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Introduction: The Rise of the Sovereignty Auctioneers

A nation’s sovereignty is not a commodity to be traded, nor is it a bargaining chip to
be bartered for factional advantage. It is an ontological foundation - a sacred trust,
bought with the blood of an entire generation and held in stewardship for the future.
Yet, a dangerous new class of “Sovereignty Auctioneers” has emerged within
certain Eritrean diaspora circles, operating with a level of cynicism that threatens the
very existence of the state. These actors have stripped away the mask of political
activism to reveal their true faces as brokers of national liquidation. They are not
political dissidents seeking to improve their country; they are strategic consultants for
an expansionist foreign power, treating their homeland like a bankrupt business to be
dissolved and sold off to the highest bidder.

This phenomenon represents a chilling departure from standard political opposition.
In a shocking and public display of betrayal, these factions have openly lamented that
the Ethiopian government, under Prime Minister Abiy Ahmed, was “too transparent”
and “too honest” about its aggressive maritime ambitions regarding the Red Sea (ICG
2023). Their critique is not directed at the illegality of the Ethiopian threat or the
violation of international norms, but rather at Ethiopia’s lack of tactical deception. By
advising a foreign adversary to retract its revanchist claws and instead manufacture a
deceptive casus belli - a staged provocation or a “trap” designed to trick the
international community into accepting an illegal invasion - these groups have moved
beyond the realm of legitimate political dissent into the dark territory of high treason.

The logic they promote is as transparent as it is evil: they argue that Ethiopia should
have followed a Machiavellian path - hiding its true intentions, manufacturing a
justification for war, and “swallowing” Eritrea whole under the guise of a provoked
conflict (Gazzini 2005). This is not a strategy for liberation; it is an invitation for
historical arson. By coaching a foreign military on how to successfully lie to the world
so that it can successfully occupy Eritrean soil and dismantle its independence, these
groups have essentially become the intellectual vanguard of an invasion. They are
providing the map, the method, and the moral cover for the reversal of Eritrean



sovereignty, operating on the nihilistic premise that if they cannot rule a sovereign
Eritrea, they would rather see Eritrea cease to exist.

To understand the depth of this betrayal, the Eritrean public must recognize that for
the “Sovereignty Auctioneer,” the land is not a legacy to be protected, but a price to
be paid for a seat in a foreign-sponsored puppet administration. They are seeking to
solve a domestic political problem by inviting a permanent catastrophe, trading the
permanent rights of the people for the temporary patronage of a neighboring power.
This article seeks to expose the anatomy of this subversion, drawing a clear red line
between those who struggle for political change and those who are actively
facilitating the dismemberment of their own homeland. In the hierarchy of political
values, the survival of the state must always supersede the grievances against a
regime, for once the house is sold, there are no rooms left in which to live (Krasner
1999).

The Strategy of the Manufactured Pretext: Deception as a
Tool of Statecraft

The core of the argument presented by these groups is rooted in a profound
commitment to geopolitical deception. By suggesting that the Ethiopian
administration should have “hidden its true intentions” to create a strategic trap for
Eritrea, these actors are not merely offering political commentary; they are
advocating for a calculated violation of the most fundamental principle of international
law: the prohibition of the threat or use of force as enshrined in the United Nations
Charter (Gazzini 2005). In the logic of these factions, the crime is not the invasion itself,
but the failure to properly “package” it for a global audience. They argue for a return
to the era of predatory statecraft, where powerful nations manufacture justifications to
annex the territory of their neighbors while maintaining a thin veneer of legality.

A casus belli (a justification for war) created through deliberate provocation is a
classic tool of expansionist powers seeking to bypass the scrutiny of the international
community. Throughout history, manufactured pretexts have been used to launch
wars of aggression under the guise of self-defense. When a domestic opposition
group moves from critiquing their own government to actively advising a foreign
power on how to successfully execute such a deception against their own homeland,
they undergo a fundamental transformation in political identity. They cease to operate
as a legitimate political opposition and instead become what is known as a “Fifth
Column.” This term historically describes a group within a country that works from
the inside - either through sabotage, misinformation, or strategic counseling - to
undermine its own nation’s defense and sovereignty for the benefit of an external
enemy (Loeffel 2012).



