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Abstract

This thesis reconsiders the theoretical and cone¢parameters of unrecognised entities
and de factoindependent territories which endure non-recogmitand lack formal
sovereignty in international law. These entities aditionally assumed to represent
“unrecognised states” anddé facto states” which endure in the international and
interstate systems despite lacking legal recognitibtheir sovereignty. The following
study examines anomalous conceptual features emgefgom definitions, theories,
frameworks, and discourses which situate thes@&aeat entities alongside sovereign
states in the international system. It challentpesequivalence with statehood which
currently dominates mainstream thinking and asses$ether the concept of secession
is still the most appropriate explanatory and chulmamic in the emergence of
unrecognised entities.

The study engages with problematic areas of thieatetnd conceptual discourse
applied to unrecognised state-like entities. kreines how the case of Iragi Kurdistan
(as ade factoindependent entity in the international systemjiates from long-standing
assumptions on “unrecognised statehood” and egistimceptual frameworks designed
for entities in different regional contexts. Ttiscussion questions the appropriateness
of using the unitary state as a theoretical refe@gmoint through which to understand
ambiguous political systems of this type. The ozl and theoretical spaces occupied
by these entities are examined not only in termimitefnational relations theory but also
critical thinking on the production of power, idegl, and sovereignty. The discussion
induces tensions into debates surrounding unresednstates by arguing that it is
inherently difficult to advance inquiry into unreposed entities from a point of
departure on sovereignty which is already embeddestate-centrism. The discussion
examines how existing frameworks and approachesge to critical revision and how
the generalised assumptions of a small body ohlitkee continue to circumscribe debates
over unrecognised entities in academic analysise Study frames the issue g facto
independent territories against a critical exanomatof approaches to sovereignty,
secession, and the state. It also proposes aniredgon of these anomalous entities as

Paretian systems a theoretical perspective as yet unexploredimvttie field of study.
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1. Introduction

Statement of the Problem

Unrecognised entities continue to capture the wttenof political science and
international relations theorists as many fundaaleagsumptions regarding sovereignty,
legitimacy, and the physics of statehood are chgéid by the presence of these
conceptually abstract modes of political organgsatin the international system. Our
understanding of these ambiguous ‘state-like’ egti{often termedie facto state®r
guasi-statesn other literature), whilst having advanced cdesably in the decades since
the break-up of the Soviet Union and the end of @wéd War, remains limited and
theoretically underdeveloped. The field of posti8bstudies was among the first to
draw on the extremely limited pool of academic gsiglinto unrecognised entities which
analysed, as their primary empirical focus, terdtodisputes and conflicts in the
Western Sahara, Sub-Saharan Africa, Cyprus, andafdi Analysis was often located
firmly within comparative empirical methodologieadastate-centric perspectives, the
formation of which was influenced strongly by p&sild War strategic viewpoints and
geopolitics. With the end of the Cold War, intdiaaal relations and regional specialists
examining the emergence of territorial disputes eordlicts in Eurasia and the Caucasus
were left with the task of creating new framewoaksl theoretical models to explain the
nature and position of unrecognised entities initkernational system. The results were

mixed.

! Robert Jackson’'Quasi-States: Sovereignty, International Relaticasd the Third WorldCambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1990) occupies a ceptrsition in the study of unrecognised entitieshiss
definition of thequasi-statea state which possesses formal recognition bathisrwise poorly functioning,
was juxtaposed by scholars like Pegg who, in th@049refigured Jackson’'s assumptions to create a
theoretical space for the concept of tteefacto stateo occupy. Since the publication of Jackson’skyor
scholars such as Pal Kolstg have rehabilitatedutiee of the ternquasi-stateand have broadened the
applicability of Jackson’s definition in the caskeumrecognised entities in the Caucasus and Euradia
terminology used to describe and quantify unrecagphientities is largely one of personal prefereatieer
than academic convention as the morphology of tersesl is marked by continual dispute and revision.



During the 1990s theoretical problems associatetth winrecognised entities
began to be addressed for the first time withimfaorks which took into account the
end of the Cold War, the unfolding collapse of 8wviet Union, as well as the need for
international society to take note of the secuptpblem of unrecognised entities
emerging from regional disputes and conflicts. Ideer, this new wave of analysis was
not a radical step forward in terms of advancing lbhoader theoretical appreciation of
the many challenges presented by unrecognisedesntit Due to the fringe nature of
inquiry into the subject, much of the scholarshipickh emerged was firmly rooted in
established international relations/politics epistogies which, in turn, created space
for the convenient re-articulation of traditionalate-centric tropes and palliatives
associated with realist and structuralist approsad¢beged and institutionalised during the
preceding Cold War era. The uncritical analytitameworks which emerged out of
1990s scholarship on unrecognised entities weravitly contested at the time and as a
result continue to exert a considerable positiwigtuence over the study of these
ambiguous political formations. Despite the readdientifiable gaps and limitations
which call for new theoretical research to advaoue understanding of unrecognised
entities and the theoretical space they inhabiy treeoretical positions on the subject
have not been forthcoming. Research conducteagltine 1990s, when framed against
the political contexts against which it was applieds an effective yet pragmatic attempt
by political scientists and international relatiogigecialists to solve a specific set of
political problems which, at that time, were nok teubject of significant academic
engagement. The problem with this research, andaormative encoding of politics
surroundingde factoindependence, is that its main contribution wasiticorporation of
unrecognised entities into existing frameworks eatthan attempting the creation of a

