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Nigeria is in some respects Africa’s most powerful nation. (Andrew Young)*

Nigeria is going to rule the entire world of man as from 1989. …The future of Nigeria is very bright more than any country on earth. The country has a very important role to play in reshaping the future of man. (G. O. Okunzua)*

In 1976, Professor Ali Mazrui asserted that by the end of the 20th century, Nigeria would have greater diplomatic influence than either Britain or France*

“We are also agreed that Nigeria should provide the leadership role in Africa… By and large our people would want Nigeria to become and remain the dominant power in our sub-region, and on the African continent as a whole” (Alhaji Akanbi Oniyangi, former Nigerian Defence Minister)*

*(quoted from Timothy Shaw & Olajide Aluko, Nigerian Foreign Policy: Alternatives Perceptions and Projections)

There are two alternative methodical approaches which can be adopted in dealing with this theme. The first approach is to identify and analyse Nigerian foreign policy in the past, the present and then project the parameters of these policies to expected and speculative issues that might arise in the near and far future.  I might cover Nigerian policies on such ideological issues as Pan-Africanism, Globalisation, Regionalism, Irridentism, Non-alignment, Neutralism and non-ideological issues such as nuclear non-proliferation, Congo crisis, Liberian crisis, Sierra Leone Crisis etc. Obviously, this will also involve futuristic speculations as to foreign policy issues that will confront Nigeria in the 21st century.

The alternative approach will seek to adopt a vision paradigm as a tool of analysis. Everyone has dreams and visions about Nigerian role and status in the world. Some of these dreams and visions date to before independence, and they are not restricted to dreams and visions by Nigerians about Nigeria but also by non-Nigerians on Nigeria. This approach enables us to examine where Nigeria was and is against the expectations of where Nigeria ought to be.

Nigeria is not the only beneficiary of the vision syndrome. It is often used to globalize  a country or developments within that country. It is used to develop a universal responsibility based on projection of internal developments. It is a paradigm arising out of the specifics of European historical development. The Roman Empire, later to become the Holy Roman Empire, made transnational aspirations a legitimate phenomenon in continental Europe such that when the French revolution took place, it was not regarded as a national development with consequences limited to the borders of  France, but was seen as a universal phenomenon being launched in France with France having a special responsibility to ensure the universalisation of  liberte, equalite, et fraternite.

By regarding the Roman Empire as the progenitor of universalism, I do not ignore the contribution of the evolution of the concept of “one universal God of Righteousness” among the peoples of the Middle East, and the contribution of Alexander the Great, that Greek political and military genius, whose activities led men to believe that “the conception of a world law and organization was a practicable and assimilable idea”.

The point which I am making is that the Roman Empire and its successor, the Holy Roman Empire, had conceived the idea and philosophy of a common institution, the Holy Roman Emperor, common values and a common ideology. All these were not imported but homegrown ideas which were accepted as natural as God-given laws. To that extent, the whole idea that the values of the French Revolution of 1789 were exportable and exported to Holland, Belgium, Genoa, Italy and Switzerland through military means by France were not regarded as an aberration but a natural phenomenon. It embodied the universalisation of EQUALITY, LIBERTY AND BROTHERHOOD. Yet it must be regarded as an anomaly that  the pragmatic British, as distinct from French romanticism, who spearheaded the breakup of the Holy Roman Empire through the rebellion of Henry VIII, ended up being the greatest imperial power of all times, exporting its values and system to all the corners of the globe. The modern vision of every French person that France is a global civilization whose status and world role must be backed up by a military capability dates back to this age.

Obviously, Nigeria as an entity  dates back to only 1914. And to that extent, vision and perception of Nigerian role and status in the world could not possibly predate that date. Yet we need to ask whether there were environmental factors which had come into being which had a relevance on the expectational profile of Nigeria. Of course, if we were to undertake an analytical survey of pre-colonial factors that are germaine to Nigerian foreign policy, we would have to include the trans-sahara economic relations, the military excursions into other West African territories, the political and economic relationships between the Delta areas and Europe. But all these factors are ancillary to the core focus of this theme. The one singular pre-colonial factor which is at the core of our theme is the slave trade. It created a substantial body of diasporic Africans who created a corpus of ideas termed Pan-Africanism. 

