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Abstract

The principle of non-intervention is part of custmyinternational law; its foundation is based ugos concept
of respect for the territorial sovereignty of staté is against this backdrop that Nigeria from6Q%ursued
modest foreign policy aims. Leaders were primatiyncerned with internal consolidation of the neweisl
state. It was a period Nigeria held the principlenon-interference in the internal affairs of otlstates as a
creed; other principles such as the legal equalitystates, and boundary inviolability were equaltigld
sacrosanct. In Africa and particularly the Westiddn sub-region, Nigeria gave preference to thécpadf
“good-neighborliness.” But surprisingly, over tintag illegality of intervening in sovereign statess changed,
as measured by changes in international law. lentegears, international law has adopted an intrglys
permissive posture towards this form of coercivelainacy. How did Nigeria respond to these chanighy
should sub-regional concerns lend to Nigeria's agpawillingness to violate its longstanding priplei of non-
interference in other African states’ internal aaWhy has Nigeria taken it as a rule to empteyarmed forces
in operations in total or limited war beyond itgritrial borders? It is this attempt to examinegélia’'s
application of diplomatic and military power- twastruments of its foreign policy - that necessgatas study.

The Unholy Wedlock of Diplomacy and Warfare

The relationship between the statesmen and théesaddas old as the organized government. Yetpiteeshe
timelessness of this relationship and the beshiites of individual men and women, the statesmaah the
soldier on many occasions fail fully to understaagh other and, at times, even seem to work as-@agposes.
Theirs is a complicated interaction of two veryfeliént tools of foreign policy. While the diplomalies on his
powers of negotiation and the art of compromisadbieve his objectives, his counterpart, the soldisually
achieves objectives through the application orateeed use of force. Both know they need the dtheucceed
as Clausewitz postulated that war is a continuatiopolitics by other means. War or the threatde force is a
political activity intended to compel our opponéatfulfill our will. In this regard, the use of foe is simply a
brutal form of bargaining.

There is abundant literature in the fields of Raait Science and International Relations, showhegdxistence
of some sort of relationship between diplomacy tineduse of force. These tools of foreign policy dnanabled
governments to press their agendas onto othersstatediplomacy plays a part in verbal communiagtithe
military action aims to communicate to other nasighat any resistance to proposed agendas woulel fev
tolerated. That notwithstanding, it appears that tise of coercive diplomacy is no longer fashiomaibl
contemporary global politics as most states nownaskedge the usefulness of dialogue and cooperatin
actual sources of power in the new world order. sThdiplomacy has come to be perceived as the pdacef
alternative to the use of military force, thoughmsoscholars have continued to express divided @pénbdn
whether the use of military force can actually bpagated from diplomatic activities. A useful exdenm this

20



International Affairs and Global Strategy www.iiste.org
ISSN 2224-574X (Paper) ISSN 2224-8951 (Online) 5-'—.5l1
Vol.55, 2017 ||$ E

regard is the issue of humanitarian interventiorictvhis still labeled as coercibrihough its aim is to help
molested civilians.

The use of force among states has intolerable qoesees, as some states tend to coerce otheristatesting
in a way they would never do. This is evident inmamitarian interventions as well as wars agairrsortism,
where the sovereignty of a state is challengedxbereal forces. History is replete with examplesaiere this
kind of diplomacy either created a new conflicsomply eliminated an existing one. Invariably, teéationship
between diplomacy and the use of force is likelgdatinue as states will continue to be confromtéti conflict
management.

Therefore, to understand the shared responsibiliiegween diplomacy and the use of military foaed how
they form effective relationships, this study vaéek to answer the following questions: What aesghiding
principles of Nigeria’s foreign policy? How has Miip reacted to conflict within the West Africarbstegion?
To what extent has Nigeria employed the use ofef@ed diplomacy in the resolution of such confickéow
has Nigeria engaged diplomacy and the use of farpeotecting its interest around the globe, esghcihrough
UN-sponsored peacekeeping operations? Findingersse these questions is the crux of this studighvbvill
begin with conceptual clarifications on foreignipwl

Conceptual Clarifications

Over the years, several different definitions afefgn policy have been forwarded by scholars, nebsthich
acknowledge diplomacy and warfare as some of tlods tof foreign policy. However, from the multiple
definitions, a recurrent feature is the relatiopshetween foreign policy and a course of actionser of
principles adopted by a state towards realizing @nodecting its national interest. Foreign policgyrtherefore
be defined as the totality of objectives guiding #ctivities of a state in its relationship witthet states. It
concerns itself with the decisions and actions aftade with regards to its relationship with otlséates. A
country’s foreign policy may reflect broad natiomddjectives or represent a narrow and specificaesp to a
particular situation.