new field of theoretical discourse and new anaftimmeworks.

This thesis acknowledges, incorporates and analysediverse range of
approaches to the rethinking of political spacesluding the contributions of post-
modern critical thinkers and the post-structuralg#constructionist, postcolonial, and
psychoanalytic approaches developed for redefirdng rearticulating discourses on
political mobilisation and their many conjecturddany of these approaches have so far

remained controversial and perhaps taboo in thilsfieof international relations,



international politics, and political science. Base of this problematic relationship and
the fringe nature of the filed of enquiry, many tdntions to the rethinking of interstate
dynamics and political mobilisation have not ye¢tenated with a significant discussion
concerning unrecognised entities. In its critieatl exploratory analysis of the Kurdish
unrecognised entity in northern Iraq, this thegissao not only highlight the many areas
in which contemporary theoretical discussions surding unrecognised ‘states’ have
ignored the centrality of approaches which invaiwmsettling the view of the ‘subject’ of
unrecognised entities; but also to put forward ligpses based on theoretical questions
which consider a reassessment of the unrecognistty end its ambiguous legal and

material status in international politics.

To develop the hypothesis that the unrecogniseilyastnot always a unitary
actor or fixed cartographic entity which possedbesralues of statehood so often used to
describe these phenomena, it has been necessagopi a questioning and critical
approach toward dominant mainstream academic asfgaturing these political units.
The discussion attempts, from the outset, to reisegtinat unrecognised entities, as an
analytical concept, challenge international pditiheories and assumed contractual
relationships between populations and states hedtlrough the subversion of the rules
of statecraft at many significant levels, includithge possible existence of an alternate
paradigm for the social and political sciencesiswinternational order. Therefore, the
discussion which follows is intended to address exyulore the subtleties of a rich issue
which has been flattened, and its theoretical cerifés left largely unexplored, by a
great deal of the academic analysis which atteniptengage with and define its

dynamics.

This thesis, as a critical study of unrecognisetities as theoretical objects and
analytical concepts within political science antéinational relations research, highlights
areas where both bias and generalisation surrogridifjure legitimacy has limited our
theoretical understanding of these entities intanepolitical context by favouring state-
centric approaches. For a better conceptual utatelimg of the dynamics which
surround these entities, this thesis focuses ordheept of thede factostate’ (as it has

been applied in international relations, politisalence, security studies, and area studies



discourses) and looks critically at why, on a tle¢ical level, such a problematic and
contradictory abstraction restricts our understagdif ambiguous situations of the type
unfolding in Iragi Kurdistah Through its core hypotheses, the discussionestthe
view of the de factostaté or ‘unrecognised state’ as a singular, fixed, ceheunit,
defined through unchallengeable, rock-solid crteand instead posits the view that
international relations and political science agstions regarding unrecognised entities
of this sort contain many problematic notions ofeseignty and unitary function which
have roots in realist international relations dititss and state-centric discourses (which

also represent conjectural doctrines).

The hypotheses put forward are defended by bringinghe attention of the
reader a broad range of abstract discussions imgjusbme which can be situated in
critical international relations theory, recent deds surrounding globalisation, and new
political science theories on secession, politicalbilisation and ethno-politics. This
rethinking of political space enables the creatbma theoretical approach which places
realist and positivist assumptions on the naturentdrnational political order in the
presence of their critiques. By doing so, the argots presented in this discussion
highlight how international relations and othercgiinary offerings have denied and
‘de-worlded’ the complicated ethno-politics of uoognised entities, isolating the field of
study from contexts and scenarios which highligbhceptual alternatives and new
analytical pathways to understanding the probldrhe unrecognised state-like entity is,
therefore, not depicted in this thesis as havingirggular purpose, existence, or
categorical meaning, but rather a fluid nature Whg more often than not dictated by
variables of geopolitical location, the localisederpretation of identity, sovereignty,
historical experience, ethno-politics, and the it of political power which surround
it.

2 The termiragi Kurdistanis here used purely for the purposes of makinggéia distinction between the
provinces of Irag which are politically administdtby the Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG) and
those which remain under the writ of the centraleggament in Baghdad. The term is not used to iafgr
ethnic, demographic or political qualifications thie region, nor is it used to imply the existenta o
contemporary or historic Kurdistan, or an ethnaitpmal hegemony in the region.

