire, and anti-personnel mines. 

• 35South Magazine, 42, April 1984, p. 26. . 

* i f i ' 
•-•DBassey Eyo Ate , "The p r e s e n c e of France i n West-

C e n t r a l Afr ica as a Fundamental Problem t o N ige r i a " , M i l 
l e n i u m 12 , 2 (Summer 1983) , p . 110. 

•KY 
-"Federal Government of Nigeria, News Review 29 February 

1984,/»p» 11. Issued by the Information Service of Nigeria 
High Commission, Ottawa, Canada. 

,, , JOSun Tzu's disquisition on war is based on a very 
different understanding of its nature- from the prevailing 
Clausewitzian tradition. . In the key passages in Chapter 5 of 
his Treatise, .entitled 'Energy' (which is the Chinese word 
meaning 'force', 'influence' and 'authority') Sun Tzu theo
rizes' that'there are essentially two types of force: 'chi', 
dt extraordinary and indirect force, and 'cheng', or normal 
and direct force,, Victory, he asserts, 'comes when the two 

* are correctly correlated*. Thus extraordinary, or indirect, 
4 force is applied extensively to" weaken an opponent to the 
point where only a minimum of__ordinary force is required to 
topple him. Hence hiŝ t̂pliô risln: '...use the normal force to 
engage, use the extraordinary to win*, (p. 91). 

In other words, in Sun Tzu's tradition, the outcome of 
conflict is ,determined not only by the skilful manipulation 
o-^violence by the general and political leaders once the war 
has broken out (as Clausewltz assumes), but also by the 
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'years of preparation preceding the confrontation'. Thus the 
level on which Sun Tzu's 'war' is fought is not only on the 
battlefield, but in the preceding peacetime, and the object 
is not the, use of military violence, bi£t the undermining of 
the legitimacy of the opponent's cause among 'his own peo
ple'. See Sun Tzu, The Art of War, translated by Samuel 
Griffith (London: Oxford University Press, 1963), p. 32. 

o Q 

Roherty, "Beyond Limpopo and Zambezi: ,South Africa's 
Strategic Horizons", p. 328. 

40Sun Tzu, The Art of War, p. 11. 

41South African Digest, 9 October 1981, (Special Supple
ment). See also Pik Botha's Address to Members and Guests of 
the Swiss-South African Association m Zurich (7 March 1979). 
Press Section: RSA Embassy, Berne and South African Yearbook 
of International Law, 5 (1979). 

ao "• 
• See Bissel and Crocker (eds.) South Africa into the 

1980s; and Gann and Duignan, Why South Africa will Survive. 
3For the full text of Muhammed's speech see, A Time 

for Action, Lagos, Federal Ministry of Information, February 
1976v /-

For an incisive analysis of Pretoria's strategy for 
survival, see Robert Price, "Pretoria's Southern African 
Strategy"; and also P. Mkandawire, "Reflections on Some 
Future Scenarios for Southern Africa", Journal" of Southern 
African Affairs^ 2, 4 (October 1977), pp. 439-454. 

45por contending views on South Africa's hemispheric 
strategy and Western Alliance, see William Gutteridge 'South 
.Africa: strategy for survival?" Conflict Studies, 131 (June 
1981), pp. 1-32; Christopher Coker, "South Africa and the 
Western Alliance 1949-81: a history of illusions" RUSI 127, 
2 (June 1982), pp. 34-40; Glen Barclay, "In Defence of South 
Africa: a western dilemma- and its resolution", Strategic 
Review, June 1982, 'pp. 15-31; Andrew Hurrell, "The Politics 
of South0Atlantic Security: a survey of)proposals for a 
.South Atlantic treaty organisation". South Africa Interna
tional 14, 1, July 1983, pp. 346-361; and Adm. H.H. Biermann, 
"The South? AfrAan Response" in Patrick Wall^Ced.), The 
Southern Oceans and the Security of the Free World, (London: 
Stacey^ International, 1977). ~ 

46Sammy Buo "Priorities for Diplomacy", West- Africa, 23 
May 1983; p. ,1228. See also b. Aluko, "African response to 
external intervention m Africa since Angola-*, African 
Affairs, 80, 319 (April 1981), pp. 158-179. 
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47Ibid.,' p. 1227. ' ' , • 

48West Africa", 2 April 1984, p. 746. 

.Timothy M. Shaw, "Introduction: Nigeria as Africa's . 
major power" in Shaw and Aluko (eds.), Nigerian Foreign ^ > 
Policy,, p. 4. % 

en 
A ranking of thirty-two black African nations on a 

measure of 'power' by Tomlm and Kuhlman, for instance, has 
Nigeria first. See B.W„ Tomlin Hand M.A. Kuhlman, 'Relative 
Status and Foreign Policy', Journal of Conflict Resolution, 
21, 2, 1977, p. 202. -jDthers mcliade ."Jean Herskovits, 'Date
line Nigeria: a Black power', Foreign Policy 29 Winder 1977-
78, pp. 167-88; A.. Bolaji Akinyemi, Foreign Eolicy and Fed
eralism: The Nigerian Experience (Ibadan: Ibadan University 
Press, 1974); -and Olajide Aluko'i 'Nigeria's Role in Inter-
African Relations with Special Reference" to the Organisation 
-of African Unity", African AffairB, 72, 287, Apr^l 1973. For 
Aluko1 s volte face on this early judgement that 'Nigeria 
cannot readily give up the bid to play a leading role in the 
OAU', see his inaugural lecture 'Necessity and Freedom in 
Nigerian Foreign Policy, University of Ife, 17 March 1981, 
reprinted in a back-dated copy of Nigerian Journal of Inter
national Studies, 4, 1 & 2, January and June 1980, pp. 1-15. 

Shaw in his literature review associates this dominant 
perception of Nigeria's status and role in Africa with the 
traditional 'realistic' approach which he. criticises as lack
ing in profundity: "* , 

The traditional perspective is not only 
^*? rather complacent; it is state-centric, 

static, superstructural and less beuris-
tic.it is neither theoretical nor pre
dictive; it seeks to describe and under
stand rather than to explain and"project. -
Within this dominant, traditional para
digm the major concerns are -with foreign 
policy success (or failtire), activism (or 
change). Debate within it is limited 
largely to the degree and direction of 
national influence and to the bases and 
amounts of power. - Work within the-ortho
dox school is largely concentrated on 
current affairs—-chronology, ideology, 
regime changes, crisis diplomacy and 
domestic factors. It accepts and contri
butes to Nigeria's new activist African 

t / 
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policy and overlooks most constraints and 
contradictions. Although a few scholars 
-within this mode recognize the dichotomy 
between continental influence and global 
dependence, awareness of substructural a 
factors is minimal. 

See Timothy M. Shaw and 0. Fasehun, "Nigeria in the 
World System: alternative approaches, explanations and pro
jections" in Shaw and Aluko (eds.), Nigerian Foreign Policy, 
pp. 217-218. 