The main purpose of foreign policy is to furthestate’s interests; a state can achieve its forpadicy goals in
several ways. It can use diplomacy which may ingopeaceful negotiations as well as the impositibn
economic sanctions which may involve the withdraafabconomic aids as well as restriction of traoesides
diplomacy, the state may also resort to the usmilifary force. It is therefore on this note thatdign policy
concerns itself with strategies employed by staiagiide their actions in the international system.

In this study, the focus is on how diplomacy anditary options have guided Nigeria’'s foreign polioyer the
years. Diplomacy in this study is taken to meanrtbie-violent means through which a state advarisdsrieign
policy objectives. It may however involve some edets of coercion, where it is backed by threatthefuse of
force or other punitive measures. The modern cdiamepf diplomacy is expanded from its traditionéw of
inter-state relations to include: international fevances, inter-parliamentary relations, activitésnultinational
and sub-national entities, as well as the unofficiteraction of nongovernmental elements. Thevias of
international civil servants have also been ackedgéd as part of diplomacy in the modern’era.

It must be appreciated that states take actionmtarnational affairs for various reasons. Diplosnare
appointed to positions, given instructions to fodtee achievement of specific interests. Militagrdes are
moved around and occasionally sent into the battltefBehind each of these actions are decisionthéystate
policy makers. These decisions in turn generalflece the overall policies states have developeddoern
relationships with other states. In all, diplomaeyd military actions should be understood as hasicuments
of the foreign policy process, targeted at readjzin protecting the interest of the state.

Whereas all states may nourish similar foreigngyojoals, their ability to realize them will vargaording to

their military capabilities. Military capabilitieBmit a state’s range of prudent policy choiceseyhact as a
mediating factor on leaders’ national security diecis, particularly in war-like situatioilsVar may be simply
defined as the state of openly declared hostilitychv involves the use of arms between states agzach other.
There is a symbiotic relationship between diplomang war to the extent that when diplomacy failar way

ensue; however diplomacy is useful during the cohd@iwar. Yet, the larger problems of military gl such

as determination of the national policy it is tovee the co-ordination of military preparation aaction with

diplomacy, policy, and government; the determimatid specific war aims and peace terms lie as VWrigitly

remarks E_Jn the realm of international politics afiplomacy. Yet the conduct of war is intricateljated to these
activities:
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The use of war and diplomacy in the conduct ofrimaéonal relations in post-World War 1l era is éoander
the auspices of the United Nations Organization UNus, the UN symbolizes the concept of multiiate
conference diplomacy which affords it the respoaifigibto intervene in conflicts among states. Thss

particularly derived from Article. 33 of its foundj Charter which requests conflicting parties tbrsi their

differences to some established procedure for ipas#ttiement. These procedures usually range biteteral

negotiations to settlement through the Internati@urt of Justice (ICJ), which is the UN’s judic@gan.

Nigeria has been involved in various military ariglaimatic activities since its independence. Thigsl not
however suggest that Nigeria has been a belligestate, instead, the point to stress is that Nagsince
independence has been actively involved in peaepig missions under the auspices of the UN, thiecai
Union (AU), as well the Economic Community of Weédtican States (ECOWAS). In some cases, Nigeria has
even militarily intervened in the internal confBabf other countries especially within West Afriddne question
then is what must have informed Nigeria's militamyploits in these operations? A clue to the answeeid be
found in the principles underlying Nigeria’s foraigolicy.

Guiding Principles of Nigeria’'s Foreign Policy

Nigeria’s foreign policy should obviously refledtet country’s national interest. At the wake of ipeledence in
1960, Nigeria's foreign policy was built on certairinciples which were to guide its bilateral andltihateral
relations. These principles were first outlined ©otober 7, 1960 when Alhaji Abubakar Tafawa Balewa,
Nigeria’s first Prime Minister, stated in his maidaddress to the UN General Assembly that Nigergations
with the outside world would be guided by the fallog principles

i. Maintenance of friendly relations with all natioas, well as active participation in the United Na§;

ii. Respect for the sovereignty and territorial intggoif, and peaceful co-existence with all countries

iii. Development of cultural co-operation as a mearstrehgthening political ties with all African
countries; and

iv. Commitment to African peace, development and caatjmn, decolonization and the fight against
racism and aparthefd.

