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The map is not the territory
(Alfred Korzybski)

The map becomes the territory
(Alfred Korzybski)

It is not exactly like that
(Lukha B. Kremo)
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Presentation

We can define this geographical atlas as alternative, or all-encompassing, depending on your point
of view. It is alternative because it focuses on all those geosociopolitical realities that are not or par-
tially recognized, unofficial states, nations without territory, peoples without government, au-
tonomous communities or those aspiring to independence, governments in exile, kings without
power, and so on. But, thanks to the addition of a list of all nations officially recognized by the UN
and other world governments, we can also consider it a compendium of all state realities on Earth.

So an Atlas that goes beyond the roster of states, nations, ethnic groups, communities, sects and
even groups of friends or families, which is intended to gather all groups that identify with a certain
statehood.

As noted in the subsequent Introduction, the concepts of state, nation and border must first be
defined, and then superimposed on the empirical reality of people and territories (or simply
“spaces”), thus creating a conventional relationship between place and individual, a belonging (or
pertinence) that now seems inevitable. We are human, but we are also citizens of some state or
people of a nation. Statelessness, that is, the absence of citizenship, is a stigma and a disadvantage
(among other things regulated by the 1954 Stateless Persons Convention).

In addition to the relationship between person and territory, there is a relationship between these
state entities, regulated by treaties and borders: other conventions that come to delineate our space
more and more precisely. When we cross a border we become “foreigners” and therefore subject
to different legislation (and psychological and social treatment).

Normally these conventions are self-determined by governments (in the broad sense, so any kind
of community management or organization) that, in order to be of value to those who live or transit
there, must be recognized first by the local population and then by other governments. Here are
possible hybrid situations of governments partially recognized by their own citizens (how many
people do not recognize themselves in their own governments?) who nonetheless recognize them-
selves in a nationality; or governments partially recognized by the international community, with
all the complexities arising from the mobility or instability of the political situation (so that as I
write, for example, the Taliban government in Afghanistan has a seat in the UN even though it is
not recognized).

Without bothering with the many theories of statehood, “citizen-government contract,” or bilat-
eral treaties, it is clear that there are oral agreements between people (or simply complicity) that
are never formalized. Here we try to collect those entities that assume state characteristics  (thus a
government, institutions, currency, territory, etc.) in which the citizen recognizes himself, regard-
less of the recognition of others.

The intent of this Atlas-or perhaps the inner stimulus-grew with the writing itself, with numerous
questions about personal identity in relation to society (Do I feel I belong to this nation? To this
state? To this government? And if not, to which state group do I feel I belong?).

Taking my own example, since 2004 I no longer felt represented by the Italian government and
created the Nazione Oscura Caotica [Dark Chaotic Nation]. As you can read in the card, it is an
art-like entity, so it is more of a political protest and satirical action than a revolt or secession. It is
natural to wonder how many in the world feel the same impatience, which often also involves the
whole concept of nationality.

There are dozens of reasons why someone has had the intention or need to secede from his or her
state, ranging from motivations that are deeper and related to one’s culture or tradition (the various
independencies), to those more purely related to community to those stemming from ideology (on
the one hand, those of the libertarian-socialist, communitarian type, on the other hand, those of
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the utopian-liberal, individualist type1), to those made for fun (but a game is always very serious)
or for whim, which we could collect in the “psychological” motivations.

This Atlas is divided into parts and sections precisely according to the basic motivations of the
various entities, but for the breakdown I refer you to the Introduction; here I would like to empha-
size how these entities can never all be collected under the same category (not even the states
proper, for example, which number just under 200), because they overlap, can be cross-cutting,
aterritorial, include people living in different places, and may belong to more than one entity. While
this complexity ignores conventional taxonomy, it also approaches our psychology and sociology,
which are always complex. But I would not want to limit myself to a simple, albeit exhaustive, col-
lection of anomalous states. I would like the reader, as he or she runs through the pages of this
bizarre book, to mature in the realization that state complexity (which we already experience as
a bureaucracy, for example), possesses paradigms more in keeping with our true nature. Indeed,
I am convinced that this trend is already underway. Indeed, if we take the golden age of the na-
tion-state (from the 1500s to the 1900s), today we notice new entities: the increasingly concrete de-
velopment of international, transnational and supranational organizations, and of autonomies and
special conditions. The European Union is an example that is perhaps unparalleled in all of History;
it is not simply a community of states, but neither is it a federal state. And so, at the local level,
particularisms (which because of the demonization of medieval political systems are still considered
state anomalies) increasingly seem to be the solution to internal conflicts and wars. Micronation-
alism, understood as feeling, in addition to belonging to a mother nation, to a more local nation
(culture), is somewhat the basis for the creation of particularisms. This apparent fragmentation
should be read as the more precise, widespread and suitable adaptation of laws and customs to
the individuals who chose them. Laws, customs, rituals and whatever else that should not exceed
the general laws of the state or nation to which they belong, which in turn respect the general prin-
ciples (the great Constitutional Charters) of international communities such as the European Union,
so that the citizen can still feel close to the state, today that the big decisions are made are at the in-
ternational level, therefore very far from him. And this also applies to other entities that separate
themselves from society, spiritual communities or ecovillages.