The danger of this rhetoric cannot be overstated. By encouraging Ethiopia to move
beyond diplomatic requests and instead “take the sea by force,” these groups are
doing much more than wishing for a change in leadership. They are providing the
intellectual and strategic framework for the dismemberment of their own nation. They
are essentially coaching a foreign military on how to achieve what they could not
achieve through domestic political processes: the total destabilization of the Eritrean
state.

In this framework, the “strategic mistake” they attribute to the Ethiopian leadership is
actually a moment of unintended transparency that allowed the Eritrean people to
mobilize in defense of their borders. The disappointment expressed by these
collaborationist groups - that the invasion was not a “surprise” or a “trap” - reveals
their true priority. They view the lives of Eritrean citizens and the integrity of Eritrean
land as expendable variables in a larger game of regional power-shifting. By
prioritizing the “success” of a foreign invasion over the survival of the state, they align
themselves with a revanchist agenda that seeks to reverse the hard-won sovereignty
of the Eritrean people (Reid 2005). This is not a strategy for liberation; it is an invitation
for catastrophe, where the “liberators” are foreign tanks and the “liberated” land is
annexed by a neighbor.

Perhaps the most damning evidence of their evil intent is their critique of Ethiopia’s
tactics. By publicly stating that Ethiopia should have 'hidden its intentions' to set a trap,
these groups have revealed themselves as Invasion Enablers. They are essentially
coaching a foreign military on how to successfully lie to the international community
so it can successfully occupy Eritrean soil. This is not the language of human rights or
democracy; it is the language of a 'Fifth-Columnist Lobby' that prefers the shadows
of a manufactured war over the safety of their own people. They are effectively
handing the dagger to a rival and showing them exactly where to strike between the
ribs of the nation.

The Illusion of “Regime Change” vs. the Reality of
Annexation

The public must realize the lethal disconnect here: while these groups use the
language of “regime change” to recruit the naive, their foreign patrons are using the
language of “territorial revisionism.” Prime Minister Abiy Ahmed and his leadership
have been clear - their goal is not to “liberate” Eritreans, but to reverse Eritrean
sovereignty and dismember the state for their own strategic gain (ICG 2023). By
promoting this agenda, these Eritrean groups are knowingly acting as the
“Annexationist Vanguard,” preparing the psychological ground for Eritrea to be
swallowed and reduced to a landlocked vassal state once again This narrative



suggests that a foreign military is a neutral surgical tool that can remove a specific
political leadership and then neatly retreat, leaving a sovereign nation intact.
However, both history and political science suggest the exact opposite. When a state
invades a neighbor to secure vital strategic assets, such as deep-water ports or
maritime corridors, its primary objective is “territorial revisionism” - the forceful
alteration of borders to satisfy national interests - rather than the promotion of local
democratic ideals (Reid 2005).

The current Ethiopian leadership has become increasingly explicit about its
revanchist agenda. By framing the Red Sea not as a matter of mutual trade agreements,
but as a “natural” and “historical right” that was unjustly stripped away, Addis Ababa
has signaled that its interests are territorial, not ideological (ICG 2023). In this context,
“regime change” is merely a convenient slogan used to mask the far more permanent
goal of annexation. For an Eritrean group to believe - or pretend to believe - that an
Ethiopian military occupation would voluntarily hand over the keys of a sovereign,
democratic Eritrea to local civilians is a dangerous and historical delusion. No state
incurs the massive cost of war and international condemnation simply to empower a
neighbor’s citizenry; they do so to expand their own power.

In reality, such a military intervention would almost certainly follow the “Quisling”
model of governance. This term refers to Vidkun Quisling, the Norwegian politician
who collaborated with Nazi occupiers to head a puppet administration that facilitated
the exploitation of his own country (Steinhart 1970). In this scenario, the domestic
groups currently “advising” the Ethiopian government would not be leaders of a free
Eritrea; they would become low-level administrative tools for a foreign master. Their
role would be to provide a thin layer of local legitimacy to a fractured and annexed
territory, presiding over the dismantling of the very sovereignty they once claimed to
uphold.