In spite of the several regime changes recordedigeria since independence, it is interesting ttertbat the
guiding principles of its foreign policy have remed largely intact. It is even remarkable that ¢hpsnciples
are clearly enshrined in the Constitution of theldfal Republic of Nigeria which prescribes the daling
foreign policy objectives for Nigeria:

a. Promotion and protection of the national interest;

b. Promotion of African integration and support forigan unity;

c. Promotion of international cooperation, consolidatof peace, and elimination of discrimination iin a
its forms;

d. Respect for international law and treaty obligagices well seeking settlement of international alisp
by negotiation, mediation, conciliation, arbitratiand adjudication; and

e. Promotion of a just world economic order (ChapterSection 19 (a-e) of the 1999 Constitution).

These principles and objectives are the idealsttitity drive Nigeria’s foreign policy. Governmentidelity to
these constitutional obligations constitute anchrtof faith in Nigeria military and diplomatic emgement with
the world. These principles of Nigeria’s foreignlipp therefore explain and account for the consisyeand
continuity in Nigeria’s foreign policy since 1968igeria has since emerged as a country built ortdne values
of neutrality and respect for the territorial intiég of other states.

Nigeria had from its independence consciously chaset power or cultural diplomacy as the goalshef
foreign policy. Put differently, from independend&geria was determined to follow a foreign poliggct that
would foster common cultural ties with other Afnic&tates. It was therefore in pursuance of theseiptes

that Nigeria joined the international machinery ¢onflict resolution, management and preventionthis end,
between 1960 and 1964, Nigeria began its conféisblution efforts by being actively involved in pekeeping
operations in Congo. Peacekeeping in Congo costridigan estimated 14.8 million pounds, in additiorthe
$1million it contributed to the UN in order to dafr the costs of the peacekeeping operation. Though
peacekeeping in Congo represents Nigeria’'s firstolirement in multilateral peacekeeping, it equally
demonstrates the country’s belief in enhancing litérnational security in the African continentdathe world
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at large. Presently, Nigeria is ranked as the folatgest troops-contributing country in the worddter India,
Pakistan and Bangladesh. All of these reveal NigeGommitment to “multilateral diplomacy.”

The civil war that had broken in 1960 had not caatgdly resolved all the bitterness which had devedopmong
the Congolese when the UN withdrew its troops ineJ1964. This therefore saw to the continuation of
internecine fighting in some major provinces in Gonincluding Katanga, Kivu, Kwilu and Orientale the
course of the conflict, Prime Minister C Adoula pgied down from office and was succeeded by Moise
Tshombe who recruited several white mercenariemsighis opponents. It was against this backdrep the
OAU on December 21, 1964, passed Resolution E CMIREV), appealing for the cessation of conflict,
denouncing all forms of foreign intervention in @&untry’s internal affairs. This Resolution folled the belief
that foreign intervention was a major challengeptmce and security in Africa. Nigeria was centralthe
passage of this historic resolution.

Nigeria’s Military Engagements

Since independence when Nigeria was admitted agm@ber-state of the United Nations in 1960, she has
remained unequivocally committed to the UN’s goplsnciples and objectives. This is evident in thet that
Nigeria has consistently contributed towards prongpt and maintaining international peace and
security. Beginning with its peacekeeping missio€ongo, Nigerian troops have served in severfzrotN-
backed peacekeeping missions across the globeat #slay, Nigeria has over 6,020 (Six thousandteushty)
troops serving under UN mandate in various theadfesonflicts® Nigeria’s commitment to global peace,
security and stability has been conducted at enosnumsts, both in human and material terms, eveenwh
major powers may consider such contributions aiiqaly toxic.’