As I have already mentioned, micronations can be of any kind, so communitarian, socialist,
utopian or individualist; in fact, the moment the citizen chooses his or her own government (even
if it were a dictatorship, assuming it does not go against the international rights of the person and
can exercise it on his or her own territory), the problem of which political form is best goes away.
Certain territories could be assigned by the state to micronations for their experiment, and this
would translate society to a system of “political bubbles,” somewhat like the social network system
of the Internet, which dampens internal conflicts. This is certainly a proposal that is utopian in na-
ture and very difficult to achieve, but it is a trend that I think is already in place, an awareness that
is reached by reading this Atlas.

Let us micronationalize and internationalize the world.
In a word: let us implement glocal (global + local).

Lukha B. Kremo
Writer, editor, president of the Nazione Oscura Caotica

and Chaotic Ambassador of Spain and African Lands.

8

1. For a theoretical discussion of this issue, see the bibliography in the Appendix.



Introduction

Before delving into this diverse and sometimes bizarre world, it is good to try to define it starting
with the basic terms.

A political atlas such as this one presupposes the existence of political entities that take the form
of legislation related to a people, a culture and a territory. The first term to be defined is certainly
that of State (and its synonym country, strictly speaking).

For the Treccani Encyclopedia, the state “can be defined as an organization of a community, ca-
pable of making decisions, ultimately sovereign, on behalf of the community, both with respect to
its members or groups within it and to other communities.” A clear and to the point definition that
gives room for different conceptions and has been rooted since the 16th century in Europe. Al-
though forms of state have existed since antiquity, it was in this century that an awareness devel-
oped, first political and then social, of an organization making decisions for the entire cultural,
linguistic and historical unity of the nation. Even in the most monocratic regimes, people and in-
stitutions develop that begin to manage the community according to economic, political and social
data. The outcome of course is that of democracy, which at the moment seems to be the best method
of managing large political entities, although of course it must always be declined with the type of
local cultural tradition.

But in History the conception of the state has changed many times, even radically. Recall the
words attributed to King Louis XIV of France, “The State is me,” which, while they underscore the
desire to centralize all powers in himself, also point out to us that by then the concept of the State
was inevitable, albeit hysterilitated.

Prior to the 16th century, what we call the state was often a possession of a king or noble family,
which makes itself the guarantor of the discipline of its subjects (and not citizens), thanks to an au-
thority that can be held together by religion, as a direct divine investiture or, in Egypt and many
parts of the Orient and pre-Columbian America, thanks to the divine or semi-divine essence of the
sovereign. Or with a series of institutions that act as guarantors of a supranational civilization, such
as empires. 

Even in the Greek polis, the state (like democracy) is not the modern one: the Greek city-state is
meant to educate the community, and it possesses justice in itself because it is the bearer of high
and immutable values, so it is not possible to live in the polis without sharing the ethics of the com-
munity.

The Roman res pubblica is also understood as legal legal with society, and the civitas that transcends
the city and expands into the provinces is founded on the consensus of law, on the “political” pact
between citizen and empire.

Christianity only strengthens the ethical and theocratic aspect. With the end of the Empire in the
West, Christianity leads to considering only two true world sovereignties: the Pope and the Empire,
each with its own powers, under which particularisms are organized according to local laws or
customs.

It is because of this universal aspect of power, which, however, lacks political ubiquity, that po-
litical organization becomes a pyramid of vassalage alliances, which by tying to territory forms the
feudal system. In this sphere of political plurality interesting experiments have a way of expressing
themselves, such as the communes, entities still linked to feudalism, but with communal self-gov-
ernment sometimes fully autonomous, as in the case of northern Italy.