It is impossible to overstate the importance of Pan-Africanism in world history. If the Roman Empire, coupled with the Christian religion, created the concept of Europe and Europeans, the slave trade created the concept of Africa, Africans and Pan-Africanism. Slaves left Africa as atomistic individuals and turned into a collective with collective identity. They left as Ibo, Ashanti, Oyo, Egba etc and became Africans at the end of the passage. The development of an ideology needed for their survival, Black identity and Pan-Africanism, was in turn to infuse African students with a sense of mission for the continent. In other words, it is doubtful whether the first few generations of African students who went abroad left the shores of their different countries with any sense of collective continental identity. Most certainly when I left Nigeria in 1962, two years after independence, I left as a Nigerian unexposed to Pan-Africanism, even though I was aware of the existence of Ghana, Togo, Sierra Leone etc. The critical point is that as of the time that Pan-Africanism developed, those who were to indigenize it had no concept of Africa. Yet, the development of this ideology was to impose responsibility on Africa. Let me be more explict. Without the slave trade, would there have been a conception of Africa as a collectivity rather than a motley collection of atomistic nationalities? Julius Nyerere once attributed the development of a Pan-African (Black) consciousness, not to the slave trade but to the introduction of white people whether as  merchants, missionaries, sailors, etc. to Africa. The important thing is that the slave trade led to the existence of Africans in the diaspora who gave birth to Pan-Africanism. Pan-Africanism then developed a corpus of ideas which amongst other things included the concept of self-determination and independence for colonies, not as an end in itself, but as an intermediate stage towards political unification of Africa. There is a third issue which has somehow been downplayed, and this is the right of return of diasporic Africans to Africa. I would like to treat these three issues serially.

RIGHT TO INDEPENDENCE: The right to independence was seen as an obligatory right with obligations devolving on the colonial powers, and the nationalist movements. Pan-Africanism laid down an obligation on the peoples of each colonial territory to organize for and fight for independence. By implication and by extension, there was also an obligation to be supportive of nationalist movements in all African territories. In other words, Nigerians were not expected to concentrate on decolonizing Nigeria alone, they were expected to be supportive of decolonization in other African territories. This was the seed that later blossomed into the OAU Liberation Committee.      

THE OBJECTIVE OF POLITICAL UNITY: Independence was not an end in itself for African colonies but a means to the larger goal of African unity. It  was an understandable logical deduction from the fact that a Marcus Garvey or Dubois did not locate and  could not have located their identity within a specific location within Africa as Africa as a legal phenomenon or colonial territories did not exist at the time of slavery.  To that extent, it is only logical that the entire continent will be the focus. It also explains why the first generation of African leaders embraced Pan-Africanism even as of the time that they were getting snowed under by the problems of development. One of the phenomenon needing explanation is why it took the African states, three years after independence to bring into existence the Organisation of African Unity while Europe as of 1963 was still engaged in the tortuous and protracted negotiation to bring a pan-European organization into being. The diasporic influence on Pan-Africanism also manifested itself in the automatic proclamation of automatic jurisdiction of the OAU over the whole continent without conceiving of the thought that some African states might not wish to become members of the Organisation of African Unity. Another point which needs to be made is that the source of Pan-Africanism also conditioned another manifestation of it. One of the issues that have baffled observers has been the natural inclusion of Arab states within the ambit of Pan-Africanism. If the original ideologues of the idea had included diasporic Africans in Arabia, there is every likelihood that North Arab-Africa might not have been included within the ambit of the OAU.

THE RIGHT OF RETURN OF DIASPORIC AFRICANS: There was a split among the ideologues as to whether the focus of the Black struggle should be a return to Africa or betterment of the position of the Blacks in the Americas and the West Indies. At the end of the day, only a few returned while the overwhelming majority stayed behind. To that extent, the right of return has never been and is not a plank of Pan-Africanism unlike in other ideological movements, such as Zionism and Palestinianism, where the rights of Jews to return to Israel and Palestinians to return to their homeland is central to the ism. However, by the late post-world war II, a new idea of reparation has crept in as a new plank in Pan-Africanism – a European concept arising out of the world wars, but which took special meaning when applied to Zionism and Israel. Put basically, the idea gives legitimacy to the demand for European states and the United States to pay for the damage to Africa arising out of slavery.

We can now see how the parameters of Nigerian foreign policy were laid down before even the state was formed. Nigerian commitment to Pan-Africanism as an automatic axiom of being, can only be understood within this specific context rather than its been perceived as an automatic variable of its being just an African country.