Besides the initial Congo military peace keepinggexia has spearheaded other robust military aphbichatic
engagements to restore and maintain peace anditgtabiseveral African countries. For instance,il@hthe
defunct Organization of African Unity (OAU) lasteNjgerian troops were deployed to Chad (1981/82) an
Rwanda (1994). The OAU’s first attempts at peacpk®gpin Congo, alongside the peace mission in Chad
(1981-82) have been reported as massive failurethéoorganization. Despite verbal pledges, Nigbdee the
costs of the operations, since the Organizationagesh to contribute only US$400000 of the estimat&$192
million budget'® Nigeria regretted the huge expenses it incurreihgithe peace missions. This is evident in
the comments of erstwhile President Shehu Shagho womplained of mounting bills that arose from
participating in OAU’s peacekeeping missions. Is Wwbrds,

Our participation under the auspices of the OAU ematirely at our expense. The OAU up
till today has not contributed anything towards efforts in Chad although the peace-
keeping force was supposed to be an OAU force. Blkgd us to continue maintaining our
troops on the understanding that they would papack. Up till today, the OAU has not
given us anything. Nigeria even had to assist th@iegents from Senegal and Zaire with
some logistics and food. So actually we maintaitieel OAU peace-keeping force all
through and we could not afford to do so indefiyite

Shagari’s complaint was unjustifiable for a courttrgt on different occasions pledged that “Nigevith have a
wonderful opportunity to speak for the African daent™?% and that the country was determined to fulfilt he

destiny as “the leader of the African continehit”.

As OAU was transformed into African Union, the Citosive Act of AU recognized the right to militdyi
intervene at least on humanitarian groutfdgnder the auspices of AU, the contribution of Nigeowards
lasting sustainable peace in Sudan cannot be opéiasized. In fact, Nigeria was among the first ¢oes to
send troops to the troubled Western Region of Sughe had the largest troop contingent suppoti¢dunited
Nations-African Union Mission in Darfur (UNAMIDY?

Over the years, Nigeria has built an unmatchedtagjom within the West African sub-region as a oagil
leader, conciliator, and peace-builder. This igddy in view of her contributions to conflict restibn and
peace-building as well as democracy promotion chséifrican states as Liberia and Sierra Leone, utige
umbrella of ECOMOG (ECOWAS Monitoring Group). Nigeremains steadfast to that commitment even as
the demands on UN peacekeeping to contribute esriational peace and security continue to gfoRurther
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inquiry is required as to what emboldened Nigeria to irteevmilitarily in the internal conflicts of courgs.
Liberia, Sierra Leone and now Mali will be examinetarting with Liberia. While the military explsitof
Liberia and Sierra Leone took place during Nigerigiilitary rule that of Mali was under the demoimraity
elected presidency of Goodluck Jonathan.

LIBERIA
In 1975, the Economic Community of West African t8&(ECOWAS) was established with the primary
objectives of fostering economic integration angeamering development across the sub-region. Bynéxe
decade, precisely in 1989, Liberia was already e in a civil war which lasted till 1997. By 199fbops
loyal to Charles Taylor attacked the Nigerian erslgas the guise of finding Samuel Doe’s soldiersowtere
believed to be training in the embassy. It washis basis therefore that Nigeria and the ECOWAS adole
were moved into military action in Liberia. In lin@ith the recommendations of a Mediation Committee,
ECOWAS on August 21, 1990, authorized the deployroéan ECOMOG contingent to Liberia. Many reasons
have been advanced as to what led Nigeria intdamjlintervention in Liberia. One of such is reasdathe
personality of Nigeria’s military president, Gerldiaahim Babangida. Babangida's image of himsslaagreat
leader that must keep a friend, Samuel Doe, in pisvgignificant in committing Nigerian troops intéberia®’
Besides this psycho-analytic factor, Babangida we@rmis West African compatriots that humanitarian
intervention in Liberia was a necessity:

Nigeria has no territorial ambition in kifia or anywhere else. We are in Liberia

because events in the country have led to the weasgistruction of property, the

massacre by all the warring parties of thousandswdcent civilians including

those foreign nations, women and children somelafrnv had sought sanctuary in

the churches, mosques, diplomatic missions, hdsp@ad under Red Cross

protection contrary to all recognized standard a¥ilized behavior and

international ethics and decorum. To those involivefdlse historical comparisons,

intellectual intoxication and phantom analysis, dk,ashould Nigeria and all

responsible countries in the sub-region stand aatdwthe whole of Liberia turned

into one mass grave yard?