It is interesting to cite the Montevideo Convention on the Rights and Duties of States, signed on
December 26, 1933 at the 7th International Conference of American States, in which the need to
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define a state was evidently served because of the different ambiguous state realities. In the 1st ar-
ticle, states are considered as international legal personalities if they possess:

− A permanent population;
− A defined territory;
− An exclusive power of government;
− The ability to maintain relations with other states.
Note, as far as we are concerned, that the 4th Article explicitly states that the political existence

of a state is independent of the recognition of other states. This, bringing it back to today’s situation,
suggests to us that states recognized by the U.N. and all its members are not the only states defin-
able as such, because there can be (and are) states recognized by one or a few states.

Another peculiarity of states is “having a defined territory” and thus borders.
In the past where there was no major river, walls or palisades, borders were mostly placed in

sparsely inhabited places (mountaintops, deserts, swamps, forests, etc.). In this case, the concept
of a border was not a line through a place, but the place itself was considered “borderline,” and
often those very rare people who lived here were not considered subjects or members of the com-
munity as long as they or the place where they lived did not represent economic or other (e.g., re-
ligious) value.

This was true all over the world, until, first in Europe, the need to demarcate boundaries more
precisely increased, a process that is still ongoing today.

Boundary stones are planted even in the most inaccessible places, but this does not guarantee the
introduction of new populations into their communities.

Large countries build ever more extensive walls such as the Chinese wall or the Roman valleys
in northern Britain. City defensive walls (which humans have been using to defend their homes
for 10,000 years), extend throughout the state’s territory.

With modernity, the need for increasingly precise boundaries increases, partly because of the pos-
sibilities of underground exploitation.

In recent years, between the 20th and 21st centuries, both border treaties and the construction of
border walls in even inaccessible or desert locations have multiplied.

In addition to the need to put a margin on migratory flows, technology has increased the possi-
bilities of exploiting the subsoil whether land, sea, river or lake. As a result, the precision acceptable
until a couple of centuries ago is no longer sufficient. For example, if the course of a large river
was once acceptable as a boundary, today it is necessary to demarcate its exact trajectory (the nav-
igable, deeper part) and to define the membership of each river island. In addition, rivers period-
ically overflow and often vary their navigability or in some cases their trajectory, so the boundary
must be defined as the course of the river at a precise time.

As for the sea, the rules have evolved over time. The customary but generally accepted rule dates
back to the 17th century that national rights are limited to a strip of sea extending three nautical
miles (on average 5,556 meters1, roughly the maximum range of the “cannon shot”), beyond which
the sea is considered “international waters,” i.e., owned by no state and therefore freely accessible
to all.

In the 20th century, some states want to extend their jurisdiction in order to increase the possibility
of exclusive exploitation of marine resources, both mining and fishing. Between 1946 and 1950 a
number of countries declared in the international arena the extension of their territorial waters to
12 or even 200 nautical miles, while others left the limit unchanged.

The issue of differing claims to territorial waters was presented to the UN in 1967 by Arvid Pardo
of Malta, and this gave rise to a long path of negotiation through a series of Conferences since 1973
that led to the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, signed in Montego Bay, Jamaica,
on December 10, 1982. UNCLOS entered into force on November 16, 1994, one year after the 60th
state signed. It has currently been signed by 168 states and provides for:
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− Inland Waters and Archipelagos: the sea area from the coast to the baseline, such as gulfs, bays
and inlets. Here the laws of the coastal state apply in a binding manner;

− Territorial Waters: the area of sea from the baseline to 12 nautical miles. Here the laws of the
coastal state still apply, but there is the right of every vessel to so-called “harmless passage.” Fish-
ing, garbage dumping, armed activities and espionage are not considered harmless actions; sub-
marines and submarines must sail surfacing while showing the flag.

− The Contiguous Zone: the area of sea extending beyond territorial waters up to 24 nautical miles
from the baseline. Here the coastal state can both punish violations committed and prevent viola-
tions of its customs, tax, health and immigration laws or regulations.

− The Exclusive Economic Zone (also known by the acronym EEZ): the area of sea extending 200
nautical miles from the baseline (of course to any neighboring country’s EEZ). The zone where the
coastal state can exercise the right of exclusive exploitation of natural resources (mining and fish-
ing).

− Continental shelf: the natural extension of a state’s territory, which can then exploit its non-
living mineral resources exclusively. The platform can extend up to a maximum of 350 nautical
miles from the coastline base line, or it can extend up to 100 nautical miles from the 2,500-meter
isobath (the depth line).