A closer examination of Shaw's reviews and differences 
highlighted reveal, however, that his literature classifica
tions— 'realist', 'idealist'- and 'radical' approaches and 
projections—are less obvious than assumed. They are basic
ally variations on the same theme, with the so-called radical 
genre (as articulated by Ake, Nzimiro, Osoba, etc.) focusing 
primarily on substructural "forms (the frail and vulnerable 
economic foundation of Nigerian national power, which the 
'traditionalist'/'realist' undoubtedly recognise--see Aluko," 
"Nigerian Foreign Policy in the Year 2000") as a fundamental 
constraint in an independent and assertive foreign policy on 
the part of Nigeria. One cannot, therefore, help feeling • 
that Shaw and other dependency writers, to use less graceful 
terms, have stretched the .'transnational paradigm' of Keohane 
and Nye in the Nigerian context almost to the point of making 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

CONCLUSION: the relevance and impact of 

military power in Nigerian foreign policy 

Our collective and individual future, 
then, will inevitably be shaped by us, 
whether we choose inaction and passivity, 
regression and romanticism, or action, 
imagination, and resolve. Men cannot 
escape their historical role by merely 

oD denying its existence. The question is, 
therefore, not whether (Africans) will 
shape their future but how they will 
shape it. [ 1] 

Strategy depends for success first and 
most, (sicj on a sound calculation and 
coordination of the ends and the means. 

v The end must be proportioned to the total 
means, and the means used in gaining each 
intermediate end which contributes to the 
ultimate must be proportioned to the 
value and needs of that intermediate end--
whether it be to gain an objective or to 
fulfill a contributory purpose. [2] 

As stipulated in the introduction, my primary purpose m 

the preceding chapters has been to analyse and comprehend the 

theory and practice of Nigerian military statecraft, within 

the broad context of the extensive and vigorous debate m the 

1970s and 1980s on the policy role of the expanding and 

modernizing military establishment of4Nigeria. It remains to 

recapitulate the central argumentation in the foregoing anal

ysis and to summarize and highlight some jpf the observations, 

contentions and conclusions that emerge from this essay. In 

addition, based on the salient issues considered in Chapter 
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Seven, an attempt will be made to hazard a few informed 

guesses as to the future dirj&ction of Nigeria's military 

policy, as this might be shaped by systemic, challenges, 

domestic capabilities and various constraints. 

Eirst, at the conceptual level, consideration of 
0 

Nigerian military power as an instrument of security and 

crisis-management is fundamentajiy hampered by two ambigui

ties and one unknown (see Chapter Three, section a). These 

conceptual problems stem partly from the conditional nature 

of the instrumentality of military power as it applies to 

Nigeria in existing and likely conditions/ and partly* from t 

the general ambivalence and nebulous posture of the Nigerian 

state m regional and world politics. •> « 

Nevertheless, it has been my basic contention that for 

Nigeria, as is the case with most countries, the pivotal link 

between the military instrument and the imperatives of nation-

al security and crisis management is a direct consequence of 

the nature of contemporary international system as a 'threat 

system'—a competition of units **in the kind of a state of 

nature that knows no restraints other than those which the 

changing necessities of the game and the shallow conveniences 

of the players impose'. [ 3 ] In this respect, the development 

and_expansion of national 'power of resistance' has been 
* 

widely yiewed by the Nigerian policy-makers since the civil 

war era as the sine qua non for the preservation of basic 

values on which the country's survival as a socio-political 
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entity rests. Similarly, in therms of crisis management,-

considerations of military power have acted as counters in 

diplomatic bargaining, so that in serious disputes, diplomacy 

became a 'trial of influence and strength, including military 

strength even though it is also a test of wits and skill'.[4] 

Seen in such terms, Nigerian military power (as the case 

study analysis in Chapter Four demonstrates) has featured 

severally (with a varying mix of diplomacy and economic 

sanctions) in the post-independence era as an instrument of 

security and crisis management. It has been employed coer-

ciyely in order to influence the behaviour of opponents 

(Equatorial Guinea and Cameroun) or in order to alter or 

preserve the status quo, either by the sheer feat of attack 

or defence (e.g., against 'Biafra' and Chad) or through 

peacekeeping/peace-enforcement actions (the Congo-now Zaire--

and Tanzania 3,n the early 1960s; Chad and Lebanon in the late 

1970s and early 1980s). 

Second, and parallel to the first, at the level of 

defence decision-making and planning, there has been a defi

nite and qualitative change in perceptions and attitudes 

among Nigeria's policy elite towards the use and usability of 

national military power as an instrument of policy. This 
*? marked re-orientation in 'value parameter' concerning force 

has arguably coincided with, indeed been expedited 'by, chang-

m g domestic capabilities, systemic challenges, and regimes: $* 

from the conservative and highly introspective period of 
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Balewa 11960—1§66) to a more dynamic and ^ssertiye era of 

Mohammed/Obasanjo (1975-1979). The latter \s characterized 

by an increasing acceptance and cultivation, (see Chapter 

Three, section c) of a 'realist' philosophy who°cn views 

military pov/er as 'but one of the many techniques of state1-

craft, taking its place alongside diplomacy, economic sanc-

\ tions, propaganda and so on°.[5] 

This developntent, eminently symbolised by the Afrocen-
\ 

*** 
trie activism of the Mohammed/Obasanjo administration (Or 

' J> a *-

even by the l e s s tempestuous,, a l b e i t unprecedentedly revan-
a 

chist, posture toward unruly neighbours of the Shagari 

government), has been neither haphazard nor transient. On 

the contrary,' it derives f rbm a complex set of rapidly' evolv

ing relationships between recent historical cirdumstances and 

present conditions (both domestic and external). It has been 

an end-result of internal tumult as well as untoward events 

in the African continent since, the early sixties. For , 

instance, the unprecedented levels of foreign intervention 

(especially of France, Portugal, Spain, South Africa and the 

defunct*Rhodesia) - in the Nigerian civil war, contributed to a 

dramatic alteration o£ threat perceptions (and definitions) 

held by Nigeria's policy-makers of their country's security. 
Nigeria's security (that tis, the protection of its basic and 

'context-specific',, values) has since been inextricably linked 

to the elimination of colonialism-in Southern Africa and "to 

the containment of French influence in West Africa. In other 
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words, judging from the direction of Nigeria's foreign and 

d alienee policy planning smce the civil war, it may be valic 

to assert that the 'territorial frontier' no longer consti-

tutes the exclusive radius of security concern as was clearjy 

the case in the First Republic. 

Thus,.unlike the prevailing attitude, perception and 

complaqency w,hich characterized the security posture Of the 

• Balet/a administration^ the dominant 'mind se_fĉ _j»n Nigerian 

""governmental circles since the civil war has been that the 

*̂ sl|(rvival, security and independence of Nigeria cannbt be 

'assured as long as Southern Africa remains under treacherous ° 

' f " v t settler-and colonial regimes sustained by powerful external 
• , \ » . 

interests and fprces* As a consequence, it has now become 

integral to strategic thinking in Nigeria to view the coun-

" M i ' «' 

"try's security boundaries in terms of .three interrelated 

concentric circles^ {see Chapter Six, section a). 