Furthermore, once a foreign power gains control of strategic coastal territory through
force, it rarely leaves. The strategic logic of “sovereign access” necessitates
permanent military presence and administrative control. For the Eritrean groups
promoting this path, the result would not be a new government in Asmara, but the end
of Eritrea as a viable, independent state. They are essentially inviting a historical
reversal - proposing that a nation which fought one of the longest and most difficult
wars of independence in African history should voluntarily return to the status of a
landlocked province or a vassal state. This is not political progress; it is an existential
retreat that sacrifices the blood-bought independence of millions for the short-term
political ambitions of a few (Clapham 1996).



The Crisis of Legitimacy: The Profile of the
Collaborationist

A political movement is only as credible as the moral character of its leaders, and the
factions currently spearheading the call for Ethiopian intervention suffer from a
profound, irreconcilable crisis of moral and historical legitimacy. In the Eritrean
context, political authority has historically been earned through sacrifice, service, and
a demonstrated commitment to the survival of the people. In contrast, the individuals
leading the charge for foreign-led “regime change” often possess a biography
defined by absence, alienation, and a deliberate distancing from the Eritrean national
project.

The leaders of this collaborationist movement are defined by a biographical void.
While an entire generation was in the trenches of the Sahel securing the nation's
survival, these individuals were in comfortable, self-imposed exile, silent during the
struggle and resentful of the victory. This is a movement of “National Apostates” -
people who have abandoned the sacred duty to the homeland to hide their own
historical shame. Their hatred for the Eritrean state is a projection of their own failure;
by attempting to dismantle the nation, they hope to erase the very standard of heroism
- the martyrs and the Tegadelti - by which their own cowardice is measured. They do
not want a better Eritrea; they want an Eritrea that never existed, so they no longer
have to feel the weight of their own inaction.

While the vast majority of their peers sacrificed their youth, safety, and lives during
the grueling thirty-year war of liberation, these actors remained comfortably in the
diaspora. As an entire generation of Tegadelti (liberation fighters) endured the
hardships of the field to secure the right to self-determination, these individuals
contributed nothing - neither in material support nor in physical presence. This
“biography of absence” creates a fundamental void in their leadership; they possess
no “skin in the game” and, consequently, no moral standing to negotiate the future of
a land they did not help to free.

This historical inaction has, over decades, curdled into a toxic form of historical
revisionism. Having failed to participate in the birth of the nation, these individuals
now appear driven by a desire to preside over its funeral. Their rhetoric is
characterized by a long-standing, public rejection of Eritrean statehood itself. Since
the formalization of independence in 1991/1993, many of these figures have argued
that the revolution was a “mistake” and that Eritrea should never have separated from
Ethiopia. By framing the liberation struggle as a historical error, they attempt to
invalidate the very sovereignty they now seek to trade away.



In the realm of political psychology, this behavior is often viewed as a “projection of
shame.” Unable to reconcile their historical marginality with the collective heroism of
the Eritrean people, they seek to dismantle the state to erase the very standard by
which they are judged. If the state of Eritrea ceases to exist, then their failure to fight
for its independence is no longer a source of personal or historical shame. To hide this
inner crisis, they capitalize on any domestic hardship to undermine the foundations of
sovereignty, actively promoting the revanchist agenda of foreign leaders who view
Eritrea as a “lost province” rather than a sovereign neighbor (Reid 2005).

Furthermore, their advocacy for an Ethiopian-led “swallowing” of Eritrea involves a
calculated desecration of national memory. By disrespecting the martyrs and
dismissing the sacrifices of the Tegadelti, they signal that their opposition is not
directed at a “regime,” but at the very existence of the Eritrean people as a distinct
political entity. A leader who has never served his people in their time of need cannot
claim the authority to invite a foreign army into the homeland. Such an invitation is the
ultimate expression of a “spoiler” mentality: a cynical belief that if they cannot lead a
sovereign Eritrea, then Eritrea should not exist at all (Clapham 1996).