There is another fundamental factor which should also be considered at this stage where we are considering factors which pre-date Nigerian creation as a state. The capability of a state to dominate its environment is a consequence of its power base, of which the size of its territory and population are constituent elements. Nigerian boundaries like all African boundaries were drawn up in a haphazard way by European countries. That Nigeria ended up with its huge landmass and population had more to do with Franco-British rivalry rather than a conscious decision to build a big black state. In fact, it is more historically accurate  to state that the Franco-British rivalry led to the creation of a large area of British influence rather than to a large Nigerian state. The conscious and deliberate decisions by various British colonial officers culminating in Lord Lugard’s amalgamation of the North and South created a Nigerian state but not for the purpose of creating a large Black nation. The creation of a Nigeria with the capability for becoming the first Black Power was the unintended consequence of a decision taken for purely economic reasons. In other words, Lugard did not set out to create a state with medium power capability. One could assert with maximum certainty that Lugard never heard of Marcus Garvey, Dubois or Pan-Africanism. One is certain that it never crossed his mind that he was creating a state on which the hopes of the black race would one day rest. Knowing full well the implication for race relations of the creation of a black giant state, it is conjectural that if Lugard could have forseen this consequence of  amalgamation, he would not have proceeded with it.

From amalgamation in 1914 till now, the size of the Nigerian state has been under challenge by Nigerians themselves. Before independence in 1960, the British colonial authority had several opportunities presented to encourage a breakup of the Nigerian state if it so wished. Rather it played the role of a cajoling and encouraging agent to keep the state united for reasons which have nothing to do with the foreign policy potential of Nigeria.

But by the eve of independence, it was evident that foreign policy considerations were factored into the determinants of British attitude towards Nigeria. Ghana had emerged as a radical state and a conservative counterfoil was needed. Secondly, due to the cold war, the fear of communism taken advantage of fragmented or fragmenting states in the third world was a nightmarish possibility for policy formulators in the West. These two factors played a considerable role in formulating British attitude towards the Nigerian civil war. It is obvious then that support for maintenance of the size of the Nigerian state by the West, especially, Britain, was a conditional one: the maintenance of a conservative profile in foreign policy. The French had never been reconciled to the size of Nigeria because that size is perceived as a threat to French influence in West Africa. During the Nigerian civil war, France tried to dismantle Nigeria. I doubt whether she had got over that attitude. This is food for thought as Nigerians themselves continue to drag Nigeria through a continuous state of instability.

In essence, the Nigerian size, which has played and continue to play, a determining factor in Nigerian Foreign Policy, was determined and sustained by others. Here, one should raise a critical question: If the British colonial authority had given a thought to the foreign policy implications of the size of Nigeria in terms of its becoming a magnet for the redress of historical wrongs perpetrated against the Black race, would it have proceeded to sustain a Nigeria with that potential? Firstly, were the British aware in 1914 of Pan-Africanism? I would doubt it. Even if they were, they probably regarded it as deluded outpourings of a group without a potential to develop into a world phenomenon that would be regarded as a force of ideas in the 20th and 21st centuries. Secondly, I have never understood the British fondness for building large federal states overseas given the size of Britain itself. The French dissolved its own large federations in Africa on the eve of independence to facilitate easier control and manipulation in other to enhance its world role. The British on the other hand from Asia (India, Malaysia) to Africa (Nigeria, South Africa, East African Federation), encouraged the Federations of disparate groups. The rationale in each case was economic, to allow the more economically endowed parts to develop the more marginalized parts. In the case of Nigeria, it could be argued that the British were not aware of the oil wealth that would later underwrite Nigeria power potential at the time the Nigerian Federation was cobbled together. But by the time of the civil war in 1967, this same argument cannot be adduced. Everyone including Nigerians were aware of the oil wealth. The reason has to be that the British were not expecting Nigeria to respond to the radical stimulus of Pan-Africanism.