In a more assertive role as a regional protectdhénWest African sub-region, Babaginda testifiedNtgeria’s
preparedness to accept the military challengegynarritment that made Nigeria to provide the bulktlodé
troops and 80% of the resources and virtuallyredldcommanders:

Nigeria would continue to remaiigilant and concerned about events happening n ou
sub-region. Nigeria has no apology to make whentake it upon ourselves as our
burden duty and solemn responsibility to help nesdhe causes of instability in our
sub-region. The rule of non-intervention is nobtoused as an excuse for the abdication
of responsibility for each other's welfare. We amud Nigeria agreed to commit so
much of her scarce human and material resourceartisvthe ensuring of the return of
peace and order to Liberia.

The UN Security Council in its response to the Lide crisis adopted about fifteen recommendaticets/een
January 1991 and November 1996, most of which camdes the Nigerian-led ECOWAS for its efforts. The
UNSC resolutions had also demanded the supporhefirtternational community for the ECOWAS. It is
pertinent to note that while the rebel factionsavat several cases reprimanded for violating thes laf war,
there was no such condemnation of Nigeria or th®W@S for its involvement in the war. This was tHere

an implicit endorsement of the legality of humaniéa interventions with or without the approvaltbé UN
Security Council. The intervention of ECOWAS in &ifm may therefore be considered as a landmarkt @ven
the history of international peace enforcement ahduld be considered as the first authentic case of
humanitarian intervention in the post-Cold War ®ridigeria sent a division of its army into Libefia.

SIERRA LEONE

Conflict in Sierra Leone began in March 1991 whesmhers of the Revolutionary United Front (RUFF)dreg
to attack government troops in order to overthrb@/government in Sierra Leone. In the wake of tigs; the
ECOWAS Military Observer Group (ECOMOG) waded inth@ conflict on the side of Sierra Leone's Army
(SLA), trying to defend the government from RUFBUrgency. However, in the course of the war, thé SL
overthrew the country’s government. Another cougtat’ was staged in May 1997, and a section of the S
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army — the Armed Forces Revolutionary Council (ABREd a coup against the incumbent President Kabba
who fled into exile. Nigerian-led ECOWAS intervent terminate the coup d'état the same year. 8819
ECOMOG intervened in the lingering Sierra Leoneanflict, where after a nine-day offensive, the Niga-
led ECOMOG forces toppled the military junta anduased control of Freetown on February 13, 1998lidtar
deposed President Kabbah was re-instated sHorMjgeria’s intrussion in Sierra Leone was the coyist
second military intervention in the guise of peamkng’’

Nigeria’s leading role in the ECOWAS interventionliiberia and Sierra Leone earned her an internakio
recognition as a regional hegemon committed togpvasion of constitutional order in the West Africaub-
region. Ironically however, Nigeria had executedstn roles while she was still being ruled by caramd
despotic military regimes which annulled the frestl most transparent election in the country’sohys and
imprisoned the winner of the election, Moshood Adid-urther in its bid to retain power, Nigeria'slitary
regimes have been notorious for imprisoning andutimg opposition leaders, members of civil society
organizations and even journalists for their difsgnopinions. The execution of Ken Saro-Wiwa ahd t
Ogoni nine, as well as the assassination of Alsiolafe are testimonies of the despotic nature afeNa’s
military regimes at the time.

That notwithstanding, it is an incontrovertible tfathat Nigeria has been largely instrumental in the
transformation of ECOWAS into a “regional securitghicle”. On this note, Nigeria has undoubtedly
provided leadership for the sub-regional body esfigcin the area of promoting and enforcing peacel
stability. It is instructive to note that at theaeof Nigeria’s involvement in the Liberian and i8&eLeonean
conflicts, she had contributed over 12,000 troojtk atotal of about US$12 billion expenditife.

MALI

In 2012, Mali, a former French West African colomas plunged into chaos after a military coup tteslin

a power vacuum. The country which was hitherto dlesd as an epitome of democracy and stability in
Africa had indeed become a theatre of war as diffearmed groups literally took up arms againsheac
other. Existing explanations for the conflict in Mlaave mostly relied on the 2011 Libyan war asigger

for the Malian crisis. It is believed that afterdbafi's defeat in the hands of the Libyan rebeis,African
recruits (a large proportion of whom were Maliahgd to return to their home countries. On retulne, t
recruits took along a massive arsenal of heavy aeapvhich provided new strength to the rebel mamm
in northern Mali, led by Tuareg separatists ancangst radicals. The Tuaregs are a historically
disenfranchised minority ethnic group in NortherralMthat had sought for independence from Mali,
particularly in 2012.