Third, with this amplified redefinition of threat to the^ 
•* \ 

secur i ty 6f. Nigeria, coupled with the questi&nable claim of 

t h e coun t ry toibe the" dominant power in Black Afr ica (see 
V 

Chapter Seven, sect ion b) came a magnified ' role-concept ion ' 
i * » • 

and 'organisational task expansion' for its. military estab- ^ 

lishment in foreign policy. Thus, unlike in tHe 'First Repub-

'lie when the roles of the armed forces were conceived largely' 

in terms of ceremonial'and internal security duties1 (besides 

limited involvement in peace-keeping operations)t the emerg

ing pattern of Nigeria's military? policy in the 1970s and 
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1980s envisages active and vigorous involvement foir the 

defence establishment in regional affairs.[6] Tw<i> policy 

statements by high ranking officials in the late ]k970s and 

early 1980s attest to this trend. The first was the 

announcement in 1977 by then Chief of Army Staff, T.Y. 

Danjuma, that in (order to-speed up the collapse of the white 

regimes in South Africa, the government 'would be1 prepared to 

send troops to assist\the freedom fighters'J[ 7 ] And the 

second was the reactionvof Ishaya "Audu, then Minister of 

External Affairs, to Washington's veto of the UN resolution 

condemning South Aflricayfor it\"> attack on Angola in September 

1981: 

There is^definitely a feeling Africa 
should participate in the defence of 
Angola. -There is a feeling that if Cuba 
is in the position to help, then, Africa 

^ should be even more in a position to help 
o...As,far as Nigeria' i„s concerned, if* 

asked, Nigeria would look at it objec- • 
l' • tively.ta] «o A <Q 

** — • 

- - X 
n <*-

For this and related reasons (discussed in,'Chapters 

Three and Six), it may thus be argued that the salience (in 

terms of role-conception) of military power'in Nigeria, for-

*• ° . 
eign, an<$ security policy has undergone a step-level change 
from the 'ganti-miiita'rist' proclivity of the Balewa era. For 
'over a broad range of regional issues, the military instru-

*1P > 
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ment is now viewed as the ultima ratio: one of the bases of 

diplomacy and of contractual obligations beyond the bound-
u 

aries of the state. 

In this respect, the major preoccupations—indeed, the 

basic components-—of Nigerian defence policy and planning 

since the mid-1970s have been: a) armed forces modernization 

and augmentation that touches,upon all elements of Nigerian 

military power t/ith the aim of improving its efficiency, 

enhancing its conventional firepower and creating a regional 

mobility for the special units (see Chapter Six, section b); 

b) intensive material and diplomatic support for the libera

tion movements, including, in the late 1970s, the deployment 

of the Nigerian Air Force Transport Command m Tanzania to 

' provide logistical support to the Patriotic Front forces 

based iri Zambia and Mozambique. At present Nigeria is 

actively coordinating operational planning between the ANC 

and the PAC through its military mission in Harare, and 

elements from both liberation movements and SWAPO are also 

receiving advanced tactical training in the Nigerian Defence 

Academy, Kaduna; and c) pursuit of a strategy of collective 

defence through regional and/or continental coordination and 

^cooperation. As argued in Chapter Seven (.section e), 

Nigeria's principal objective in this regard has been to 

, create, both at the continental and regional levels, a *col-

lective security' mechanism that can provide 'African solu-

tions to African conflicts' and thereby limit foreign.pene-
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tration and control. However, the extremely low-degree of 

ideological consciousness in the OAU-system as regards the 

real value of a regional defence mechanism, combined with the 

deepening dependence (militarily, economically, technologic

ally and politically) of most African countries on the major 

industrial -powers, has so far made the actualisation Of this 

strategy a hopelessly unequal task. * \ 

Nevertheless, since the failure of a collective ideolo

gical awareness regarding regional security is itself accen

tuated, above all, by dissonance m- national ideologies of 

development, it is not altogether improbable that intensifi

cation of current contradictions in the global capitalist 

eaonomy might engender increasing acceptance of strategies 

for collective self-reliance in economic as well as security-

related issues. To this extent, the OAU Lagos Plan of „ Action 

(1980) andithe inauguration of the ECOWAS Protocol on Mutual 

Assistance on Defence may well strengthen the ideological 

(and political) bases of a collective strategy of providing 
* \ * 

'African solutions to African conflicts'. 
r I 

Finally, while there has undoubtedly been a fundamental 

re-orientation in both the role-conception and organisational 

task expansion for the military in Nigerian statecraft, the 

actual/potential use and usability (that is, policy opera-
£ . 

tionalisation) Of the Nigerian military instrument remains 

constrained by certain structural deficiencies in its domes

tic environment. These, as discussed in Chapter Five', 
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include a frail socio-economic and technological base, the 

limited strike power of its armed forces—a consequence of 

its nascent 'military-industrial complex' and its declining 

reserves of international liquidity (foreign exchange) 

resulting from a glut in the oil market, itself a consequence 

OECD countervailing strategies against OPES. Assuming the 

vitality of any threat to Nigeria's security interests, the 

latter factor—the state of Nigeria's foreign exchange 

reserves and balance-of-payments since 1981—has probably 

become a key influence on the actual employment of the 

Nigerian military as an instrument of national policy (either 

for warfighting or peacekeeping) beyond its immediate bor

ders. The case of the Zambia—'Rhodesia' crises of 1979 

suggests this conclusion (see Chapter 5). Furthermore, in 

t 

March this year, the Minister of External Affairs,"Ibrahim 

Gambari, anounced that Nigeria may not participate in any 

future peacekeeping in the region until the OAU repays the 

5380m—($107m) incurred through a similar operation in Chad 

(see Chapter Four).[9] 

As case studies of Libyan vigilantism in Africa and 

Iraqi activism in the Middle East suggest, [10] the ability of 

a country to run a substantial import surplus—on the 

strength of either' large holdings of foreign currencies and 

gold, or bor_rowing power—permits it, for a time at least, °to 

accelerate the buildup and use of military strength, 

Nigeria's armed forces modernization programme (purportedly 
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intended to make its defence system 'the best in Africa and 

comparable to the best in the world' (see Chapter Six, sec-
<" 

tion b), "involving more than N6.4 billion in capital expendi-

tures on major weapons platforms—planes, tanks and naval 

vessels—was essentially predicated upon continue^ accumula

tion of foreign exchange earnings from oil production, esti-

mated at 2.5 million barrels a day at $40 a barrel. There is 

no doubt that if such a huge spinoff from oil production had 

been sustained over time, Nigeria, like Libya or Iraq, would 
o 

have significantly upgraded its conventional military capa

bility, and with overriding confidence pursued a combative 
V 

Afro-centric military policy. 

Given the ramifications of Nigeria's diminished economic 

position ('the most significant development in Black Africa 

in the decade', as one analyst put it, [11] grounds for opti1-

mistic forecasts about the /future direction' of Nigeria's „„ 

military policy are necessarily diminished. In the imm.ecU.ate 

term, Nigeria is likely to continue to face formidable 

internal difficulties, arid these problems will inescapably 
* / 

have an impact on i t s a b i l i t y t o func t ion as a r e g i o n a l 
, / 

, power. As Ogunsanwo has notedj 'bold^foreign pol icy p o s i -
c 

tions and stances are hardly sustainable for a considerable 

period without the domestic infrastructural underpinnings which form tiie solid foundation for such policies'. [12 ] 

However, while intractable domestic problems may limit 

the choice of-means available, to Nigerian decision-makers, it 

http://imm.ecU.ate
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is also to be expected that, to the extent that they are of 

unequal effectiveness (thus limiting the substitution of one 

for the other), the role of military power in Nigerian policy 

will still expand, as regional conflict and foreign interven

tion intensify. 