By acting as the intellectual and strategic vanguard for a foreign power’s casus belli,
these individuals have transitioned from being “opposition figures” to being agents
of a revisionist foreign policy. They have become the modern face of collaborationism,
prioritizing their personal relevance and factional vengeance over the territorial
integrity and physical safety of the Eritrean population. Their lack of moral high
ground ensures that their “vision” for Eritrea is not one of progress, but of vassalage
- areturn to a state of dependency that generations of Eritreans gave their lives to end.

Historical Precedents: The High Cost of Internal Deception

The strategy of using a domestic faction to create a pretext for invasion is a recurring
and tragic theme in the history of fallen nations. In political science, this is often
described as the “Trojan Horse” strategy of regime change. History demonstrates that
when a domestic group invites a “liberator” to settle an internal score, the result is
almost never the empowerment of that group, but rather the total loss of national
independence for generations. These factions frequently discover - too late - that the
foreign power’s primary loyalty is to its own strategic interests, not the “democracy”
or “reform” it claimed to support.

e The Targowica Confederation (Poland, 1792): One of the most infamous
examples of internal betrayal occurred in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. A
group of conservative Polish nobles, unhappy with the progressive internal
reforms and the new Constitution of May 3, 1791, formed the Targowica
Confederation. They publically invited Empress Catherine the Great of Russia to



intervene, claiming they were “restoring ancient liberties” and protecting the
nation from radicalism. In reality, their invitation provided Russia with the perfect
casus belli. The subsequent Russian invasion led directly to the Second Partition of
Poland. Poland was “swallowed” by its neighbors, and within three years, it was
erased from the map as a sovereign state for 123 years (Lord 1967).

The Overthrow of the Hawaiian Kingdom (1893): In Hawaii, a small but
influential group of residents - the “Committee of Safety” - collaborated with the
United States military to manufacture an internal crisis. They staged a coup against
Queen Liliuokalani, claiming her government was “unstable” and posed a threat
to “life and property.” By publically asking the U.S. Minister to land troops to
“protect order,” they provided the manufactured pretext for an invasion. This
internal deception allowed U.S. Marines to facilitate an illegal overthrow, leading
to the annexation of Hawaii and the permanent loss of its sovereignty (Silva 2004).

The Roman Conquest of Judea (63 BCE): Internal disputes between two royal
brothers, Hyrcanus II and Aristobulus II, led them to both invite the Roman General
Pompey to mediate their “regime change” dispute. Each brother hoped Pompey
would use Roman might to install him as the sole ruler. However, Pompey viewed
the invitation as a strategic opening to expand the Roman Empire. Instead of
settling the dispute for the benefit of the locals, he used the invitation as a pretext
to enter Jerusalem with his legions, end the sovereignty of the Hasmonean
Kingdom, and turn Judea into a Roman client state - and eventually a province
(Braund 1984).

The Betrayal of Bengal: Mir Jafar and the Battle of Plassey (1757): In India, the
British East India Company was able to seize control of the wealthy province of
Bengal through the subversion of a high-ranking internal official, Mir Jafar. Jafar,
seeking to overthrow the Nawab (ruler) of Bengal, entered into a secret treaty with
Robert Clive of the British forces. On the battlefield of Plassey, Jafar’s troops
remained idle, facilitating a British victory. While Jafar was briefly installed as a
puppet ruler, he soon realized that true sovereignty had been transferred to the
British. His betrayal paved the way for nearly two centuries of British colonial rule
over the Indian subcontinent (Marshall 1987).

The French Intervention in Mexico (1861-1867): Following a period of civil war,
a group of Mexican conservatives who had lost their hold on power invited the
French Emperor Napoleon III to intervene and establish a monarchy. They claimed
that Mexico needed a “foreign savior” to restore order. Napoleon III used this
domestic invitation to launch an invasion and install the Austrian Archduke
Maximilian as the “Emperor of Mexico.” Far from bringing stability, the



intervention turned Mexico into a battlefield for years, as the conservative factions
found themselves serving a foreign master whose true goal was the extraction of
Mexican wealth and the expansion of the French Empire in the Americas
(Cunningham 2001).

e The Tlaxcalan Alliance and the Fall of the Aztec Empire (1521): During the
Spanish conquest of Mexico, Hernan Cortés exploited deep-seated internal
rivalries by forming an alliance with the Tlaxcalans, a group that sought the
“regime change” of the Aztec Triple Alliance. The Tlaxcalans believed that by
helping the Spanish, they would gain regional dominance and freedom from Aztec
tribute. Instead, their “liberators” dismantled the entire indigenous political
structure. Once the Aztecs were defeated, the Spanish did not hand power to their
Tlaxcalan allies; they incorporated the entire region into the Spanish Empire,
reducing their former partners to subjects of a colonial administration (Restall
2003).