By April 2012, members of the Islamist terrorisbgp, Al-Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb (AQIM), had
captured northern Mali, and had begun to recordtanyl victories against the Malian army and the
independent Tuareg movement known as the Natiormlelhent for the Liberation of Azawad (MNLA).
The Islamist group therefore began to implemenhgént Sharia laws in northern Mali. They have been
noted to be brutal to women, who in some casesexsally abused, raped, or forced into marriage and
prostitution®®> The Islamist group is noted to have establishedesdise relations with the Boko Haram in
Nigeria. The relationship between AQIM and Boko &taris recorded to include the training of recraits
well as the sale of arms. According to MohammedadBaz, “one group has been received in AQIM bases
here in the Sahel and another group got trainiaget on information we've gotten, with the Shabaabs
Somalia... Some of the bombers in Nigeria receivaihimg here in the Sahef®. Similarly, Pham observes
that Abu Musab Abdel Wadoud, emir of al Qaeda & Iglamic Maghreb (AQIM), remarked that his group
would provide Boko Haram with weapons, trainingd ather support in order to expand its own reaét in
Sub-Saharan Africa not only to gain "strategic deépbut also to "defend Muslims in Nigeria and stbp
advance of a minority of CrusaderS”.

The relationship between AQIM and Boko Haram isoadgen in the latter’s adoption of new tactics,
including suicide bombing, which is relatively sige in Nigeria. From 16 June 2011, Boko Haram astbpt
one of the deadliest instruments (suicide bombinghe jihadist arsenal and had demonstrated thaas
now capable of carrying out attacks far from itsalsareas of operatidfi.

There is a relationship between Boko Haram and AQIphenomenon that portends danger to Nigeria and
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the West African sub-region. It is most worrisorhattthe two groups have the potentialities to slfiamds,
training and explosive materiafs.

It is against the backdrop of this unholy alliarmetween Boko Haram and AQIM that Nigeria intervened
militarily in Mali. Meanwhile, the Nigerian Senagave its consent to the deployment of Nigerianpgsoim Mali

in order to restore peace and stability in the tgurThis was contained in a response letter addbso
President Jonathan granting consent for the de@aywf 1,200 Nigerian soldiers for peacekeeping atjens

in Mali. This was in line with the provision of thdigerian Constitution which stipulates that theedtdent
reserves the right to engage the nations armeddanccombat operations outside the country, hawiséth the
consent of the Senaf8.

President Jonathan was poignhantly convinced thdtadesatisfied himself that Nigeria’'s national s@guwas
under imminent threat of danger as a result ottiees in Northern Mali. He claimed that Nigeriasweot acting
unilaterally by sending combat troops to Mali, ks rather implementing the UN Security Council dRetson
2085 (2012) which recognized the need to combat aitned and terrorist groups including Al-Qaidathe
Islamic Maghreb (AQIM), operating in Northern Malid beyond*

It was therefore on account of the foregoing thageNa deployed its troops for peace-keeping opmratin
Mali. It should be noted that by January 2013, Nagbad already committed about N7billion to pe@sging in
Mali.** Expectedly, this figure had been multiplied by émel of Nigeria’s military operations in Mali.

Nigeria’s Diplomatic and Military Interventions: a Critique

There appears to be a consensus among statesmeedhba is a preferred alternative to conflictisTi in line
with the acknowledgement that brute force, evewan, does not guarantee victory and peace. Exangfles
Vietnam, Somalia, Afghanistan, Iraq and the reéeab uprising where known dictators had been saoking
attest to this fact. It is in this light therefdret diplomacy is considered as a crucial tool witlich peace can
be attained in the international system. Howe\rex,acknowledgement of the usefulness of diploma&s ahot
in any way suggest that military might has entirkdgt its usefulness. Indeed, it must be noted dwea
domestic setting, military force has proven to heseful tool for ensuring the maintenance of law arder.

Consequently, Nigeria over the years has engagedotbis of diplomacy and military force in pursuiitg
foreign policy objectives. The deployment of these foreign policy tools shows that Nigeria has eoofi age.
Indeed, as war is understood by some military esgiats as the continuation of politics by other nga
diplomacy may equally be understood as a contionatif war by other means. This therefore reflebts t
symbiotic nature of relationship existing betwedplamacy and military force. This discovery is ma@laring
following the post 9-11 diplomacy, which today isnfronted with a reality that no state has monopufly
violence and that non-state actors, especiallystrational terrorist organization like the Al QaedhShabaab
and Taliban, have emerged as significant agertesiair.