This extrapolation of defence policy planning trends in 

the country is in accord with the undiminished level of 

defence spending and the continued commitment of the gOVern-

ment to build a viable 'military-industrial' base by the end 

of the century while at the same time expediting deliveries 

of major weapons systems to the armed forces. As a senior 

political advisor to President Shagari, Chuka Okadigbo, once 

noted: 'People tend to think that as a result of the glut in 

the world oil market, Nigeria will have to jettison its 

foreign policy. This is naive. A temporary situation should 

not be considered a permanent situation'.[13] 

Indeed, as the great depression of the late 1920s and 

early 1930s engendered the Keynesian revolution in the West

ern capitalist economies, so the prevailing assumption in the 

country that Nigeria's economic problems are amenable over 

time to fundamental structural changes and comprehensive 

developmental strategies based on national 'self-reliance* is 

not altogether fatuous, 'Nigeria*, as Pauline Baker^ 

explains, 'still has reasonable options. With oil reserves 

of about 2.5 billion barrels, a large market pdtential, and a 

reputation as an underborrowed country whose political impor-
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tance cannot be ignored, Nigeria has the capacity to pull 

through this crisis just as it pulled through the civil war. 

What is less certain is the^ political impact that these 

conditions will have internally and the willingness of the 

general population to pay the price of recovery*.[14] 

Ultimately, of course, what is needed to sustain an 
* 

effective military policy—independently or as parr, of a 

collective regional defence system—is the progressive devel--

ppment of a technological base of power by Nigeria. Such a 

self-reliant economic, industrial and financial base is the 

sine qua non of a strong military force, ahd the inescapable 

prerequisite for Nigeria**s emergence as an autonomous centre 

of power in the regional sub-system of Africa* the ultimate 

goal of its foreign and defence policies and plans. 
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APPENDIX"I 

A SUMMARY OF QUESTIONS: RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE 
AND INTERVIEWS IN NIGERIA (1982-1983) 

A. The Nigerian Military: Structural Problems 

1. From the perspective of a non—military professional, 

there has been a curious discrepancy between budgetary 

allocations for defence in the past decade and the 

projectable/striking power of the Nigerian military 

(e.g., the number of combat aircraf ts, tanks, etc.). 

Would you care bo comment? 

2. There has been much allusion in Nigerian newspapers, 

magazines and journals of recent to the armed forces 

modernisation programme. Apart from organisational 

reforms and personnel training, it may be assumed that 

one of the major focus of the programme are* weapons and 
•a 

support systems. Has there been any qualitative or 

marked reorientation (as in Brazil through the 1960s and 
* 

1970s, for instance), from the 'direct purchase' policy 

that xvas clearly visible during the civil war and after, 

toward the development (ultimately) of a viable infra-c 

structure for an Independent (although selective) 

weapons base? In other words, how would you best des-

cribe.the current mode of weapon acquisition-for the . 

. Nigerian'Military? 
* - * • . • j' • 
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The Nigerian Military has been invariably described as a 

"light Infantry" force by foreign commentators. The 

basis for this comment is fairly obvious, deriving * 

substantially from the literal interpretation of data 

C1 derived from The Military Balance (IISS Publication). 

In recent years, however, the figures and analyses 

presented in The Military Balance have come under fire . 

as inaccurate and even as reflecting political biases 

(John MCCaughey, "Defense's Prestigious Think Tank", 

Defense Week, Vol. 1, No. 1, April 7, 19.80). In view -of 

these demonstrable shortcomings ,-bn̂ thie data source, 
o 

would you stilly share the predominant "light infantry" 

assessment of the*Nigerian Military? 
A 

B. The Nigerian Military as an Instrument' of Policy ° "•" „ 

-si. 
1. The prevalence of military cou£ rzi the African continent 

a *" 

(as elsewhere .in* the so-called "Third World" Countries) 

has been the source of warning against simplistic 

application of clausewtzian precept to African countries 
in the literature orf Civ^l-Military relations. This 

raises, fii-st, the question of the degree of civilian 

control over the military in Africa, and, second, the 
* 

*' extent to which the military accepts- "political" 

definition of their external ,role. How absolute is the 
• - * 

A 
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c t 

compatibility-of purpose between the political and the 

military institutional definition of external role 

(regional'and continental) in Nigeria^, 

What may A>e construed to be the primary motivation and 

goal of Nigeria's role in ECOWAS Defence Force. Can one 
-*» 

forsee a development toward a "Security Community"? 

The Nigerian government has consistently declared its 

intention to participate in any regional defence system 

"(Pan---African'"Task Force) in the 1970s. Would you con-

sider »this declaration one of the fundamental underpin-

nings of Nigeria's security .(.policy and defence planning 

in, the 1980s and beyond? „ • 

What in your opinion«are the basic internal and external" 

obstacles to the development of a„ viable "mllitary-

industrial complex" in Nigeria? 

Would you consider the recent threat of coercive 
vioJLence against Cameroon an -indication of a less 
>' \ - ' - i, -
tolerant defence .policy posture on; the part of Nigeria 
towards its neighbours?" , ",.<--' *'**•.' 
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Appendix 2 ' • **"• -

A Summary of African conflicts*"" and the role of the OAU in their resolution or managements' 1975-80****. 
\ 

l ' 

' Country/countries 
Involved *~ 

Atgeria/ftorocco 

* 

AlgeH a/Mauritania 

0 0 ' X 

' Angola ° 

44 

. _ . . 1 

Angola/Zaire 

Conflict type 

$ ' 
Territorial/Liberation 

. f1ovementD Algerian support 
for the Polisario and 

'independence for Uestern 
Sahara. 

44-*~ * 

Terrlton al /Liberati on 
Movement Algerian sup
port- for Poll sario and 
independence for Uestern 
•Sahara. 

Civil war/external inter
vention. ' ,-

Subversion/Intervention 

., .. —..,,—„. — 

Yeqr(s) 

> 1975-1980 

t 

1975-1979 

0 

1975-1976 

1975-1978 

Role of the OAU ' ^ 

Attempted medi ati on on _ 
several occasions.-The last 
attempt was December, 1979 
in,Monrovia uhen the ad hoc 
Connnittee op Western Sahara 
met. 

4 

Attempted mediation on se
veral "occasions but un
successful . 

.Attemptod mediation on 
several occasion^ eg« 
Malcuru m Kenya under ' 
chairmaaship of ICenyatta. 
Emergency summit in 1976_ 
deadlocked. OAU did not ~\ 
secure withdrawal of Cuban 
andoSouth Africa forces 
from terr i tory. 

Vsry minimal . 