Before extrapolating this theme into the 21st century, we need to dwell on one more relevant factor. I had already alluded to the fact that the right of return of diasporic Africans was not a central plank in Pan-Africanism. Mentally, the desire to return probably lasted during the sea voyage of the slaves away from Africa and probably for another maximum of six months. After that, it is very contestable whether the individual diasporic African survived the onslaught of being made to regard himself as being lucky to have been removed from Africa. Therefore, as of the time that the ideology was developing, the right of return was not an attractive option. Does the present generation of diasporic Africans desire a right of return to Africa? The answer has to be answered in the negative. The image of Africa remains as negative as ever. A Colin Powell, as the United States Secretary of State would regard himself as luckier than an African President, even if the position is that of President of Nigeria or South Africa.

Just as the diasporic Africans originated Pan-Africanism which laid down parameters of political thought for Africa, and thus became the engine for African development, the diasporic Africans of the 21st century continue to regard themselves as agents for African political and economic development. However, in the 21st century, there has developed a more symbiotic relationship between Africa and diasporic Africans, a development that dates back to the late 1950s. As I have pointed out originally, implied in the history of Pan-Africanism, was that at the beginning, the diasporic Africans were more developed politically, developed the concept of political continental Africa and served as protective motivators for the development of Africa. By the time of the independence of Ghana, in 1956, the balance had been turned. Racial discrimination had rendered the diasporic Africans, politically and psychologically impotent. It was the Africans in the continent that were now regarded as politically mature and at par with the rest of the world. In other words, instead of the diasporic Africans pulling Africa up, it was the independence of Africa that was now to motivate diasporic Africans to fight for equality. It was the status of Africa that was to serve as a leverage for socio-economic development of external Africans. This situation lasted from the 1950s until the late 1970s when diasporic Africans in the United States started to emerge as cabinet members, ambassadors and judges. This is the situation where we are today, with the added factor that towards the end of the 20th century and the beginning of the 21st century, the forces of globalization have pulled Africa towards a level lower than where it was at independence in relative terms. The symbiotic relationship can thus be defined thus: Diasporic Africans expect access to African economic resources in terms of contracts, while serving to protect African interests within the global environments. However, it is an unequal relationship, because while expecting favoured treatment from Africa, the diasporic Africans in Europe and the United States are not in a position where they are powerful enough to advance African interests if those interests are opposed by their respective countries.

This  relates directly to the last issue under this theme which is that of reparations. In international relations, the concept of reparations had had a muddied development but a constant theme. From time immemorial, loss in war has always led to substantial material and personnel loss: “all male and married female put to the sword, all virgins and young people carried into exile, the territory subjected to ethnic cleansing”. It should be noted that the issue of the rightness or wrongness did not enter the equation. Then the world became more civilized and stopped the ethnic cleansing but territorial annexation as a price for losing a war as happened to Alsace Lorraine between France and Germany at the end of the First World War was regarded as part of reparation. The other parts of reparation were monetized. The winners still felt free to strip the losers of their industrial machinery and industrial outputs. Even though, attempts have been made to import morality into the concept of reparations, and there is no doubt that there are clear cases of aggression like Germany in the Second World War, and the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, a common denominator exists among those who paid reparations and those who lost wars. That is not to say that there have not been cases of aggressors who lost their wars and who escaped having to pay reparations. These were usually cases involving world powers losing local wars such as Algeria, involving the French and Vietnam, involving the United States. The crucial element was that the victors were not in a position to impose reparation on the aggressors. 

Even the case of  the Jews as represented by Israel vis-à-vis Germany, looks on the surface to be based purely on morality as Israel never defeated Germany, a deeper analysis shows that Israel’s case to be representing all Jewish victims was adopted by the victorious allied powers who forced this point of view on Germany.

When applied to the issue of reparation, it becomes understandable why it is going to be a difficult kite to fly. As earlier mentioned, reparation was not part of the core message of Pan-Africanism. Firstly, that slavery exploited Africa was not a current economic doctrine as of that time. Therefore the question of making economic returns to Africa would not have arisen. Secondly, even if the issue of reparation had been considered, it was the diasporic Africans rather than Africa who would have been regarded as victims, due  reparations. The philosophy of that time probably regarded abolition of the slave trade and abolition of racism as sufficient reparation.