Nigeria’'s insistence on peace and good neighbastirin the African continent and more importartly YWest
African sub-region has placed Nigeria’s core inseein jeopardy® By placing Africa at the centre of its
foreign policy, Nigeria, has unwittingly made a idelate choice to pursue peace independent of dbts.c
Suffice to recall that even in the face of a hed&tedndary dispute with Cameroon, Nigeria opteddide by the
verdict of the International Court of Justice (ICdihd handed over Bakassi Peninsula (the dispateitbty) to
Cameroon in the spirit of good neighbourlin&sNligeria’s pursuit of peace has made Nigeria thddi®fourth
largest contributor of troops to the United Natipesice keeping force. Nigeria’s fifty six yearseafstence has
never experienced any lack of political will to iassother African states, even in the face of dwirgd
economic fortunes. More importantly, its notion gfod neighbourliness has evidently been with nimgsr
attached as it is yet to make any territorial areamic gain from its involvement in other Africatates.

In South Africa, Nigeria contributed significantly the collapse of the Apartheid regime which tusibnalized
racism and white minority domination. Many Southriédin blacks were offered scholarships to study in
Nigerian schoolé’ Nigeria is also recorded to have worked assiduotmhards ensuring self-government in
such African states as Angola, Mozambique, Namiaie] Zimbabwe. Many Nigerian professionals had been
sent to other African states on technical aids €topenhance their human capital developnt&ren in difficult
times, when national economies suffer recessioge is recorded to have continued to assist oAlfiecan
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countries. Worse still, in the face of an epiletisver supply characterized by incessant powemestaNigeria
has continued to supply uninterrupted energy tacAfr countries such as the Republics of Niger agwirBB All
of these demonstrate Nigeria’'s preparedness tetassier African states, regardless of its intechallenges?

Politically, Nigeria has been instrumental in resheg military coups in Sao Tome and Principe, GaiBéssau
and Guinea; Its military adventures in Liberia,r&elLeone and Mali speak volumes. In these effdtgeria
canvases within the UN for a new international @eoit order. But what has Nigeria gained in all thefforts?
Nigeria's foreign policy has witnessed enormoustsegithout corresponding dividends. Nigeria hasnbae
party to many peacekeeping operations at the ggibsral, continental and systemic levels without
corresponding post-policy dividends from these tanji exercises. In comparative terms, when the ddnit
States of America invaded Irag, American compalilesHalliburton and the entire defence sector gty
prepared for a post conflict reconstructions int t@untry. In Nigeria’s military interventions inilkeria and
Sierra Leone, there were no such post-conflict mstraction engagements to benefit the Nigeriare stidie
private sector or any segment of the Nigerian céatiety. This is a clear example of the fruitlessn of
Nigeria’s foreign policy within the context of tmational interest’

Nevertheless, in spite of Nigeria’s multiple cobtrions in Africa, many African states tend to bspcious of
Nigeria’s intentions. Rather than support Nigend intensify the passion for Africa, Nigeria to thés a pariah
nation with imperial ambition that must be stopp&tiere is some basis for this assertion. In Andola
instance, after investing huge sums for Angolarepehdence, the MPLA-led government rejected Nigeria
request for fishing rights in Angola’s territoriafaters. Also, Nigeria’'s request to extend the Nayerirways
flight to Lusaka because the Lagos—Luanda routeealgas not profitable was equally reject&8imilarly, in
1977 most African states preferred Niger’s candidato Nigeria over the UN Security Council s€dh South
Africa, Nigerian journalists were denied visas #otjgipate in the World Association of Newspapeon@ress,
while Nigeria's Nobel laureate, Prof. Wole Soyinkas almost refused entrance into South Africa ®int
above 70 years offf.