_ LJJ •• • ; ^ 

Outcome as of June 1980 ^ c 

Ciberatiqji war continues. * " 
Algeria continues GO sup
port. Pplisarlo.-

Resolved. Coup in flaunta- _ 
niajr*. 1978 brdught "pro-_ 
settlement-government to" 
power*. I t renounced cl dim's 
%o it-s-own s^ctiorf of tche 
terr i tory i j i favour of 
independence;ia 197S\, 

Resol ved . <Mi 1 i t aryp vi ctory 
by the r i .F.LX Sunder Nefco 
and suppor£&d military by 
Cuba and Soviet Union.' 

0 , » °„ * 

4f 4 

9 
C 

.Conflict resolved btlote-
relTy through diplomatic 
channels. " * > , * 

A ' ' -

o 0 

/ 



J 
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in 
in 

Country/countries 
.involved 

Conflict type Year(s) * Role of the OAU Outcome as of June 1 9 0 0 ^ ' ^ 

/° 

Angola/South Africa 

.**.-'-

South African military 
.intervention and subsequent 
military incursions in 
pursuit of SUAPO freedom 
fri-gfiters. .- _ 

1975-1980 Limited to verbal condem
nation and moral support 
for Angola and-SUAPO. 

.Unresolved. Liberation c '-« 
war in Namibia continues.- '. *• ' 

Benin 
ExternaJ intervention-
Mercenary invasion 

1977 OAU fact-finding 
mission to« Benin: 

Resolved. Invasion ̂ bea*£*=a 
off by Benin army. 

Botswana/Rhodesi a Border clashes.Incursions 1977-1979 Diplomatic condemnation 
and moral support. 

Resol ve"d.v Rhodesian i neat-
si on s ceased at Zimbabuen 
independence. . " 

^ 

-Benin/Togo Border dispute 1975 None 

T 

Resolved through bilateral 
diplomatic negotiations. ; 

Chad(i) 

Civil war 1978-1979 Limited to appeals for 
peace and end to hosti
l i t ies . 

) 

^Temporarily frozen-through 
multilateral peace initia-
tWes spearheacfed by 
Nigeria. Nigeria sent 
peace-keeping force to en
force cease-fire. Govern
ment of National Un'ity 
formed. ' = v> A 

tr * M 

"-3C 

- t ^ -

ChadfiD 

Chad/Libya 

Civil war 

Military intervention 
Libyan suppdrt fpr rival 
nationalist faction led 
by Goukouni Ueddeye. 

1980 Substantial. Peace
keeping force earmarked 
but not yets mobilised. 

Unr-esolvfid. War .continues 

•*r\ 

1978-80 @AU committee set up te 
mediate and ensure 
Libyans' wifehdrtwal . 

Resolved pro <tenu. Accusa
tions continue of Libyan 
support for Goukouni by 

-ttissene Habre. 
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o Country/countries -
"*> involved 

* 
Comoros 

Ethiopia/Eritrea 

' Ethiopia/Somalia 

Ghana/Togo 

- Kenya/Somalla 

' L " ' 

Libya/Tunisia 

Libya/Egypt 

Mauritania/Upper 
Volta 

1 

Conflict type 

Power struggle/External 
intervention, mercenary 
.invasion. 

i 
- % 

Uar of recession 

Territorial irredentists 
open war0 and external 
incervention by Cubans and 
Russians on side of 
Ethiopia. 

Subversion border clashes, 
and refugee problems. 

Territorial Irredentist 

1 <r 

Subversion/Invasion 

* 

.Border clashes 

Boundary dispute 

< 
6 ' 

TI 

Year(s) 

• 

1977 

* 

1975-80 

1977 

* 

1977-T978 

i 

1977 

1975-1980 

r 
1977 

1975 

•9 

.Role of the 0At> 

None 
; • 

None 

O.U. cotiimittee set up to 
mediate 1n?l973, {let in-
1977 -during cor>fyict0 N 

but failed . , \ 

./ J 
OAy 8-man mediation 
committee met in Free-" 
town successfully pro
posed a peace formula. 

Limited'to appeals for 
respect for-OAU charter 
provisions. 

None 

* -

None 

None 

f 

Outcome as of -Jurfe 1980, 

4 . - "~ 

1 * ' » 1 ' • I 

' '-" -1 

Resolved m t l i t a r i l y . " ' . 
French mercenaries res- , " 
tored Ahmed"Adfiu\la-to '4 " 

j rower. *•* • , 

Uar in -progress,, * "* ' . 

ResQlved/Quiescen^. ,° •*(>, 
Ethiopia^military victory.**: 

, « Jo • ' 
r 

. Resolved* 

• < 
v p " 

.' * . *• - o 

Quiescent. ^ . ' « • 

*i976 conf l ic t re^ol^ed b i 
la tera l ly . . 1980 conf l ic t °J. ~ 

- quiescent after Invasion 
resisted* 

Quiescent 
a 

Resolved through b„1 lateral ^ 
medi acion effortsOof t , * 
President Toure. 

. » c 

«* 

* 

. / • 



r 

Country/countries 
involved. • -

Conflict type Year(s) Role of the OAU 
X.J 

Outcome 4£ of June 1980 

Mozambiqfle/Rhodesia 
Boeder incursions by 
Rhodesian soldiers in 
pursuit of freedom 
fighters. 

1975-80 Limited to diplomatic 
condemnation of Rhodesia 
and moral support for 
Mozambique. 

Resolved thr.ough 
Zimbabwean itfdengndencel 

Mozambique/South 
Africa 

Nigeria/Chad 

South African troop incur
sions. 

1976-79 Limited to moral support 
for Mozambique and diplo
matic condemnation ofJo 
South,Africa. 

Quiescent. 

Border clashes, incursions 
by Chadian soldiers, dis
pute over f ishing r ights. 

1976-80 None 
II 

Partial bilateraj reso
lution in*J976, b\!ts clashes 
continue. . . - * 

-*-—. 

Uganda/Tanzania 
( i ) 

r/ S^oversion, border 
clashes an<jl ideological/ 
personality conflict. 

1977-78. OAU mediation by Secretary 
General, plus personal , 
initiatives0 of'Other ... 
members.. 

Remained Quiescent 

Uganda/Tanzania 
(2) 

Uganda/Kenya 

Territorial dispute, 
border clashes, and in ter-
vention by Ugandan exiles 
and Tanzanian troops." 

C 3 
Murder of Kenyan-citizens 
border tensions, and re
fugees. ' 

'1978-79 Substantial. Cease-fire 
appeals, conunittee of six 
to seek*-peaceful solution, 
and calls fon mutual res
pect of terr i tor ia l inte
gr i ty. '• 

Resolved mi l i tar i ly with 
Amin overthrown i n $pfi1 
1979. - ' -

7276-78*7 None 
& ft '•cr "Resolved- bi 1 ateral )y 

Zambia/Rhodesia 
Rhodesian*milltary incur
sions and raids on na- < •» 
t iona l is t camps. ; l 

1975-80 Moral and diplomatic sup
port for Zambi a and con
demnation*^'rebel govern
ment forces.. 