10



Significance of the Study

The discussion contained within this thesis esthbE the problematic nature of
scholarship on unrecognised entities in the intenal system as well as asking how the
unique political predicaments experienced by thstate-like, autonomous entities shape
and fashion their strategies and interactions witernational society. In subsequent
chapters the discussion looks at underlying theaetjuestions (including questions
surrounding the economic transition of Iraqi Kutdig which are important in political
terms and have a significant bearing on the ctatibn of unrecognised entities as
analytical concepts for theoretical research. Aalgical approach is established which
illustrates how the case of Iragi Kurdistan — tihissis’ central case study - falls outside
a number of key discursive parameters withindadactostates debate — a debate which
runs through many examples of earlier scholarshipméned in this thesis. This
approach leads to the proposal of a hypothesishwduestions the material qualifications
used to define an ‘unrecognised state’, and howgtiaifications adhered to by analysts
are questionably suitable when applied in the adskaqi Kurdistan. This departure
from the norms of existing theoretical definitiommd assumptions questions the
comparative generalisations made betwaefjurestates and ambiguous political entities
which are not states either in name or in functiohs such, this thesis covers new
theoretical ground and challenges a significant emof generalisations and
assumptions taken for granted in a field of redeavbich remains epistemologically
fragmented.

Iragi Kurdistan is the main case study of thissite Thede factoindependent
Kurdish enclave in northern Iraq has experiencephicant political, economic and
infrastructural development and regeneration oncaesunmatched by many other
disputed territories. The trajectory of its paldi and economic development, its
longevity in the international system, and the @a high level of de facto
independence makes Iraqi Kurdistan an importanitiaddo the study of unrecognised
entities. Former militias and armed factions withire Kurdish enclave have opened
themselves up to the reduction of political voistilin Iraq, both regionally and

nationally, through mainstream participation ingesses of governance and the creation
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of a new body politic in Iraq itself. This is agbound re-articulation (or re-polarisation)
of political space and symbolic order in Iragi pioB which, as we shall see, has
implications for understanding both the unrecoghiseatity within Iraq’s borders and
those entities which also exist in Eurasia, thedaaus, and the rest of the world. The
autonomous Kurdistan region of northern Iraq whechurrently experiencing autonomy
and functional self-rule under the Kurdistan Regid@overnment (KRG) is the primary
case study against which the hypotheses presemttdsi thesis will be tested. Wider
developments in the rest of Irag and neighbouritgtes, although of intense
supplemental relevance, play a contextual role tinaburs the construction of a more
complete analytical discussion than one which wod@tus on intra-Kurdish
developments within the unrecognised entity aloe.secondary analysis within this
thesis is aimed at analysing and reconsideringctimeepts of transition, ideology and
symbolic order in ambiguous political entities, redside questions which address the
transformation of political space and civic natformation experienced in the Kurdistan
region since 1993.

In the wake of the United States led war on Irag003, the absence of a strong
and politically antagonistic central regime in Bdgt enabled Kurdish politicians and
political parties to exert a profound influence tre future trajectory of Iraqgi politics.
With this new-found political and economic influendowever, comes the stark reality
that the Kurdish controlled enclave in northerrglhes only recently taken the first step
in its transitional departure from being a crisie, reliant on external assistance for its
survival (both politically and physically). As wehs being internally divided and
systematically underdeveloped (as a result of ainfinternal embargoes, external
sanctions, and what many Kurds would see as decafiesternal colonialism by
successive Arab nationalist governments), Kurdistameological landscape is still home

to the politics of resistance, Kurdish nationalisamd ethno-political exception. In

31991 is used here as a marker on the historicglrzoum of Kurdish politics as it was in this yehat the
military forces of Saddam Hussein’'s government drigiwv from the majority of the three provinces which
now make up Iragi Kurdistan (Suleimanya, Erbil, Dk The subsequent establishment of a United
Nations protectorate or “Safe Haven” in northerglrand the establishment of a “no-fly zone” oves t
territory, led to the development of substantigioaomy for political parties in the region as wad the
formation of structures of civic governance. Sacionomous development would not have been possible
in the pre-1991 political situation given the cat8 which existed between the Kurds and the Iraqi
government of Saddam Hussein.

12



addition, corruption and networks of patronage w&idely documented features of the
political landscape and are of a level comparableekated socio-economic and political
dynamics acknowledged in the cases of other unresed entities. Whatever one’s
position on the physics of internal affairs in Kistdn, analysis of recent political and
economic successes in Kurdistan should be tempeitbdan appreciation of the highly
ambiguous and complicated internal and geopolitcaitexts which continue to dictate
the parameters and level of potential for the Kumdsealise their long-held dreams of
independence, self-rule and autonomy.