The remaining open sea, called the “High Seas,” remains international territory, thus free of any
sovereignty. The various concepts were defined and extended over time until they came into force,
and one can see the tendency of states to draw real boundaries (albeit with less sovereignty) even
on the sea many kilometers away from the coast. Above all, EEZs have given rise to a plethora of
disagreements and claims (especially in the Mediterranean and seas with many scattered islands)
that are beyond the scope of this atlas precisely because of their sheer number and the difficulty of
precisely defining their boundaries. In each case, even the most expansive (the Continental Shelf),
is used to prevent sovereignty claims in this area (e.g. following the emergence of a new island).

But space is not only terrestrial and aquatic, it’s also airspace and subsoil.
Under international law, a state has complete and exclusive sovereignty over the airspace above

its territory, which corresponds to the maritime definition of territorial waters, and allows “non-
offensive” passage of aircraft, even under multilateral agreements, although the state can close the
airspace at any time.

Airspace outside a country’s territorial limits is considered international, analogous to the high
seas in maritime law. National airspace is called the Flight Information Region for which a country
is responsible for operational control of flights.

At present, no agreements have been signed that provide the limit of vertical extent of sovereign
airspace, with proposals ranging from about 30 kilometers (the maximum altitude of aircraft and
balloons), to about 160 km (100 miles), which is the minimum altitude of short-term stable orbits.
(Actually, the Lixing-1 satellite has a stable orbit with an apogee of 140 km). The Fédération Aéro-
nautique Internationale has established the Kármán line (at an altitude of about 100 km) as the
boundary between Earth’s atmosphere (airspace) and outer space, while the United States considers
an altitude of 80 kilometers.

However, both the Kármán line and the U.S. definition are only operational reference points, with
no legal value on matters of national sovereignty.

Beyond these altitudes takes value the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in
the Exploration and Use of Outer Space including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, (Outer
Space Treaty for short), signed on January 27, 1967 and entered into force on October 10, at the
height of the first space race. The treaty prohibits signatory states from placing nuclear weapons
or weapons of mass destruction in Earth orbit, on the Moon or other celestial bodies, or stationing
them in outer space. In Article 2, it is stated that outer space is not subject to national appropriation
or sovereignty claims. In Article 4, it allows the use of the Moon and other celestial bodies exclu-
sively for peaceful purposes, while expressly prohibiting their use for weapons testing of any kind,
conducting military maneuvers, or establishing military bases, installations or fortifications. The
treaty also prohibits signatory states from claiming space resources, such as the Moon, a planet or

11



other celestial body, as they are considered common heritage of mankind. The treaty is initially
dirmed by the U.S.A., the U.K. and the Soviet Union and therefore takes on great value.

On December 18, 1979, the Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and Other
Celestial Bodies, (Moon Treaty for short), is signed, declaring that the Moon is to be used for the
good of all states and all people in the international community. But the treaty is signed by about
15 states in which the major military powers are not included, so it has little relevance.

Ultimately, outer space and all celestial bodies beyond the Earth are regarded as international
waters. This prevents the ownership of private property, but this principle is often challenged by
those who claim the right to sell property rights on the Moon and other celestial bodies (such as
land holdings put up for sale on the Moon, → in: Extraterrestrial Nations).

The treaty is inspired by the principles that led to the signing of the Antarctic Treaty, signed in
Washington on December 1, 1959, and entered into force on June 23, 1961, whereby the continent
of Antarctica and all territories (including ice caps) below the 60th parallel south are to be used
only for peaceful purposes, prohibiting the establishment of military bases, fortifications, military
maneuvers and testing of any kind of weapons. The treaty does not prevent the use of military
personnel or equipment for scientific or other peaceful purposes (→ Atlantic Treaty, in: International
Legal Statuses and Organizations).

As far as the Arctic is concerned, as there is no firm land north of Greenland, the North Pole and
the Arctic Ocean do not belong to any country, and UNCLOS rules apply as for all oceans. Neverthe-
less, there are claims by Canada, Denmark, Norway, the United States, and Russia to parts of the
Lomonosov Ridge that do not constitute a dispute because they are not bilateral in nature, but con-
cern the recognition by the Commission for the Limits of the Continental Shelf of their right to ex-
tend the limit of exploitation of subsurface resources beyond 200 miles of the exclusive economic
zone according to the parameters established by Article 76 of the UNCLOS.