Resdl verj through -
Zimbabwean • independence. \ 

^ a 
•0 

j 
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Country/countries 
involved 

Zaire (Shaba i ) 
T 

44 

Zaire (Shaba i i ) 

Conflict type 

Subversion, ICatangese 
exiles in Angola took over 
copper mines in Shaba pro
vince. ^ ^ 

Katangese exiles again re
turned to Shaba province. 

tt 

Year(s) 

' 1977 

0 

,1978 

-

Role or the OAU 

v • 

L 

None. Invasion regarded as 
internal3affair. 

, O l-> 4 

OAU Khartoum summit con
demned external' Inter
vention in Africa, 
particularly the proposed 
Francopfforfe "Pan-African" ' 

•force. 

* *< 

Outcome as of June -1980 '-

-* * • i 
' \ '• \ „ 

Resolved. Zairean milHary 
vi ctory .with/the help {*•?* >° 
Moroccan,' Egyptian-:, FrGfjcti 
and Befgian troops and 
U.S. logistical support. 

ResoTVed. Zairean mi l i 
tary victory with sup- c 

port of French and Gelgia*i 
paratroopers. 

, , ' 

* Conflicts are here defined to include civil wars, boundary and border disputes, personality and ideological "gonflicfeSc 
and external military interventions. , ' « 

* . 
*•"-• As of June 1980 - * -

Source: ' Timothy, M., Shaw and'Sola Ojo (ed.) Africa and the international Political 
System, (Uashington: University Press of America, 1982), pp_ 178jfl85. 
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Appendix 3 

Ecowas Defence Protocol 

A/SP3/5/31 PROTOCOL RELATING TO MUTUAL 
ASSISTANCE ON DEFENCE 

. . PREAMBLE 

THE GOVERNMENTS OF THE MEMBER STATES 
OF THE ECONOMIC COMMUNITY OF WEST-
AFRICAN STATES: 

RECALLING Article 2 of the United Na
tions Charter which calls upon aW Member 
States to refrain in their international 
relations from resorting to the use of 
threats or force either against the'ter
ritorial integrity or the independence 
of all States in any manner that is 
incompatible with the aims of the United 
Nations or from interferring in the in
terna} affairs of other States; 

RECALLING Article 8 of the Charter of. 
the Organization of African Unity which 
calls Upon Member States to respect the 
sovereignty and territorial integrity 
of each State and its inalienable right 
to an independent existence's 

MINDFUL of the Treaty setting up the. 
Economic Community of West African 
States; 

-Si 
RECALLING the Protocol on Non-Aggres-y 

sion signed in Lagos on 22nd April 1978'. 
in accordance with uhich Member States * ' 
resolved not to use force as a means of 
settling their disputes. 

'CONVINCED that, economic progress can
not be aphi"e-ved-unless the conditions 
for ths^necessary security are ensured in 

Member State.of the Community; 

. CONSIDERING that Member States' baking >D 
to the „same geographical area; 

CONSCIOUS of the serious continuous threats 
of aggression on the African continent in 
general and their own countries in particular, 

CONSCIOUS of the serious risks that the 
presence of foreign military bases on the 
African continent may constitute as support 
forces to external aggression; 

FIRMLY RESOLVE,to safeguard and consolidate 
the independence and the sovereignty of ° 
Member States against foreign intervention; 

CONSCIOUS of the fact that external defence 
of their states depends entirely on each • , 
sovereign state, and that such a defence will 
be more effective with the coordination and 
pooling together of the means of mutual as
sistance provided by respective Member States 
within the framework of this Protocol; 

DESIROUS of maintaining the ties of friend
ship -existing amongst Member States and of 
strengthening^their cooperation in all fields 
on the basis of quality, mutual interests and 
respects; 

HAVE AGREED as follows: 

CHAPTER I " -• , 
•a. 

' DEFINITIONS 
**" 

Article 1 
Within the context of tfyis Protocol. 
'Treaty' means the Treaty of the Eco
nomic, Community of West African 
States; 

$ "Community" means the Economic Com
munity" of U.est African States; 

"Authority" means the Authority of Heads 
**°*, of. State and Government as defined -in 

Article 5 of the Treaty; k 
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"Member State" or "Member States" 
means a Member State or Member 
States of the Community; 

"Executive Secretary" means Execu 
tive Secretary of the Cotnmunity 
as defined in Article 8 of the 
Treaty; 

"Aggression" means the use of 
armed force- by arty State against 
the sovereignty and territorial 
integrity or political-indepen
dence of another State or by any 
other manner incompatible with 
the Charter of the United Nations 
and OAU; * 

"Assistance on Defence" means all 
military a\d,(material, technical 
and personnel). 

CHAPTER II* 

, BpJECTI-VES 

1 , Article 2 

Me'mber States declare and accept 
that any armed thVeat or aggres
sion directed against any Mem
ber State shall constitute a 
threat or aggression against the 
entire^ Community. 

Article 3 

Member States, resolve to" give 
mutual aid and assistance for 
defence against any armed threat 
or aggression. 

Art ic le 4s" I 
Member-States shall also take 
appropriate measures such as 
specified in Articles- 17 and 18 
of the present Protocol in the 
following circumstances: 

J% case of armed conflict between 

two or several Member States if-
the settlement procedure by 
peaceful means as indicated in 

. Article 5 of the Non-Aggression 
Protocol mentioned in the Preamble 
proves ineffective. ' 

b) In case of internal armed conflict 
within any Member State engineered 
and supported actively from out
side likely to endanger the security 
and peace in the entire Community. 
In this case the Authority shall 

- appreciate and decide on this si
tuation in full collaboration with 
the Authority of the Member State 
or States concerned. 

CHAPTER III 

tr 

INSTITUTIONS 

Article 5 

The institutions for the implemen
tation of this Protocol shalT be: 

Thj» Authority 

The Defence Council • 

The Defence Commission 

SECTION THE AUTHORITY 

Article 6 

1. The Authority on the occasion 
of the annual ordinary meeting 
of ECOWAS shall examine general 
problems concerning peace and 
security of the Community; ** 

The Authority may also hold extra
ordinary, sessions0 on defence mat
ters where circumstances so re
quire; •• 

The Authority shall decide on the1 

expediency of mil Wary action and 
entrust its execution to the Force 
Coffiraander?of the Allied Force's 
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of the Community (AAFC); 

4. Decisions taken by the Authority 
shall be immediately enforceable 
on Member States. 

SECTION*II - DEFENCE'COUNCIL 

Article 7 ' ", 

1. A Defence Counci1 of the Com-
munity shall be established by 

0the Authority. 

2. It shall consist of Ministers of 
Defence and\Foreign -Affairs of 

. Member States. However, in 
cases of crisis, the Defence 
Council sha.ll\be chaired by'the 
current Chairman of the Authority 
and it shall be enlarged to in
clude any othen Minister from 
Member States according to the 
circumstances, the Executive 
Secretary and the .Deputy Execu
tive Secretary in "charge of mili
tary matters shall \he in at
tendance at meeting^ of the 
Council. , ' \ 

Article 8 \ 

1. The Defence Council shall meet onr 
the convocation by its^Chairman 
to prepare the items oftthe 
Agenda of Sessions, of the Autho
rity dealing with defence\ matters„ 

2. In an emergency, the Defence 
Counci 1 _ siial 1 examine the si
tuation, the strategy to be adop
ted and the means of intervention 
to be used. 