As Kurdish politicians adopt the role of statesmethin Iraqgi politics, and exert
greater influence over the trajectory of Iraqi &f§ alterations in the substance and
rhetoric of Kurdish nationalism have developed asesponse to changes in regional
politics and the input of a younger generationrafji Kurds whose political viewpoints
are hewn from political changes since 189Kurdish nationalism, although far from a
singular or cohesive phenomenon, remains a vergnpatleological factor in Middle
East regional politics, particularly in Turkey, andcreasingly in Iran and Syria.
Therefore, in its discussion of statelessness, guitj and illegitimacy this thesis
recognises that whatever political science or maBonal relations frameworks are
applied in the case of Kurdistan, there is a poweymbolic dimension to Kurdish self-
rule, a dimension rooted in historical experienstjch should no longer be ignored.
Whilst this thesis focuses largely on the dynaroicde factoindependence which sustain
unrecognised entities it should be noted that statiein these cases can be surreptitious
and within the example of Iragi Kurdish politics ns® politicians have explicitly
articulated their desire for an independent Kurditstie in the region.

The territorial space occupied by Iragi Kurdistaantinues to be a highly
problematic influence on the transition currentlccarring in northern Iraqg.
Geopolitically, the Kurdistan region straddlesigbtrder geographical space with Syria,

Turkey and Iran which places any nascent Kurdigkesn an existential paradox. As a

* Jalal Talabani, leader of the Patriotic Union efrlistan (PUK) and a leading Kurdish politician,swva
elected President of Iraq on April @005 by the Iragi National Assembly. Massoud Baizleader of the
Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP) is President & bragi Kurdistan region since 2005. The PUK'’s
Barham Salih acted as Deputy Prime Minister inlthgi Government and (at the time of writing) is
serving Prime Minister of the Kurdistan RegionaM@mment (KRG).

® See Hashem Ahmadzad@gtion and Novel: A Study of Persian and Kurdishrhave Discourse
(Uppsala: Uppsala University Library, 2003), pp74139.

13



legally approbated part of federal Iraq since dantitnal negotiations in 2005 the
geopolitical location of Iragi Kurdistan is extreipelisadvantageous from a secessionist
perspective. Yet secession (and its derivativelaipes and discourses) continues to
play a symbolic role in shaping Kurdish nationalismiraq even if there is substantial
empirical evidence to suggest that Kurdish cultypalitical, and linguistic integration is
extensive and far-reaching within Irag’'s bordefis increased level of integration into
the socio-economic fabric of post-Ba’athist Iraqifounds a great deal of literature on
separatism, secession and the traditional statnatainalist exceptionalism in the realm
of ethno-political analysis. In the case of corpenary Iraq, the presence of a Kurdish
controlled ‘state-like’ entity within the Iraqi g&s historical borders is also accompanied
by the presence of Kurdish political elites whoagent power will inevitably contribute
to the transformation of symbolic order within Irgmplitics. Debates concerning self-
determination and independence are an ever-présssnte of society and politics in both
Iragi Kurdistan and wider Kurdish homelands in ifieldle East and beyond. This thesis
acknowledges the complexity of the desire for irtefent statehood and frames them
against the obstacles and constraintsl®ffactoindependence encountered within the
politics of unrecognised entities. The discussidnch forms the backbone of this thesis
is, therefore, partly a response to a lack of ftyich academic analysis on unrecognised
entities and the absence of research into the chyvesys in which the example of Iraqi
Kurdistan challenges the still widely generalised anormative definitions emerging
from political science analysis of unrecognisedtistin the international system.

The issue of transition is relevant to the dismrsghat follows. The term is
commonly used to denote a passage from one comditigtate to another. In a political
science context it has become widely used to ctuéigze debates over democratisation,
to the extent that one will often find referencestocalledransition theory even if such
a holistic theory of democratic transition rematmntext specific and problematic
Within the framework of the discussion, the conacedptransition is used to analyse the
historic passage through unique phases of politiceder and socio-economic

development inside Iraqi Kurdistan. It is also ewmded that the current shaping of

® Gareth Stansfieldraq (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2007), pp. 184-185.
" A good discussion of this is found in Adam PrzeskarDemocracy and the Market: Political and
Economic Reforms in Eastern Europe and Latin Anagi@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991).
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political space in northern Iraq is indicative af anrecognised entityn transition— a
political event which occurs infrequently and hase scarcely analysed within a
political science framework in terms of its regeime significance. The histories of
politically volatile regions have been analysedténms of democratic transition (or
transitionto democratic political systems) but the transitigoathways talemocracy and
nation formation found within unrecognised entiteee far from understood in terms of
their impact on political space and status. Thsigpresented will argue that patterns of
development and adjustment in Iraqi Kurdistan ptona transition from ‘statelessness’
and questionable legitimacy to a form of soversigarid symbolic order which does not
immediately necessitate an ongoing equivalence stdlehood or stateness. Central to
this idea is the notion that the transition (ongidions) visible in Iraqi Kurdistan suggest
the regional polity is already advanced in establig its legitimacy internationally, both
within and outside of a framework provided by atgguous Iragi state and international
norms. The processes at work behind such transiaaoe very much the central focus of
the thesis, and it is argued that processes oftiamand transition are unique in each
unrecognised entity. It is contended that the ephal equivalence of these ambiguous
territories and polities with paradigms of statethd@s diverted the attention of scholars
from a range of more problematic questions.