As far as the subsurface is concerned, there are no formal sovereignty limits; in fact, under inter-
national law it is subject to state sovereignty up to the depth that permits any use. Hence, analogous
to the Kármán line in the atmosphere, one can consider the limit between the Earth’s crust and
mantle, which is defined geologically as the transition between rocks that contain feldspars and
those that do not, and of course is different physically, in that the mantle is predominantly liquid
or semisolid. This boundary has depths ranging from 35 to 70 kilometers below sea level. Currently,
the deepest use of the Earth’s crust has been the Kol’skaja sverchglubokaja skvažina [Kola superdeep
well], which descended to 12,262 meters below sea level. The design called for a maximum depth
of 15 kilometers, but already at 12 the temperature was 180°C (and not the expected 100°C) and
the rocks already had a plastic consistency and drilling could not continue; thus the limit of use
(just over 12 kilometers) is less than that of the entire earth’s crust.

Finally, vessels and aircraft constitute the Floating territory of the State, for which the laws of
the State whose flag they fly apply, distinguishing, however, between military vessels and aircraft,
where it always applies even when one is in the territorial waters or airspace of other States, and
civilian vessels and aircraft, where, if one is in the territorial waters or airspace of another State,
the laws of that State apply.

Finally, always related to the concept of statehood, is the capital or seat of government. This is a
modern concept, encompassing not only (and not always) the largest or most populous city, nor is
it always the seat of government, but it may be the one that is symbolically most important or ge-
ographically most central. Before the 16th century, the capital was identified with the seat of gov-
ernment, which, for example in medieval Europe, was itinerant, and was not always a city. Even
during the Roman Empire the imperial seat was moved from Rome, for example in the 4th century
to Mediolanum (Milan), but Rome retained the honorary title of capital. There is a modern example
of this situation: in fact, in the Netherlands the capital Amsterdam is different from the seat of gov-
ernment and the royal residence, which are in The Hague instead; until a few years ago in Bhutan
during the winter the rulers move from the capital Thimphu to the more spring-like Punakha, de
facto moving the seat of government for about six months.

There are states that have had more than one capital, for example, the Austro-Hungarian Empire.
Currently, countries with more than one capital are South Africa, which divides the various func-
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tions of government between Cape Town (legislative capital and seat of parliament), Pretoria (ad-
ministrative and executive capital) and Bloemfontein (judicial capital); Bolivia, with Sucre being
the constitutional capital and La Paz the de facto executive capital; Malaysia, with Kuala Lumpur
being the constitutional and executive capital and Putrajaya the administrative capital; Sri Lanka,
with Colombo being the constitutional and executive capital and Sri Jayawardenepura Kotte the
legislative capital; and Eswatini, with Lobamba being the legislative capital and royal seat and
Mbabane the administrative capital.

In addition to the state, a key term is nation, the modern meaning of which is defined by Treccani
as “the complex of people who have commonality of origin, language, and history and who are
conscious of this unity, even independently of realization in political unity.” So in the nation there
are the prerequisites of the state, but a nation does not necessarily have a modern state-like organ-
ization. The most famous example of the latter case is the Indian nation, that is, the organizations
of Native American (or Amerindian) tribes, which, while possessing a strong communal identity,
do not have a state of their own. Hence the nation is bound by identity, which is normally cultural,
linguistic, territorial, religious and historical, but which may also extend to other areas or lack some
of these characteristics, including territoriality, such as the People of Israel who, as a result of di-
aspora, live in various parts of the world, while still considering themselves a united community.

For this reason, I believe, the term micronation is used to refer to those numerically small peoples
or communities that aspire to their own state. We explore this topic in the introduction of the ap-
propriate Part I of this Atlas, devoted to Micronations.

We can liken the nation to the concept of ethnicity, which encompasses the common linguistic
and cultural features of a community, with the only possible distinction of more subtle diversifi-
cation (e.g., several Indian ethnicities form a single Indian nation).

Until the 20th century, ethnicity included somatic (and racial) traits, but science now definitively
considers the currently living Homo Sapiens species as a single race and has relegated the term to
zoology. The term “race” could perhaps be attributed to Homo Sapiens Neanderthalensis (which is
of the same species as ours), if it did not have the negative meanings that social and political history
has assigned to the term. In any case, the somatic differentiations of Earth’s peoples are now asso-
ciated with genetic diversities, thanks to which peoples can be divided into haplogroups, i.e., ge-
netic populations composed of the same genetic haplotypes (mitochondrial Dna sequences),
identifying similar eye and facial conformations, height, hair color, eye color, and skin color, which
can help study genealogies and kinship among populations.