Article 9 
„ IrVcase of armed intervention the . 
Defence Council assisted by the 
Defence Commission shall supervise 
with the authority of the State 
or States Concerned, all measures to 

be taken by the Force Commander 
and ensure that all necessary means 
for the intervention are made 
available to him. The actions of 
the Force Commander shall be .sub
ject to competent political autho
rity of the Member State or States 
concerned. 

Article 10 

At the end of the operation, the De
fence Council shall write a factual 
report to he addressed' to the 
Authority. 

SECTION III - THE DEFENCE COMMISSION . 

1. A Defence Commission shall be e-
- • stablished by the Authority and . 

shall consist of a Chief of 
Staff from each Member State. 

2. The.Defence Commission shall be 
responsible for examining the 
technological aspect of defence 
matters. \ 

\ 
3. The Defence Commission s'hall es

tablish its Rules of Procedure 
especially in respect of ^he con
vening of its meetings, the con
duct of the business and the im
plementation of duties as assigned 
to it by the Defence Council\ 

CHAPTER I'V 

ADMINISTRATION 

Article 12 

1 The Defence Council shall ap
point a Deputy Executive Secreta
ry (Military) at the Executive 
Secretariat for % period of four 
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8. 

years renewable only once. 

The Deputy Executive Secretary 
(Mil-Hary) shall be a senior 
sen/ing military officer. 

He shall be in charge of the 
administration and follow-up 
of the decisions taken by the* 
Authority and m accordance with 
the present Protocol and under 
the authority of the Exequtive 
Secretary. ; 

He shall update plans for the 
movement of troops and logistics 
and initiate joint exercises as 
provided for in paragraph 3 of 
Article 13 below. 

He shall be assisted in the dis
charge of his functions by-the 
necessary staff members and per
sonnel as determined by the 
Defence Counci1. 

He shall prepare and manage the 
military budget of the Secreta
riat. 

7. He shall study and make proposals 
to the Executive Secretariat in 
respect of all matters relating , 
to personnel and equipment with
in his jurisdiction. 0 

CHAPTER V 

MODALITIES OF INTERVENTION AND 
ASSISTANCE * 

Article ,13 

1. All Member States agreed to 
place at the disposal of the 
Community, earmarked units from 
the existing National Armed 
Forces in case of any armed in
tervention. 

2. These Units shall be referred 

to as the Allied Armed Forces of 
the "Community (AAFC). 

In order to better realise the *, 
objectives set forth in this Pro
tocol, the Member States may er-
'ganise, from time to time, as 
may be approved by the Authority, 
joint military exercises among 
two more earmarked Urn ts of the - • 
AAFC. 

Article 14 

The Allied Armed Forces of the 
Coiuii-Jnity shall be under the cdm-
mand of the Forces Commander-ap
pointed by the Authority on tfie 
proposal of the'-defence Council. 
He shall be entrusted with powers 
that are conferred upon h-Mn by the 
Authority. 
He together with the Chief of De
fence staff of the assisted country, 
shall be the joint Chief of Defence 
Staff of the Allied Armed Forces and 
shall be responsible' for the imple
mentation of armed intervention and 
,assistance as decided by the Autho
rity. He shall have at his disposal 
all neces-sary, means -of defence. 

Article 15 

1. Intervention by A.A»F.C. shall 
in all cases be justified by the 
legitimate defence-of the" territo-

.. ries of the Community. 

2. It shall -cherefore be carried, oux" 
in accordance with the mechanism 
described in Articles 16,17 and 
18 beloj*". e 

Article 16 

When an external armed threat or 
aggression is directed against a Mem
ber State of the Community, the 

O(N Head of State of that ̂ puntry shall 
send a written request for assistant 
ceitQ^the current Chairman' of the 
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Authori ty of ECOWAS, with copies to 
other Members. This request shall.-, 
mean'trat-the"Authority is duly " 
not i f ied and that the A.A-.F.C. are°^ 
placed under a state of emergency."-' 

.-The author i ty shall decide^ in ac
cordance with the emergency procedu
re as st ipulated in Art ic le- 6 above. 

A r t i c l e 17 "/ 

1. Whe/i there is a conflict between 
.two'Member States of the Com-

• munity, the Authority shall.meet 
urgently and take appropriate ^ 
action for mediation. If need 

„. be, the Authority shall decide 
only to interpose the A.A.F.C. 
between the trodps engaged in 
the'Confli* 

Article 18 

1-. In"the case where an internal 
conflict in a Member State of 
the Community is actively main-

*; * tamed and sustained from out
side, the provisions of Articles ' 
6, 9 and 16 of £his Protocol 
shall apply.• 

2. CommumtYforces shall not lnter.-
ve'ne if the conflict remains' 
purely "internal. 

CHAPTER'VI 

* SPECIAL PROVISIONS 

A r t i c l e 19 

The implementation of this Pro
tocol shall be supplemented by -
additional Protocols. 

to another third State or 
States; provided such Con
ventions and Agreements are no; 
in conflict with the spirit of' 
this Defence Assistance. 

2. Nonetheless, a Defence Ag/eemerV|:_ 
- concluded with some ofei-rer State 
/ shall be denouncedTjy Wie Member 
State concerned as soon*-&ŝ s"uch 
other State shall have been'iden
tified by the Authority as an -
aggressor against'a Member State. 

3. Member States shall undertake to 
end the presence.of foreign mi
litary bases withijn their national 
territories as soon as the Com-

- munity is in the position to meet 
their requirements in matters 
relating to defence. 

CHAPTER VII 
* " ""* 

GENERAL AND FINAL PROVISIONS 

Article 2'1 
. }\ Any Member State which accedes" 

to the Treaty automatically ac-
• cedes to th is Protocol and to 
the Protocol of Non-Aggression 
s>gned in Lagos on t'he 22nd 
A p r i l , 1978. 
i -

On the' other hand, 'any Member-
State signatory to this" present 
Protocol, and haying r a t i f i e d " i t , 
or having,acceded"to i t , becomes 
party to theoabove-mentioned 
non-Aggression Pact. •> . 

A r t i c le 22 

A r t i c l e 

1 
20 

Undertakings devolving from the 
provisions of t h i s Protocol 
shall not be lnterpreted4as being 
against the s p i r i t of Conventions or 
Agreements binding one Member State 

Any Member State may submit propo
sals fo r the amendment or revis ion ' 
of th i s Protocol. 

6 / 2 . Any such proposals shall be sub-
* mitted to the Executive-Secretary 

who shall communicate them to • 
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? 
other Member States no 1ater than 
thirty days, after the receipt of 
sucti proposals. Amendments or 

• revisions shell 1 be considered 
by the Authority after Member Sta-<j 
tes have been given one month,1 s 
notice thereof. 

A r t T C l e 23 

Nations (UN) and any other Orga
n izat ion as the Author i ty shal l 
decide. 

3. The Present ProtocTJi shal l be 
^--annexed te„ aera "shal 1 form an 

in tegra l .pa/t of the Treaty. 

1. 