This thesis closely examines how the Kurdish malitand economic experiment
in northern Iraqg is not creatingde factostate or a ‘quasi-state’ per se, but a far more
ambiguous and less quantifiable political scenavith operational parameters which
have not been theoretically examined in the contéxtinrecognised entities. At the
formal level, the transition occurring in Iragi Klistan can be articulated in terms of
KRG attempts at moving the region toward the comatif a commerciagntrepotas part
of a wider political and economic agenda; as welbaing part of a highly considered
ideological project by the KRG — one in which trdins to statehood has not been fully
ruled out. What is surprising is how this formpalitical and institutional development
may, in the short term, allow the Kurdish admirdstn to offset the negative effects of
ambiguous status by adopting a model which, asrakamples in the international
system attest, provides leverage in more sophisticeconomic and political terms. The

success of this strategy has profound implicationghe future of Iraqi politics as it has
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significantly reshaped the ability of the Kurdsrtegotiate their political future in the
Middle East. The arguments put forward in thisstheare designed to demonstrate how,
theoretically, it is possible for political actais operate within parameters of autonomy
andde factoindependence which are not only highly ambiguous extremely effective
even though they laclle jurerecognition in international law. The hypothesisput
forward in chapters two and four that the creatibattainment of a state (or statehood) is
not always the dominant strategy of political asterho function within asymmetric
constraints, even if the territory they control epags state-like in form and function.

In terms of political significance, Iraqi Kurdista geopolitical presence in the
Middle East, and its effect on the political ecoyoof the region, are both far from
negligible. The political and ideological forcesrently driving the strategies of the
KRG, and how these forces are shaping the wideractexr of political development in
Irag, have received increasing attention from palit scientists at a time when the
political future of the Iraqgi state remains uncertand nebulous. In this context, the fifth
chapter’'s discussion of the political economy of turdistan autonomous region in
northern Iraq highlights a theoretical gap in acadeliterature on the economic and
political development of Iraq since the removathe Ba’ath regime in 2003. The role of
this chapter is to provide important contextuabmifation on economic development
within an unrecognised entity. In addition, thetivational role played by economics,
and the impact this role has on political decismaking, represents a major lacuna in
political science analysis of separatism and tmenédion of secessionist aspiration in the
context of unrecogniseentities® The economic role played by Iragi Kurdistan withi
the wider political economy of the Middle East aiemains largely unexamined but lies
beyond the scope of this discussion. The emergeheeKurdish commerciaéntrepot
will also be considered from a theoretical perspeadn order to evaluate whether or not
a political-economic precedent of suitability egidr such development strategies in the
context of unrecognised entities.

Given lIraqi Kurdistan’s lack ofde jure legitimacy in international society

(notwithstanding its federal status within Irag)sithecessary to situate the region within

8 Due to its geopolitical significance, Iragi Kurdia has been referred to as *...a laboratory feotiies of
political science and international relations.’eS&areth Stansfieldragi Kurdistan: Political
Development and Emergent Democréicgndon: Routledge, 2003), p. 180.
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a wider analysis and discussion of unrecognisetities in order to evaluate whether
historical and political developments in northeragl provide a challenge to existing
political science and international relations digses orstatehood, state sovereignty and
ethno-politics. An analysis of Iraqi Kurdistanimnsitional emergence from a zone of
conflict to an unrecognised entity can be framedireg existing academic enquiry into
those unrecognised ‘states’ which emerged outetttlapse of the former Soviet Union
(e.g., Transnistria, Nagorno-Karabakh, Abkhazia &odth Ossetia). However, due to
contextual divergence, these examples provide igelihncomparative framework through
which to establish the unique position of the uogeised Kurdish entity as it
experiences the challenges of an ongoing transitiimere are many conclusions which
can be drawn from political tensions and secesstiatonflict between these separatist
entities and the ‘metropolitan’ states from whitleyt seek independence. So far there
has been scant analysis of the economic motivatimiend secessionist conflict in
Eastern Europe, Eurasia, Caucasia, Central Asia taadMiddle East. It is this
researcher’s aim to explore this gap in contempgoaaalysis through a study of Iraqi
Kurdistan’s economic predicament in both its soerad political contexts. Outside of a
Eurasian context, it is the Iraqi state which hprevides the necessary metropolitan
dynamic for this research to compare and contrastieg theories of thele factostate
with a theoretical engagement that elucidates thtipn of the autonomous entity in
northern Iraqf®