From these different meanings of nation are derived different concepts of nationality, which fol-
low somatic (the ius sanguinis), territorial (the ius soli) or cultara (or ius culturae).

Precisely from a nineteenth-century ethnic-related concept of nationhood with somatic meaning,
descends (and transcends) that of nationalism, whereby the common cultural features mentioned
above are exalted and promoted to values at the expense of other nations and international coop-
eration. A different derivation is statism, in which the state exercises control over all human activ-
ity, even that which is strictly individual. Finally, patriotism, which is the love and faith in one’s
nation or state.

Ultimately, we can say that citizenship is a person’s membership in a state, while nationality is
membership in a certain ethnic group. Today there are numerous examples of stateless nations,
states comprising many nations, or nations living in several states.

That the nation has the right to a state is enshrined in the Atlantic Charter, signed by U.S. Presi-
dent Franklin and British Prime Minister Winston Churchill on August 14, 1941, which provided
for the enunciation of certain principles for the future world order, which is the idea behind the
birth of the United Nations, which rejects all territorial acquisitions obtained by the use of force,
including colonized nations lacking self-government.

Under this principle (called the Self-Determination of Peoples) all peoples have the right to freely
choose their own system of government (internal self-determination) and to be free from all external
domination, particularly colonial rule (external self-determination). First proposed during the
French Revolution, this principle is supported by statesmen such as Lenin and Wilson, and pits
peoples (nations) against states understood as government apparatuses. Regarding many of these
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situations we refer the subject to the introduction of the appropriate Part III of this Atlas, devoted
to Unrepresented Peoples.

Finally, different types of states can be distinguished, starting with a general formal classification,
which divides them into monarchy, republic and dictatorship, and then into the types of govern-
ment that characterizes them. A monarchy can be absolute (kingdom, principality, or state derived
from another noble title such as duchy, grand duchy, emirate, etc.), theocratic (if the title is sacred,
as in the Papacy), can be constitutional (if there is a statute that even the head of state must abide
by), parliamentary or semi-parliamentary if it is replaced or joined in decision-making by an elected
assembly.

The republic can be presidential, semi-presidential or parliamentary (depending on the role of
the head of state versus that of the elected assembly), democratic, liberal or socialist (depending
on the political system in place), federal or regional (if it associates several states with autonomous
governments or autonomous regions). Finally, dictatorship, which can be autarkic, oligarchic, de-
pending on who and how many wield actual power. Moreover, the types of government that are
possible but difficult to practice may be even more. The utopias described by various authors of
the past or science fiction are many, ranging from utopian socialism to communitarianism and
communism (abolition of various degrees of private property and money), from anarchy and an-
archism (without a government or with a non-coercive government), to direct or cooperative
democracy (the assembly is composed of all citizens) to tribal society (decisions made by tribe or
clan) and oclocracy (decision is made by the masses, thus not individually by all citizens, but by
the crowd, e.g., by acclamation), from pacifist, religious or fideist utopia to scientific, technological
and individualist utopia (hyperliberal or anarcoliberal). We must keep these limiting ideas in mind,
because since they are feasible almost exclusively for small communities we find them mostly in
micronations (we refer again to Part I, Micronations).

Another concept that has gained prominence in recent decades is that of international commu-
nity. Ultranational communities can also be considered since ancient times as alliances, mainly
military, between different states. During the phase of colonialism, the agreements were also eco-
nomic and of common exploitation.

It was not until the 20th century that the need for continent-wide or global superpartes international
organizations for cooperation in various fields arose, manifested first with the Société des Nations
[League of Nations] and then the United Nations. Or organizations that bring together nations and
states with a common historical and cultural bond, such as the British Commonwealth replacing
the British Empire or the Sodružestvo Nezavisimych Gosudarstv [Commonwealth of Independent
States] replacing the Soviet Union. Finally with intergovernmental societies, such as the European
Coal and Steel Community, from which first the European Community and later the European Union
will come into being, effectively sanctioning the birth of a new type of supranational entity. Here
we refer the subject to the introduction of the appropriate Part IV of this Atlas, devoted to the UN.