These historical precedents illustrate a chilling commonality: the “foreign liberator”
almost never leaves once the gate is opened. In every instance, the domestic faction
that provided the casus belli was eventually sidelined, discarded, or turned into a low-
level administrative tool. For the people of these nations, the “regime change”
promised by the collaborators was delivered in the form of annexation, partition, and
the loss of the right to self-determination. The price of using a foreign power to settle
a domestic political grievance is, invariably, the death of the nation.

Dissent vs. Subversion: Drawing the Red Line of National
Survival

In any healthy and functional political discourse, the right of citizens to challenge,
critique, and seek to replace their government is a fundamental tenet of political life.
However, political science and international relations theory draw a sharp and non-
negotiable distinction between “domestic political competition” and “state survival.”
The concept of Westphalian sovereignty - the bedrock of the modern international
system - dictates that a state’s territorial integrity is the absolute foundation upon
which all other rights, laws, and freedoms are built (Krasner 1999). Without a secure,
sovereign territory, the concepts of “citizenship” and “political reform” become
meaningless, as there is no legal or geographic entity within which those rights can
be exercised.

The “red line” between dissent and subversion is crossed the moment a group
prioritizes a factional victory over the physical survival of the nation-state. While
opposing a specific administration is a political act, advocating for a foreign invasion



is an existential one. By actively encouraging and advising a foreign power to violate
Eritrean borders, these groups are not attacking a political party; they are attacking
the “ontological security” of Eritrea - the collective sense of a stable, sovereign, and
continuous home for the Eritrean people. Ontological security is the psychological
and physical need for a nation to know its place in the world and to be certain of its
own survival as a distinct entity. When that security is traded away to facilitate a
foreign military’s “access to the sea,” the very identity of the Eritrean person as a
sovereign citizen is erased.

It is a historical axiom that governments and regimes are, by their nature, temporary.
They rise, govern, and eventually fall through various internal mechanisms, whether
through reform, succession, or domestic upheaval. Sovereignty and land, however,
are permanent. They are the ancestral inheritance of the people, held in trust for future
generations. The land does not belong to a specific ruler; it belongs to the nation.
Once the territorial integrity of a nation is compromised or traded away to a foreign
power, it is rarely, if ever, recovered without decades, or even centuries, of
catastrophic bloodshed (Clapham 1996).

The factions currently flirting with Ethiopian revanchism are operating under the
dangerous illusion that they can “borrow” a foreign army to settle a domestic dispute
and then simply ask that army to leave. History is littered with the remains of states
that invited a foreign “liberator” only to find themselves permanently occupied or
partitioned. By inviting the “swallowing” of Eritrea, these groups are not fighting for
a better future; they are advocating for the end of the Eritrean story. In the hierarchy
of political values, the survival of the state must always supersede the grievances
against a regime, for it is only within a sovereign state that any grievances can
eventually be addressed and resolved. To destroy the house to get rid of the
inhabitant is not a strategy of reform - it is an act of national arson.

The Public Awakening and National Unity: Defending the
“Permanent State”

The reaction of the broader Eritrean public to these subversion tactics has been one
of overwhelming and unequivocal rejection. Despite the various internal political
differences and the legitimate grievances that exist within any society, the vast
majority of Eritreans - both at home and in the diaspora - have demonstrated a
profound ability to distinguish between a political administration and the state itself.
They recognize that an external threat to the border is not a threat to a specific leader,
but an existential threat to every citizen, regardless of their political affiliation or
ideological leaning. This collective realization has triggered a “rally 'round the flag”



effect, where the preservation of the nation’s territorial integrity becomes the singular,
unifying priority (Clapham 1996).