Literature Review

This study assesses the defining theoretical atg# of unrecognised entities and
exposes theoretical problems encountered when #iggmites are applied in the case of

Iraqgi Kurdistan. Through its analysis of the tretmal space occupied by Iragi Kurdistan

° See Scott Pegg, ‘De Facto States in the Intemati®ystem,” Institute of International Relations —
University of British ColumbiaWorking Paper No. 211998; Dov LynchEngaging Eurasia’s Separatist
States(Washington DC: United States Institute for Pe&tess, 2004); Darel E. Paul, ‘Sovereignty,
Survival and the Westphalian blind alley in Inte¢fomal Relations,’'Review of International Studie®5,
1999, pp. 217-231

9 The political processes and strategies of the KR&not easily defined and a great deal of obscurit
surrounds decision making between interest groumb actors within Kurdish politics. This thesis,
therefore, acknowledges from the outset that in&tative resources may not always be ready to hand
when discussing ‘the political’ inside Kurdistamdathere remain a great many empirical aspects to
Kurdish politics which can only be hinted at butigihremain firmly outside the scope of this dis¢oss
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in political science and international relationsdty, the work may be viewed as part of a
specific body of literature dealing with unrecogrusentities which has continued to
develop since the end of the Cold War in the |&80%. Despite the presence of several
book-length volumes dedicated to the study of ugesed entities, the body of
literature tackling the subject remains extremalypited with the widest range of
available literature taking the form of journalielgs and article-length contributions in
edited volumes. Few, if any, works on the subjeckle in-depth the wide array of
theoretical problems which challenge and confravatiysis of unrecognised entities; and
it is here that this study seeks to make its migsiificant contribution.

This study assesses a corpus of texts which céakiea as representing principal
literature on the phenomenon of unrecognised entitiThese works are consulted and
referenced throughout this study as they still rientiae strongest influence on research
into unrecognised entities across all academiciglises. Notable titles include
International Society and the De Facto StatedDe Facto States in the International
Systemby Scott Pegj, P&l Kolstg’'sThe Sustainability and Future of Unrecognised
Quasi-State’$, the edited volume by Tozin Bahcheli, Barry Bammaand Henry
Srebrnik entitledDe facto States: The quest for sovereitfhtgharles King's The
Benefits of Ethnic War: Understanding Eurasia’s Bewgnised Statés Dov Lynch’s
Engaging Eurasia’s Separatist Stdfesand Nina Caspersen’§rom Kosovo to
Karabakh: International Responses to De Facto StiteAll of these works provide
valuable insight into the question of unrecognisedities in international law, the
empirical characteristics of these post-conflictacgs, specific forms of political
mobilisation associated with these entities, amtktailed coverage of relations between

1 scott Pegg, ‘De Facto States in the Internatiogate3n’. Institute of International Relations —
University of British ColumbiayWorking Paper No. 2{1998);International Society and the De Facto
State(Aldershot: Ashgate, 1998).

12 pg Kolstg, ‘The Sustainability and Future of Urigiised Quasi-Statedburnal of Peace Research
43:6 (2006), 723-740.

13 Tozin Bahcheli, Barry Bartmann and Henry Sreb(eilis.),De Facto States: The Quest for Sovereignty
(London: Routledge, 2004).

14 Charles King, ‘The Benefits of Ethnic War: Undarsiing Eurasia’s Unrecognised Stat&gqrid
Politics, 53:4, (2001).

15 pov Lynch,Engaging Eurasia’s Separatist Sta{@¥ashington DC: United States Institute of Peace,
2004).

18 Nina Caspersen, ‘From Kosovo to Karabakh: Intéonal Responses to De Facto StatSsidosteuropa
56:1, (2008).
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unrecognised entities and their parent statesg’®egrks in particular provide valuable
excursus on the position of unrecognised entitiesternational law and are frequently
cited due to Pegg’s early attempts to define trenpmenon of thee factostate and its
theoretical relationship with international societih particular, Pegg highlighted issues
of enduring illegitimacy and the problems assodangth remaining a non-sovereign
territorial entity in the international system. \ever, by proposing a rigid set of
material criteria which must be possessed if aityeistto be regarded asde factostate,
Pegg set-off a controversy which has endured t@tbgent. A lack of agreement among
scholars over how best to represent unrecognisgtesras an analytical concept, and the
contentious issue of which examples should andldhmat be included as case studies,
has become a defining feature of literature andtiebn this subject. This study assesses
the theoretical roots of the controversies surrtugdthe conceptual treatment of
unrecognised entities, and detailed coverage ofatbeementioned literature is found
throughout the following chapters of this thesis.