However, as Africans sought to draw a parallel between the Holocaust and Slavery, the issue of reparation crept into modern Pan-Africanism, the most notable exponent being the late Bashorun M. K. O. Abiola. The first issue to be tackled was who was to be targeted for payment of reparations? I had earlier drawn reference to the fact that Pan-Africanism originated among the diasporic Africans in the Western hemisphere. The thoughts of the diasporic Africans in Arabia and Asia had no input into Pan-Africanism. This had two consequences: North Africa came to be regarded as a natural part of Africa without any complication arising out of past slave relations between Africa and Arabia. Secondly, when the issue of reparation came up, the target for the demand was directed at the countries in the Western Hemisphere. As was to be expected, the Western countries stoutly resisted the demand. Very cleverly, the West had raised the issue of who is entitled to the reparation. The issue has been raised as to the involvement of Africans in the slave trade since they were involved in selling their kinsmen. The logic of this argument  is that the diasporic Africans might in fact have a case for making reparation demands on Africa. Also, even if the legitimacy of the reparation were to be conceded, it is the diasporic Africans rather than Africa that should be the beneficiary. 

The issue of reparation is more than an economic or monetary one. It is potentially explosive because of its relationship with the status of the Blacks in Western societies.  I have already drawn attention to and explained the symbiotic relationship in the present period between Africa and diasporic Africans. Non-African states with multi-racial populations are very wary of and sensitive to this relationship. There is an awareness that the unequal relationship that exists in multi-racial societies is an explosive tragedy waiting to happen. Ideas and events which happen elsewhere and which could have an impact on multiracial societies are monitored very careful. Reparation falls into this category. It can crystallize and energize race relations and the Western societies do not want that. At the end of the day, I expect that special monetary programmes directed at inner city decay and other programmes tailored to address the problems of race relations will be passed off as reparations to the diasporic Africans.

It would be more productive if we were to focus on the issue of debt rescheduling, debt reduction, and debt forgiveness as components for reparation for recent rather than past wrongs. Nigeria will not benefit from any programme directed at the debt issue, apart from debt verification which is a purely mechanical matter. Nigeria’s economic profile simply does not qualify for any of the current and traditional programme directed at the debt issue. This explains why the four years devoted by the present administration to the debt problem has not yielded and will not yield much fruit.

The economic diplomacy programme of Nigeria should be focused on two prongs---industrial development and trade liberalization. I will return to these two issues later.

The core vision which surrounds Nigeria is the expectation for it to be a Black Power which can serve as a primer for the goals laid down for Pan-Africanism from its inception. Nigeria had committed itself to African unity as an ultimate goal, functional integration in West Africa and Africa as intermediate goals, support for liberation movements in Africa, support for the United Nations in all its activities whether legal, political, economic and military and solidarity building among Third World countries. Nigerian policies since independence which have been directed towards the achievement of these objectives are too well known to be spelt out in detail. As for African Unity, Nigeria was one of the prime movers and has been a strong supporter of the Organisation of African Unity and its successor, the African Union. As for functional integration, Nigeria was one of the prime movers of ECOWAS and the Lagos Plan of Action and NEPAD. The military involvement of Nigeria in Chad, Sierra Leone and Liberia in West Africa, often at considerable financial and military cost to her has been evidence of Nigerian preparedness to cross the line from functional integration to elements of unification. As for the liberation movements in Africa whose tasks have now been accomplished, Nigeria provided financial, material and military support to them. Such was the identification of Nigeria with the anti-apartheid struggle that Nigeria became the permanent Chairman of the United Nations Anti-apartheid committee. The United Nations has provided a fertile field for Nigeria to become involved in global politics whether in the military field as peacekeepers, and in the legal field as members of the International Court of Justice, International Law Commission and various UN ad hoc tribunals. As for solidarity among the Third World, Nigerian role in the Non-aligned movement has enshrined her as a core member. 

One glaring omission has been a concerted and sustained involvement in the politics of diasporic Africans, whether in the United States or in the West Indies. Three different ideas had been floated at different times to address this issue. Under the military regime of 1975-1979, it was proposed that any foreign company from a multi-racial state bidding for mega contracts in Nigeria must have a multi-racial board, and have a domestic affirmative employment practice. Brazil was the target at that time. During the Babangida regime, 1985-1993, a proposal that was floated and adopted was the Technical Aid Corps scheme which was supposed to demonetize Nigerian foreign assistance programme. But this was only part of the rationale. Generally, Nigerian foreign assistance had concentrated on Africa with occasional forays into the West Indies. The TAC was, on the other hand directed at Africa, West Indies, the Pacific and the Countries with substantial Black Communities in Europe, the United States and South America. TAC was supposed to send cultural corps members to teach Nigerian history and Nigerian culture in secondary schools and universities in states with black communities whether in inner London, Harlem in New York, Bahia in Brazil etc. Ultimately, TAC was supposed to set up cultural centres in black communities outside Africa. The second proposal was that Nigerian missions in Europe, the United States and South America should make black invitees, a third of their guest lists, to social functions. These two proposals were approved and acted upon. The first proposal still survives till today although not to the full extent to which it was conceived, while the second one was implemented by the missions with varying enthusiasm.