• f t 

Any Member State wishing to with
draw from the Protocol shaTl give 
to the Executive Secretary one 
year's wr.itten ,notice. At the ̂  
end of this period of one year, 
if such notice.is not withdrawn, 
such a State shall cê ase" to be 
a party to the Pnotobol. 

During the per-iod of one* year re
ferred to.in the preceding para
graph, such a Member State shall 
nevertheless observe the provi
sions of this Protocol and shall 
remain liable for the discharge, 
of its .obligations under this 
Protocol. 

Article 2 4 

>**. 

2. 

N ' 

/" 

l.^This Protocol shcfll enijerinto 
force provisionally at the sign
ing by .the Heads of State, and 
Gave**fiment ar\d definitely after" 
ratification by not less than> 
seven (7) signatories, in ac-' 
cordance with the Constitutional 
Laviff of each Member State.. 

2. This Protocol, as well as all . 
instruments of ratification 

* shall be deposited with the 
"-Executive Secretariat which shall 

transmit certified true copies 
to -all Member States and notify 
them of the dates qf deposits of 
the instruments of ratification 
and shall register-it with the 
Organization of African Unity . 

" (OAU) as -.(ell as the United 
IN FAITH WHEREOF, WE THE HEADS OF " , 

STATE AND GOVERNMENT OF 0THE ECONOMIC COMMUNITY OF WEST ^FRICAN STATES 
HAyE SIGNED THE PRESENT PROTOCOL Q 

Done at Freetown this 29th day of May 1981 in single- original in the "Bngjish 
and Frertch languages both texts being equally authentic. 

J 

O 
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Appe/idix 4.*-^ 

Major African conflicts" since 1945. 

Malagasy revolt against French 

Kenya war of independence (Mau-
Mau revolt) v. Britain 

Algerian war of independence 
v. France ° 

V" 

Sudan civil war, North v. South 

Bamileke revolt in Cameroon (put 
down by French) 

Congo (Zaire) civil war with -
mercenary involvement 

Angolan war of independence v. 
Portugal * and 
"Mozambique war of independence v. 
Portugal 

1947-48 50a000 dead 
" ' • 

1952.-60 15,000 Kenyans and 6DCT a 

securi ty forces Jc i l ied . " 

1954-62 17,456 Frenph" k i l l e d , -"" 
""***-*. 51,800 French wounded. 

O f f i c i a l l y 141,000 Al gen arts ki lTed 
Unof f i c ia l l y about InW 

1955-72 Est. 50*6,000 k i l l e d and 
a m i l l i on became refugees. 

/ " 
1557-62 20rQOQ-plus k i l l e d 

1960-67 126 UN soldiers k i l l e d 
Congolese dead estimated between 
50,000 and 10JD.000. 

1961-75 5;256 k i l l e d and 6,878 

I Entrean war"'against Ethiopia 

.1964-75 wounded were' the^6ffacial 
Portuguese losses in these 

. two wars J 

196T-4 80,000 estimated to have 
died on both sides. 

Guinean war of "Kgdependence v. 
Portugal 

Zimbabwe war of independence v. 
British/Rhodesian govts. 

jNamibia war of independence v. 
South Af r ica and South Afr ica v. 
Angola 

1963-?4 PAIGC losses less than 
1,000. Portuguese los t 
1,084 k i l l e d and 6,000 
wounded (^of f ic ia l ly) 

1964-80 20,000 kiTled on both sides. 

1966- 2,000 k i l l e d and 3,000 
wounded since 1976 .̂ 
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v 

^ 6iad c iv i l war 

v Biafra - Nigerian civi l war 

' ) 

Westera Sahara war of independence 
vl Spain v. Mauritania and v. 
Morocco 

Angolan ci/vil war - MPLA/FNLA/ 
UNITA / 

J * " Libya/tgypt border war 

Et{iiopia/S*omaT+a-€gaden war 

Tanzania/Uganda war* 

•r 

1966- 25,000 killed or morel 

1967-70 Between 600,QO0 and 
1m believed to have ' 
died on both sides. 

1973-76 No figures 
1976-=' No figures -
1976-80 No figures N> 

1975-76 20,000 ki l led on al l 
Sides. -

1977 No f igures 

1977-78 30,000-50,000"ki l led on both 
sides. ' ^ 

1978-79 4,100 soldiers and-' 0 
' c iv i l i ans k i l led on both 

s ides . 

Source Africa Now, Mo.13, July 1982, p.22. 

cr 
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Foreign Powers Having Defence Agreement-J,nth Afr ican -States 
/ 

Name of- Country 

to 

France 1|fc. 

'Br i ta in y 

• 
United States 
of America 

i 

Soviet Union 

China 

, ^VJest Germany" 

Cuba. , 

Nature of Agreement 
) 

M i l i t a r y Co-
operation/Assis
tance • -

i a 

M i l i t a r y Bases/ 
miss i le t r i a l s 

1 4 ' 

Military/Communi
cations Bases 

Communications 
Bases/fSfe-posi -
t ic j r /ng of mate
r i a l s & m i l i t a r y 
exercises. 

Security Assis-
tance ' 

4 

' Naval Base 

* 

Friendship 

M i l i t a r y Assis
tance 

Mis-sile Base 
4 

Mvh,tary Assis- -
-tahce t. 

TotaJ No. 
of 

Countries ° 

18" 

* 

o -

. - 5 • 
t 

3 

4 

1 

-<"s 

4 
• 

5 

1 

4 

Afr ican Countries 
•0 -. 

Central Afr ican Repuolic, 
Chad, Niger, Upper Vol ta, 
People's Republic of 
Congo,,Benin, Malagasy, 
Gabon, Cameroon, i-Jaurita
rn a^ Morocco, Zaire, 
Ivory Coast, Senegal 
D j i bou t i , Togo? Egypt and 
Libya. %( 

> ' •, 
Dj i bou t i , Ivory Coast, 
Senegal, Gabon and 
Central Afr ican Repablic. 

Kenya, Maurit ius and **—-^ • 
Botswana. 

Morodpo, Egypt, Somalia 
r̂ arid Kenya ,̂ ->. 

o/> \ • » 

* \ , c 
Morocco,! Tunisia, Kenya, 
Ghana, Liberia-, Senegal 
and Zai re. 

I t i s not confirmed i f her 
involvement in Ethiopia 

"has-led .teethe es tab l ish
ment'of a 'm i l i t a r y base 
in* that "country. 

Angela,* Ethiopia, i-dozam-
tjique afid Li l jya. ' 

Cameron, Equatorial Guinea, 
Ma l i , Tanzamd, and Guinea.* 

Zaire 
0 

* 
People's Republic of Congo1^ 
Guinea, Angola and 
Ethiopia. ' ^Sources ,Many, including the fo l l ow ing . 

1. ' I . I . S . S . , London, The M i l i t a r y 
Balance, 1973-1981. 

2 ,/^lewsiveek, Washi ngton D. C. 5. 
June 1978;gpp.12-13. , 

4. CSIS Report on Morocco, 16 
February, 1983, p^21." 

5. Johnson, R.U. How Long wi 11 South 
African Survive? p. 158. 

fj. lahtmen, Dale R. op.cit., p.11. 
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