The amount of literature focused specifically omamognised entitiesdé facto
states, quasi-states, semi-states, pseudo-stat¢ssetemarkably scarce and there are
virtually no works specifically dedicated to examu the position of Iraqi Kurdistan as
an unrecognised entity. Hence theoretical amalgsithe subject remains a significant
lacuna within international relations, internatibpalitics, political science, area studies
and security studies literature. Most existing kvor this field focuses omost facto
ethno-politics and political development from anpémcal perspective. Rarely, if ever,
are the analytical concepts used to define unrasedrentities subjected to in-depth
scrutiny. A problem for research in this fieldtst the body of literature can be divided
into works which focus exclusively on regional pickl contexts and those works which
examine the phenomenon of unrecognised entitieanninternational perspective.
Although clearly an international phenomenon, thexiests a tendency for case studies
drawn from Eurasia and the Caucasus to dominaterage of unrecognised entities.
The dominance of such regionally specific case nathas had a profound impact on
the development of theoretical literature on thesgities, and a wide number of
generalisations developed for post-Soviet paradignage impacted on international

contexts without due scrutiny. In keeping witle #im of this study to expand the small
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body of theoretical literature on unrecognised texstiin the international system, this
section provides an overview of existing studied #Hreir theoretical contribution to the
field.

Literature on Unrecognised Entities

It is notable when reviewing literature on unredegd entities that most, if not all,

studies into the subject portray these phenomenasta®s which have not been
recognised by international society and remain m enduring predicament of

illegitimacy (conferred by non-recognition). Muoh the early theoretical research into
the problem of unrecognised entities took the issti@mon-recognition as a point of

departure. Whether the study focused on intemaltitaw or political development,

guestions of illegitimate status and non-recogniti@came the overarching framework
for subsequent theoretical research into this area.

Published in 1998, Scott Pegg’s book-length study umrecognised states
International Society and the De Facto Stéed the shorter working papBe Facto
States in the International Systeoan be recognised as one of the most influeatid
widely referenced works on unrecognised entitighénfield. Pegg’s analysis defines the
phenomenon of the unrecognised state in contempardernational relations and
establishes the specific usage of the tedtenfactostate’ through analysis of the concept
of the ‘Quasi-state’ developed by Robert Jacksonhi; 1993 work Quasi-States:
Sovereignty, International Relations and the THivrid"’. Pegg distinguishes thie
facto state from Jackson’s quasi-state by the recognéttained by the latter and brings
to our attention the existence of political comntigsi which do not qualify as nation-
states even though they are effective from a g@rer@ perspective. Through the case
examples of Eritrea prior to independence from dfita, the Republic of Somaliland, the
Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) controlledea of Sri Lanka, and the Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus, Pegg examines the itond which lead to the emergence

and development afe factostates.

" Robert JacksorQuasi-States: Sovereignty, International Relatiand the Third WorldCambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1990).
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By focusing on structural politics and questionsndérnational legal convention,
Pegg’s analysis examines a wealth of theoretisaleis concerning the effect such entities
have on our understanding of state break-up and thewanalytical concept of thae
facto state impacts on multifaceted issues of secessigulitics, ethnicity, ethno-
politics, identity, ideology, and history. Peggiork left an important legacy for
research into unrecognised entities as he sucdlgssfanaged to define the problem and
situate it within the conceptual frames of interoiadl law and politics, but in doing so,
he introduced a discourse on unrecognised statehwhstead of possessing theoretical
flexibility, reduced the phenomenon to a set oidrigriteria which later scholarship duly
had to either accommodate, expand or modify. Qe substantial gaps in Pegg’'s
coverage is that it lacked a theoretically flexibfgproach to one of the central dynamics
governing the emergence and formation of unrecegdnientities, namely, that of
secession. Although identified as secessionistiet Pegg’s analysis contained few
theoretical insights into the emerging geo-politi¢gle factoindependence and how the
antagonisms visible between breakaway entitiestlagid parent states could be refigured
at the end of the Cold War in terms other thanssoa. Recognition should be given to
the fact that Pegg’'s research was heavily influénd® international relations
perspectives which viewed the state to be the jpahcinit of legitimacy and sovereignty
in international order, and, more likely than nibtwas not his intention to propose a
radical theory of state break-up. However, thecsigescope and utility of Pegg’'s
theoretical approach is increasingly evident as #airly state-centric approach relies too
much on a binary opposition between the conceptsowéreignty and non-recognition.
In Pegg’s earlier representations of the intermaicystem there are very few grey areas
between legitimacy, on the one hand, and illegitiman the other. Thus, the works
struggle to engage critically with the dynamicdef factoindependence and there is little
self-reflective analysis of the state-centric digses which underpin the assumptions,
generalisations, and world view presented in cayeksy Jackson and other scholars who
influenced Pegg’s conceptual schema.