If we now project all of these into the 21st century, what kind of prognosis can we make? Firstly, we can dispose of the liberation struggle. Fortunately for Africa, the 20th century brought colonialism and apartheid to an end, thus ending one of the most, if not the most, disputous element in Nigeria bilateral relations with the United States and the United Kingdom. The most radical foreign policy related domestic act ever undertaken by any Nigerian government was the nationalization of British Petroleum (BP) because of British policies towards Rhodesia (now Zimbabwe). It was the policies of the United States in Angola and South Africa that poisoned the relationship between the United States and Nigeria. These two issues, colonialism and apartheid, had a high emotional quotient in Nigerian psyche, and constantly spilled over into other areas that would normally not be contentious. 

Does this mean that  Nigerian bilateral relations will now be able to focus on purely bilateral issues?. Basically yes. But the status of diasporic Africans remains a factor that has the potential of affecting bilateral relations. More on this later.

AFRICAN UNITY AND FUNCTIONAL INTEGRATION: There is no doubt that in the 21st century, Nigeria will continue to pursue and intensify the pursuit of functional integration in West Africa and Africa. More teeth will be given to such institutions as the Ecowas Parliament, Ecowas Court of Justice, and African Parliament. More teeth will be given to trade, customs and travel liberalization. NEPAD and such institutions will be strengthened. There will be more military capacity building for peacekeeping and peace-enforcement activities by Nigeria. The formation of African Union was patterned on the existence of the European Union. Therefore we should look towards developments in the European Union to indicate the direction of  developments of the African Union in this  century. For example, constitutional provisions are being debated in Europe designed to produce a European model of the United States. I will not be too surprised if before the middle of this century, such proposals as relating to West Africa and Africa are tabled with Nigerian support. However, I don’t expect Nigeria to take the initiative in pushing the integrative proposals in West Africa and Africa, not because she is not in favour, and not because she cannot conceive the ideas, but because her economic, political, and military size make her too obvious a beneficiary of the outcome of any integrative exercise. To that extent, to avoid charges of selfishness, narrow self-interest and aggrandizement, Nigeria will have to engineer others to take the initiative and then be fully supportive of the initiatives. However, I do not forsee the emergence of political unity in West Africa or Africa in the early part of this century. It will so radically change the global racial balance and lead to another world order that the existing world powers will not permit it. If we cast our minds back to the Nigerian military experience in Liberia and Sierra Leone, the problems encountered by the Nigerian military commands had to do with preventing the emergence of a Pax Nigeriana in West Africa. There were African governments which were used by European powers to frustrate the military activities of the Nigerian contingents in both countries. Eventually, in Liberia, Nigeria could not prevent the emergence of Charles Taylor, while in Sierra Leone, Nigeria finally lost the command to a United Nations operation. If we were to take a look at the recent attempts to resolve the crisis in Ivory Coast, even the West African states first laid down the rule that the Command would not go to the country with the largest contingent and ended up offering the command to Senegal. Then enormous pressure was then brought to bear on Nigeria to contribute troops, which Nigeria very wisely declined to do. There is no doubt that the no command rule was directed at Nigeria because she was expected to produce the largest contingent. The existing world powers would engineer the latent jealousy among African states about the power potential of Nigeria to frustrate any steps that would produce real political unity in West Africa and Africa.

RELATIONS WITH THE WESTERN BLOC: The cold war is long dead and no ideological impediment exists to trigger off negative relations between Nigeria and the Western Bloc which now includes Russia. The Western Bloc will continue to be Nigerian main trading partner with disputes revolving around the terms of trade. 