This instinctive and historical defense of the homeland has fundamentally isolated the
fringe “proxy factions” who sought to facilitate Ethiopian expansionism. Their
willingness to advise a foreign power on how to “swallow” Eritrea or manufacture a
casus belli has stripped them of any remaining veneer of legitimacy as a domestic
opposition. In the eyes of the public, these groups have ceased to be advocates for
the people and have instead been rebranded as instruments of a foreign
government’s geopolitical strategy. By aligning themselves with the revanchist
ambitions of a neighboring power, they have committed a strategic and moral
miscalculation: they assumed that domestic dissatisfaction would translate into a
welcome for a foreign invader. They failed to realize that for the Eritrean people, the
memory of the thirty-year struggle for independence is not merely a historical event,
but a living part of their national identity (Reid 2005).

The isolation of these collaborationist groups is a powerful testament to the political
maturity and “national consciousness” of the Eritrean people. This maturity is defined
by the understanding that internal reform, no matter how desperately desired, must
never come at the cost of national existence. The public has sent a clear message: the
house may need repair, but they will not allow a neighbor to burn it down under the
guise of “renovation.” This consensus effectively neutralizes the “Fifth Column”
strategy, as a foreign power cannot successfully occupy and “swallow” a nation whose
population is intellectually and emotionally fortified against such subversion (Loeffel
2012).

Furthermore, this public awakening has forced a clarifying moment in Eritrean politics.
It has drawn a permanent line between those who seek to build a better Eritrea from
within and those who are willing to dismantle it from without. By rejecting the
“manufactured pretext” for war, the Eritrean people have affirmed that their
sovereignty is not a bargaining chip to be used in regional power plays. They have
chosen the “permanent state” over factional gain, ensuring that the sacrifice of
previous generations - who fought to ensure that no foreign power would ever again
dictate the fate of the Eritrean coast - remains the guiding principle of their national
life (ICG 2023). In this unity, the Eritrean people have found their strongest defense,
proving that while regimes may be challenged, the nation remains an indivisible and
sacred trust.

Conclusion: The High Price of Betrayal

The factions currently advising the Ethiopian government to engineer a casus belli
against Eritrea are engaged in a high-stakes gamble that risks more than just political



transition; they are playing with the survival of a civilization. By urging a foreign
power to manufacture a pretext for war - essentially coaching an adversary on how to
“swallow” their own homeland - these groups have transitioned from the role of
political activists to architects of national liquidation. This strategy represents a
profound betrayal of the generations of Eritreans who endured thirty years of
unparalleled sacrifice, blood, and toil to secure the right to a sovereign state. To invite
a foreign power to solve a domestic political grievance is not a path to liberation,; it is
an invitation to a permanent, irreversible catastrophe.

The Eritrean people, both at home and in the diaspora, must remain profoundly
vigilant against this specific brand of subversion. It is now a matter of national survival
to distinguish between those who seek a better, more democratic Eritrea from within
and those who seek to dissolve the Eritrean state into a neighbor’s expansionist
project. As historical precedents like the Targowica Confederation or the annexation
of Hawaii demonstrate, once the gates are opened to a “foreign savior,” the keys to
the kingdom are never returned to the people. The domestic collaborators are
invariably discarded, and the nation is reduced to a ‘“territory” or a “province” under
the administrative and military control of others (Krasner 1999).

In this critical hour, we must remember that a nation without sovereignty is not a nation
at all. It is a resource to be exploited, a coastline to be seized, and a population to be
disenfranchised. Protecting the state's sovereignty and territorial integrity is not a
“pro-government” stance; it is the foundational requirement for any future political
progress, justice, or reform. Without a sovereign house, there can be no debate about
how to manage its rooms (Clapham 1996).

The individuals spearheading this collaborationist agenda, defined by their historical
absence from the struggle for independence and their current disrespect for the
martyrs, lack the moral stature to negotiate Eritrea’s future. Their “spoiler” mentality
- willing to destroy the nation because they cannot lead it - must be met with the same
steely resolve that won Eritrea’s independence in 1991. The Eritrean people must hold
fast to the understanding that regimes, leaders, and administrations are temporary,
ephemeral actors in the long history of a people. The land, however, is a sacred trust
and a permanent legacy. To trade the land for a fleeting political victory is a betrayal
that history will never forgive.