But even states themselves, however precisely their boundaries are delineated, can have ambigu-
ous forms of interdependence with other states, so it is also necessary to define the term independ-
ence, which refers to a country that has achieved a condition whereby it is not dependent on, subject
to, or subordinate to other states or governments. Thus, theoretically, a state that does not have to
answer to some internal action. It is clear that with the emergence of international communities
such as the EU, the concept of independence is eroded, although membership is absolutely volun-
tary. Certainly different, and more vague and ambiguous, is the concept of autonomy, which allows
a more or less extended space for legal and legislative maneuvering always respecting the funda-
mental laws of the state to which one depends (the Statute, the Constitution) and formally recog-
nizing its higher authority. As can be understood there can be different types of autonomy, ranging
from the autonomous region (which enjoys autonomy in particular areas, such as fiscal or admin-
istrative), to the former colony that is self-determining, with a separate government and legislative
bodies.

Similar is the protectorate, which allows self-government but entrusts defense to another state
that de facto also influences political life. While lacking autonomy is the colony, which is often sim-
ply a territory without territorial contiguity, subject to the jurisdiction of the colonizing state. This
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type of political dependence was gradually abandoned in the 20th century partly due to the Atlantic
Charter doctrine. More or less similar forms remain today, with varying degrees of relationship
with the mother country, limited to small, often uninhabited territories or islands.

There are many other interdependent relationships and territories that are exceptions mainly for
reasons of diplomatic or military conflicts, such as the Demilitarized Zone, No Man’s Land or Terra
Nullius. We take up this discussion in the introduction of the appropriate Part II of this Atlas, de-
voted to Anomalous States and Territories.

One critical and non-political conclusion we can deduce is that the concept of nation, state, and
government have changed throughout History, and the foundations on which much of the world’s
society today is based are relatively recent. Placing the nation above everything else for the com-
position of a state, or conversely, placing the state above nationality, ethnicity, culture or any other
kind of common character are two orientations that lead to very different consequences.

The nineteenth- and twentieth-century exaltation of national units, which in many cases demol-
ished (rightly) earlier non-democratic systems (feudalism, aristocratic power, caste politics) did
not always correspond to the introduction of democracy. In some cases nationalism has led to pop-
ulist dictatorial systems (Nazi-fascism), and outside Europe to states based on non-secularism (the
Islamic republics), dictatorships based on socialist principles or pre-existing monarchical systems
(in the East).

On the one hand, the principle of territorial wholeness of the state is a foundation on which the
international system (and the UN) is based today, and it is flanked by the self-determination of peo-
ples. The contrast is obvious in cases where a people want to secede; unfortunately, there are cases
where this second principle has been welcomed (as with South Sudan or Kosovo) and others where
territorial integrity has been preferred to be safeguarded in spite of the peoples, justifying decisions
with alleged subtle differences that are almost always compromised by world political interests.

Perhaps today the era of the nation-state is over, and it is time to rethink a social scheme that
takes into account all the complexities of a, for better or worse, globalized society. A planet divided
into some 200 territories in which one government makes decisions divorced from the rest of the
world seems a system suited to preglobal societies. Today there is a need to organize the peoples
of the world on several levels, starting with superpartisan international organizations (which should
always be democratic, so elected and with a need for periodic ratification and should guarantee
peace and an arbitration to appeal to), within which there are nation-states, which in turn are di-
vided into autonomous regions that pander to all the particularisms and localisms that human so-
ciety presents. In this way, the state will tend to become an intermediate government and lose the
absoluteness of sovereignty that it still retains. Within it, in fact, autonomous regions and territories,
or even different types of micronations (with their political and organizational variety, perhaps
even utopian, no longer vaguely independent, but subnational) would be inscribed in a complex
concentric and specific system of organizations, where even the smallest and most local commu-
nities can somehow dialogue with the institutions of large supranational organizations.
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LEGEND

DATA SHEETS

Each nation is presented with its full official name in the main official language (with translation),
flag (standardized to two ratios: 1.33:1 or 1:1) on the left, and geographical location on a map. The
space below indicates:
− The type of state
− The composition of the territory, followed, after the semicolon, by the state that currently

administers it de jure
− The date(s) of founding and extinction

the capital city

the currency(ies)

the official or de facto language(s)

passport issue

stamps issue

coin issue

banknotes issue

− The number of inhabitants (residents or non-residents with passports)

− The area (occupied or claimed)

website

classification and EVENTUAL RECORD IN MAGENTA (only among filed entities)