Nigeria has not conducted its interventionist gekdn a principled manner, unlike other nationsyeover, the
interventions have been carried out without therition to yield immediate benefits for the courffrin fact, in
the face of ravaging poverty in the country it isegtionable how huge resources are committed tcePea
Support Operations (PSO). Nigeria has nothing &p r'om the interventionist operations. This issus
brought home as the presidential request for thogienent of Nigerian troops was tabled before teadde.
Senator Chris Anyanwu from Imo state reminded hadleagues that Nigeria cannot continue to be father
Christmas. She observed that China that contribudgioing to the restoration of peace in Liberia tedn over
the country, saying such situation where Nigeriaildight to restore peace and order in a particatauntry
only for another country to take over it in ternfsboisiness investment must stop. “We are not jastisg
troops but carrying the entire financial burden, Waese young people looking for jobs, we must movth w
mindset in our foreign policy*

Nigeria’s erstwhile Chief of Defence Staff (CDS)ir £hief Marshal Paul Dike, has corroborated th&inas

that Nigeria’'s foreign military interventions arsually of no benefit to the country. Speaking in@®n a
paper titled, “An Overview of the Nigerian ArmedrEes’ Participation in Peace Support Operatiof®"E€DS
regretted that in spite of the laudable and selflexcrifice, Nigeria had mostly reaped the pairbout getting
the full benefits of the gains of her unparalletestribution to the attainment of peace and secumithe West
African sub-region, and the world at large. Diketliered that aside the huge economic implicatidrfereign

military intervention, Nigeria has so far lost 08000 soldiers to international peacekeeping missi Dike
attributed this sad phenomenon to an absence afianal policy has made it difficult for strategianning.

This malaise is in place because Nigeria has riomadtpolicy on military interventions that defintiee strategy
of the nation’s participation. Consequently, Nigehnas been participating in Peace-keeping Opermatigtihout
clear political and economic objectives and withexit options*®

On the other hand, Nigeria has been criticizeddigesanalysts for intervening late in the conflicMali. This

is blamed as the reason for France’s interventiorthe West African state, which is considered as an
embarrassment for Nigeria as a sub-regional leddethese analysts, Jonathan had failed to ass#itient
African independence against the French. But wias#ally weakness and compliance by Jonathanaddred
simply discern a common interest with Western pe®eér
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Conclusion

Nigeria from 1960 has deployed both diplomacy arititary force as tools for achieving its foreign lioy
objectives. In West Africa and across the Africamtinent as a whole, successive Nigerian governsniegve
shown commitment to upholding the principle of gameighbourliness. As such, Nigeria's foreign pyplic
engagements have over the years proven to be tmmtsisith the doctrine of “territorial integrity” kch
discourages infringement on the sovereignty andishyboundaries of nation-staf@sThus, it is safe to assert
that Nigeria in its foreign policy choices has iiofily endorsed Art 2(4) of the UN Charter which imains
that “all members shall refrain in their internaiéd relations from the threat or use of force, agiaithe
territorial integrity or political independence aiy state or in any other manner inconsistent thighpurposes
of the United Nations”.

Indeed, keeping true to the foregoing UN statutg swficiently explain Nigeria’s traditional reluarice over
the use of military force in the pursuit of its ioaal interest abroad. In its dispute with Camerdoninstance,

Nigeria clearly demonstrated its willingness to iempent the ICJ's verdict on the Nigeria-Cameroospdie

over Bakassi Peninsula, despite opposition fronhiwitAcceptance of the ICJ ruling therefore serassan

evidence of Nigeria’s commitment to internatiorealland a belief in peaceful conflict resolution imawisms.

It is the height of Nigeria’'s recognition of systemmorms that in some instances run contrary tocthentry’s

core strategic interests. It is also on record theny states do not adhere to the principle ofintervention in

practice. It is in this context that analysts likeomas Frank justifiably pronounced a death seet@mcArticle

2 (4)* The death sentence must have inspired Nigeriailitarify intervene in Mali. It is however doubtful
whether the Nigerian soldiers are adequately tchineombatting terrorism.

Mali joins the list of other countries as Chad, diila and Sierra Leone, where Nigeria has previounstyvened
militarily. However, contradictions and domesticattnges in Nigeria make the military option a veostly
exercise. This calls for caution at least in tweneisions. First, there must be an assured commttofen
interests and an exit strategy-a commitment oféstewhich assumes that the potential benefit fussify the
costs and sacrifice involved in military intervemmis. It is a call for the policy review of the coy's peace
support operations. The envisaged review wouldeaxeha healthy melding of Nigeria’s national intéesd the
humanitarian value of peacekeeping missions. Sedbhds become pertinent for other African statesxpand
their efforts in the area of peacekeeping in Afrisa as to reduce Nigeria's burden of ensuring @eaw
stability across the African continent.
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