Eritrea is not a temporary project to be abandoned when political winds change; it is
an ancestral legacy bought with a price these collaborationists can never comprehend.
Let it be clear: those who provide the map for a foreign invasion will be remembered
not as “activists,” but as the Architects of Annexation. The public must remain
vigilant, for a nation that loses its land loses its soul. We must defend the house against



both the external aggressor and the internal auctioneer. Regimes are temporary, but
the land is our sacred, indivisible legacy. We will not allow the 'Sovereignty
Auctioneers' to sell what they never had the courage to build.

Glossary of Key Terms

Annexationist Vanguard

A group or faction that operates as the primary ideological and strategic front for a
foreign power’s attempt to seize and incorporate another nation's territory. In this
article, it refers to those advising Ethiopia on how to “swallow” Eritrean land.

Architects of National Liquidation

A term used to describe individuals or groups whose actions lead to the total
dismantling or “closing down” of a sovereign state. It suggests that their political goal
is the erasure of the nation as a legal and geographic entity.

Apostasy (National)

Traditionally used in a religious context to describe the abandonment of faith; in a
political context, it refers to the total betrayal of a citizen’s sacred duty to protect and
uphold the sovereignty and survival of their homeland.

Biographical Void

A descriptive phrase for political actors who lack a history of contribution or service
to their nation. In the Eritrean context, it specifically refers to those who were absent
during the thirty-year struggle for independence but now seek to dictate the nation's
future.

Casus Belli

A Latin term meaning “an occasion for war.” It refers to the specific act, event, or
justification used by a state to declare or launch a war. A manufactured casus belli
is a staged provocation designed to deceive the international community into
believing an invasion is a defensive necessity.

Collaborationism

The act of cooperating with an enemy or a foreign adversary that is occupying - or
attempting to occupy - one's own country. It carries a heavy moral stigma, as it
involves prioritizing personal or factional gain over national survival.

Fifth Column

A group of people within a country who secretly or overtly work to undermine the
nation’s defense and sovereignty from the inside, usually in coordination with an
external enemy.



Irredentism

A political or popular movement intended to reclaim and reoccupy a “lost” or
“unredeemed” area; a territorial claim based on real or imagined national, historic,
or ethnic grounds.

Ontological Security

A state’s psychological sense of survival and continuity. It is the certainty that a
nation’s identity and borders are stable and recognized. These collaborationist
groups threaten Eritrea’s ontological security by making its very existence a matter
of debate.

Proxy Faction

A domestic political group that ceases to act in its own independent interest and
instead operates as a tool for a foreign government’s regional and geopolitical
strategy.

Quisling

A term for a traitor who collaborates with an invading enemy force, particularly one
who serves in a puppet government. The term originates from Vidkun Quisling, who
headed a collaborationist regime in Norway during Nazi occupation.

Revanchism

Derived from the French word for “revenge,” this refers to a policy or movement
aimed at recovering lost territory or status. It describes the current Ethiopian
leadership’s desire to reverse the historical reality of Eritrean independence to gain
sea access.

Sovereignty Auctioneers

A metaphorical term for domestic actors who treat national independence and
territorial integrity as commodities to be traded. It implies they are “selling” the
nation's rights to a foreign power in exchange for political patronage.

Tegadelti

The Eritrean liberation fighters who participated in the thirty-year armed struggle for
independence (1961-1991). They represent the historical standard of sacrifice and
national service against which collaborationist groups are measured.

Territorial Revisionism

The policy of a state that seeks to change existing international borders through force
or diplomacy. This is the “true intention” of the foreign power as opposed to the
“regime change” cover story used by its proxies.



Westphalian Sovereignty

The principle of international law that each nation-state has exclusive sovereignty
over its territory. It is the “Red Line” mentioned in the article, which dictates that no
external power has the right to interfere in the domestic affairs or territorial integrity
of another state.
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