THE DOMESTIC IMPERATIVES OF FOREIGN POLICY:

THE ECONOMY: 
One of the biggest drawbacks to an activist foreign policy has been the state of the economy. So many opportunities have been lost in the past to put Nigeria on a sound economic footing after the civil war. True a lot was expended on infrastructural development such as roads, airports, expansion of urban settlements, hospitals, universities and schools. But the sound economic policies to encourage industrialization put in place between 1975 and 1979 were soon derailed by the reckless importation and import licenses policy that followed. Opportunities were lost to invest in refineries and pumping stations abroad which would have cushioned the Nigerian economy against the falling prices arising from the oil glut. Fifteen years of unfocused negotiation over the Liquiefied Natural Gas were lost, while bitumen and solid minerals were ignored . All these had left Nigeria with a weak poker hand in foreign affairs. If Nigeria is to realize its full world status potential, it must address these economic ills. Nigeria should reduce its economic monoculture of export of crude petroleum. Most of the crude petroleum produced in the country should be refined in the country and then exported. The full potential of the solid minerals, bitumen etc should be realized. Nigeria should aim for the status of India, Brazil or South Africa in terms of industrialization. There has to be an agricultural revolution anchored on indirect subsidy. If government were to promise to purchase all farm produce at guaranteed prices, the explosion in farm cultivation would be phenomenal.

The debt profile is not so alarming against expected foreign exchange earnings from even oil proceeds alone. When to this is added the proceeds from bitumen, liquefied natural gas etc, the debt profile should not pose any impediment to an activist foreign policy. Definitely, it does not deserve the amount of time that has been devoted to it. In fact, the main reason why Nigeria has not benefited from any debt forgiveness etc has been the conviction, which is accurate, that Nigeria can afford to pay its debt and still fund its socio-economic programmes.  

In this century, Nigeria has no choice but to industrialize. Import substitution products and export-oriented products should be the industrialized strategy to be adopted. Brazil, India, Malaysia etc should be targeted as role models, as already stated. Nothing yields results as having targets to pursue rather than unfocussed and nebulous verbalization of objectives.

THE MILITARY :
I am a firm believer in the realist school of the role of power in international relations. I have been on record as advocating that Nigeria military capability should be on a par with that of Egypt which is regarded as the best in Africa. I  once witnessed an explosion by Lt.- General T. Y. Danjuma at the time he was the Chief of Army Staff. One of his officers had advocated that Nigeria should have the best armed forces in Africa outside South Africa. Maybe he was expecting to be criticized for being too idealistic. Yes, he got criticized, for being too limited in vision. Danjuma said “if we cannot be as good as South Africa, we are nothing”. I have also been on record as advocating that Nigeria should become a nuclear power. It was believed that I was out of my mind. This was before India, Pakistan and North Korea  became nuclear powers. A case can be made that India is by far richer than Nigeria. But can we say the same for Pakistan and North Korea? The simple observation is that in Nigeria, we prefer to spend our resources on consumables rather than tangibles. Nigeria has the reputation of having the most exotic cars in the third world; the types of vehicles which one would not find in India, Pakistan or North Korea. At one time, we developed the reputation of importing  the largest annual quantity of champaigne in the world. These are the kinds of statistics for which Nigeria will be little remembered and long forgotten.

The correlation between nuclear military power and status in the world order, outside the realm of theoretical proposition, is amply demonstrated by the difference in the United States treatment of Iraq and North Korea; and in the elevated attention which the United States pays to India and Pakistan. In the case of Iraq, no one know believes that the United States was looking for a peaceful way to resolve the crisis, while in the case of North Korea, everyone believes that the United States is looking for a peaceful way to resolve the issue of Korean manufacturing of nuclear weapons. In the case of India/Pakistan, pre-nuclear confrontation between India and Pakistan attracted no full-scale United States attention, whereas confrontation now between those two nuclear powers attract attention at Secretary and Under-Secretary levels at the State and Defence departments, and at Presidential levels at the White House. As against the ideological proposition that nuclear proliferation is inimical to world peace, we should take note that while pre-nuclear confrontation between India and Pakistan had invariably led to wars, no confrontation between them since both became nuclear powers has led to war.

If Nigeria really wants to rise up to the vision of those who expect her to be a protector of the interests of the diasporic Africans and Africans, she would have no choice except to become a credible military power with nuclear capability. 