The classification includes the following letters:
− The letter “R” (Real) indicates a real movement that has independence, secessionist, autonomist

intentions or in general recognition of a historical, cultural or linguistic identity; the letter “U” (aU-
tonomous) indicates a region that has the status of recognized autonomy; “S” (Simulation) indi-
cates a group that simulates the same intentions as the previous groups in an entirely intentional
way and has in some way (even informally) communicated this to the relevant authorities (official
documents sent to national institutions, actual declarations of independence or secession, political
acts that have involved institutions or police forces, discussions in which the marginal role of mi-
cronational entities is clear, discussing and engaging in the real possibility of being heard by inter-
national organizations by sending official communications); “I” (Imaginary) indicates a group that
simulates the same intentions as the previous groups by creating imaginary, unreal, virtual, de-
risory or otherwise unverifiable historical facts (real people in nonexistent places, animals as politi-
cians, history, invented culture and/or fictional characters, even the presence of only one imaginary
element, people discussing micropolitics or fantasypolitics, declarations of real, fictitious or “cold”
wars between rulers, meetings between presidents or self-appointed politicians; “government-cos-
players” are not discriminating of a group I or S, this depends solely on the creation of fictional el-
ements and real intentions towards authorities; “F” (Fictional) means a national entity created in
a work of fiction (literary, film, theater or musical works, games or video games, memes, jokes or
urban legends); “O” (Organization) the intermicronational organizations.

After the slash (/) follows the possible change(s) or subsequent official name(s). In round brackets
the alternative name(s) and/or acronym (if any), in square brackets the Italian translation if neces-
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sary. Some stated official names have been normalized where possible to an international standard
(Republic of, Kingdom of).

The names of rulers are always translated into Italian wherever possible. Officially, a monarch
bearing the first number of the name (e.g., Queen Elizabeth I) assumes the number only when fol-
lowed by an identically named successor (e.g., Pope Francis). Unfortunately, many micro-kingdoms
seem not to know this rule or prefer to ignore it for the “decorum” of assuming the number after
the name. We have respected this wish.

This is followed by photographs of the place and any coins, banknotes, passports or stamps.
The listing of the entity in the category was decided by considering the presumed will of the entity

in subordination to the behavior adopted. The choice of category is not for the purpose of evaluat-
ing the entity itself, but has purely classificatory value, so it is not open to review.

In Part I, given the huge number of micronations, the ease of creation and the equal frequency of
abandoned projects, only those entities that have had significant media coverage (newspapers,
publishing, active and well-known website) are considered. However, all projects of which news
can be found are listed in the Universal Directory in the Appendix.

UNIVERSAL DIRECTORY

The Universal Directory presents all entities in alphabetical order of the denonym (or name for
short); the official name is written in full with the denonym in bold to make it easier to find.

− in underlined text all entities described in the sheets, followed by the page where to find them,
letter “P” and page number;
‒ in CAPITAL LETTERS the states recognized by the UN (voting members) and the states recog-

nized unanimously even if not voting members (the Vatican);
− the rest of the entities present the letters of the card classification (thus R, U, S, I, F, O), plus

possible letter of issues, P: Passport, E: philatelic issues (Emissions), N: coin issues (Numismatic),
B: Banknote issues, with the possible addition of the letter “A” (active) followed by a number from
20 to 24, indicating that the project is still active in recent times (2020s) and in which year an activity
can be found in the media or online.

After the slash (/) follows the possible change(s) or subsequent official name(s). In round brackets
the alternative name(s), if any, the acronym, the assumed year of founding, and the active site; in
square brackets the Italian translation if necessary.

Some official stated names have been normalized where possible to an international standard
(Republic of, Kingdom of, Island of). If we do not know the exact official language of the name, it
is reported in English.
Entities with the same name or referring to the same state concept have been merged even if

the initiators are different people, because they can be considered as different attempts to consti-
tute the same state entity, thus as re-foundations. (If, for example, the founding of an entity with
the identical name of an existing but discontinued entity, it should be interpreted as a re-founda-
tion, i.e., rebirth of the same entity.) Exceptions are homonyms of well-known projects, which cer-
tainly cannot be considered the same refounded entity. Projects that have statedly changed their
name have been merged where the news is clear.

Projects are reported only if they are present with fully public content, i.e., not subject to possible
log-in, thus excluding projects present exclusively on social media or forums (Facebook, Twit-
ter/X, Reddit, Telegram, Discord, forums of any kind, etc.) or any site that requires a log-in (even
if the site is currently set to public mode), and portals of online worlds (such as “Nation States,”
“Cyber Nations,” or “Micras”). However, projects found on social networks, forums or dedicated
portals that have at least one track in public sites without log-ins or official periodic publications
are considered, even if only mentioned.
For the Universal Directory, it is plausible, especially for the first edition, that there are some inaccuracies;

any supporting news may encourage changing or adding letters in future editions (→ Appendix
for email address to use).
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