THE POLITICAL: 
Nigeria seats on one of the fault lines of civilizations with a predominantly Islamic Northern belt and a predominantly Christian Southern belt. This has created its own internal tensions from time to time. It has also impacted on the foreign policy arena, for example on such issues as Recognition of Israel and membership of the Organisation of Islamic Council. Samuel Huntington had posited a controversial doctrine that world disorders in the 21st century would be characterized by a clash of civilizations, which has been interpreted to mean a clash between the Christian World and the Islamic World. Recent events swirling around the Middle-East, Iran, Iraq and what is being called international terrorism seem to lend credence to this doctrine. Should the world disorder be driven by this doctrine, that Nigeria religious internal divisions would  dictate a cautious rather than a robust approach towards foreign policy. Let me illustrate this point by an aspect of the recent Iran-Iraq war. The world survey conducted by the Pew Research Center, a nonpartisan United States survey organization, found out that in the Summer of 2002, 11% of Nigerians had an unfavourable impression of the United States. By May 2003, after the 2nd Iraqi war, this figure has climbed to 36%. One of the conclusions drawn by the survey is “distrust today blazes so brightly that majorities in seven of eight Muslim populations surveyed –Turkey, Indonesia, Nigeria, Pakistan, Lebanon, Jordan and Kuwait – expressed fears that the United States could become a military threat to their country.” (International Herald Tribune, June 4, 2003). 

Secondly, Nigeria political stability is still being nurtured from a state of fragility. This may entail that as more attention is devoted to maintaining domestic peace and stability, less attention will be available to devote to foreign policy. In addition, political instability may also provide foreign countries, which are unhappy at an activist foreign policy, breeding ground to exacerbate the instability. A more robust commitment to democracy would safeguard stability in Nigeria.

There is another indirect cleavage that has a historical background. The Northern part of the country does not have the same attitude towards diasporic Africans as the Southern part arising from the fact that most of the diasporic Africans came from the Southern and coastal belts. If the issue becomes critical for Nigeria, there may be a tendency for domestic opinion to be divided between those who want to position Nigeria as an advocate of diasporic African interests and those who do not want the issue to be a front burner for Nigeria.

THE EXTERNAL IMPERATIVES ON FOREIGN POLICY:

There are two specifics which we need to focus on. The first is that if Nigeria decides to embark on the path of industrialization, she is going to get into conflicts with  the already industrialized countries and such institutions as the World Trade Organisation  (WTO) which have entrenched liberalization to the detriment of aspiring industriliasing countries. Globalisation, the new value system in international relations, is not in the interests of developing countries as the playing field is not level. The need for Nigeria to protect fledging industries from cheap imports, and the need to subsidize exports needed to break into the world market will most certainly lead to a conflicting relationship with the already industrialized world.

Secondly, to return to an old theme: the diasporic Africans. I am fairly convinced that race relations in multi-racial societies will become a major issue in the 21st century, as apartheid became a major issue in the 20th century. If Nigeria positions itself as a nuclear military power, there is no way that she will remain indifferent to the crisis that may arise from these racial tensions. It is my firm belief that the Western world lives in fear and dread of a real black power. If we cast our minds back to the days of the cold war and the emergence of  independent African states, we will remember that the Western countries went to considerable length to prevent or abort the emergence of radical leaders, adopting even such radical measures as assassination and sponsoring of coup d’etats. To that extent, without exploring the details, we can just stop as identifying it as a potential conflictual factor.

It must not be supposed that race-relations pose a potential hazard to only Nigerian relations with the West, including South America. Relations with North Africa and the Arab world will eventually be affected by it. There is a large pool of diasporic Africans in the Arab world, who got there much in the same way as they got to the New World. Race relations in the Arab world was at one time quite as horrendous as in the Western world. Now it is much worse in the Arab world. The commonality of Islam between Africa and the Arab world and the acceptability of interracial marriage in the Arab world, with no loss of status to the off-springs have ameliorated the perception by Africa of the Arab world as a racist one. It may, however, not remain so as the 21st century progresses, and race relations as it affects diasporic Africans becomes a burning issue.

THE OTHER USUAL AREAS: 
The other usual areas are Nigerian membership of the Non-aligned world, the United Nations and the Commonwealth. The membership will remain in all these organizations. The one with the prospect likely to be affected by radical changes is the membership of the United Nations. The UN itself is likely to undergo restructuring of which Nigeria may be a beneficiary. Most likely, Nigeria may likely become a non-veto permanent member of the Security Council. If the domestic changes advocated in the earlier part of this lecture are actualized, then the Nigerian profile in all these organizations will witness a phenomenal rise.
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