Charles King’s 2001 articl&€he Benefits of Ethnic War: Understanding Eurasia’s
Unrecognised Stategrovides a good analytical overview of the unretsgd entities

which emerged out of ethnic war in post-Soviet Bizra One of the key strengths of
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King’'s work, when viewed as an expansion of theetage provided by Pegg, resides in
King’'s micro-level analysis of the political econmmmotivations underlying ethno-
political conflict in unrecognised entities. Kimxamines how war is a vital catalyst in
the creation of states, and how informal networkgrofit, power and authority coalesce
and ossify into institutions of states. The w@kvell balanced in its amalgamation of
empirical case insight and theoretical analysiangks approach is critical toward the
labelling of conflict as ‘ethnic’ or religious’ itsad focusing his analysis squarely on the
economic incentives which sustain lucrative shaéeanomies across territorial entities
neglected by international relations scholarsijing’s work is important as it provides
detailed engagement with meta-narratives of etbaidlict which are largely absent in
the works of Pegg and are infrequently replicatedubsequent works. One criticism
which can be fielded at King’'s analysis is thatlingits his study to a purely Eurasian
paradigm, and after detailed analysis of Eurasiamswand the ‘unrecognised states’
emerging from them, we are left with a politicabeomy which provides little coverage
of de factoindependent unrecognised entities as a broadéicpbdynamic within the
international state system.

King's article has, however, left a significant irmp on research into
unrecognised entities as he rationalised the mesianof corruption, patronage, and
illicit trade which fundde factoindependence in these cases. This was a valuable
addition to literature on unrecognised entitiesipsintil the publication of King'’s article,
few insights had been put forward as to why theseadled ‘criminalised badlands’ in
Eurasia and the Caucasus were able to organiselig@tstructures and function with
such a degree of effectiveness, even if their pattef governance violated the basic
tenets of democracy and human rights. King wasabttiee first analysts to establish the
importance of developmental problems which existeglyond formal notions of
legitimacy and status in international law, hintthgt in many ways such questions were
of secondary importance to other internal dynamics.

The 2004 edited volume Facto States: The Quest for SovereidgntyBahcheli,
Bartmann and Srebrnik (eds.) delivered a diverageaf expertise from its contributors,
making this work a literary milestone in reseanstoiunrecognised entities. Consisting

of a compilation of case studies covering politiaablysis of Eurasiade factostates,
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Palestine, Somaliland, TRNC, and Bougainville, thisrk incorporates a significant
focus on issues of self-determination, with mostetage focusing on adversarial ethno-
political conflicts where self-determination movente clearly seek to push back the
boundaries of state sovereignty. Apart from theecstudies of Palestine and the TRNC,
the selected examples of secessionism share a aorambition to re-establish ethnic
homelands in order to return to (or create) anliskec state of nationhood which has
been subsumed by the cartographic and ideologicajeqs of sovereign states.
Bahcheli’s collection significantly widens the aytadal concept of Pegg'de factostate

to incorporate self-determination movements in etpalitical disputes the world over.
Although a strength of the volume, this wideningha# theoretical parametersd# facto
statehood is, perhaps, one of the contribution’somdrawbacks. Notwithstanding the
application of the analytical concept to casesuraBia and the Caucasus, the volume too
readily assumes that Pegg’s conceptualisation efdi facto state can be applied
indiscriminately across contexts. There is lighploration of the theoretical limitations
and benefits olde factoindependence in the international system, andctikection
presupposes, in a rather pro-secessionist mariradrge factostatehood requires mere
political coherence in a self-determination streghl virtue of case selection. This is
clearly not the case and too often the volume teadsrd generalisation among highly
distinct empirical cases.

Due in no small part to the diversity of its cobtrior's expertise, Bahcheli’'s
collection is more rewarding as a compilation wark political analysis on self-
determination and secession. The volume drawshenekperience of a number of
scholars to provide a collection of chapters wtaddress a theoretical issue alongside a
case study of a particular ethno-political conflic€ontributions by Bahcheli, Bartmann
and Srebrnik in particular promote the view that govereign state is on the retreat
against a rising tide of ethnic mobilisation. Werks combine to provide a thinly veiled
critique of modernisation which, as the editorsua;gexists in a state of unstable decay.
Ethnic devolution, on the other hand, is preserte@n ascendant alternative or default
option which provides social cohesion in territerighere the state proves divisive. At
times, therefore, the volume lacks balance andappe advocate a romantic ethnocracy

of the type promoted by the Unrecognised Natiorss Reoples Organisation (UNPO),
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where self-determination movements are simplidticaewed like ethnic blocks on an
alternative world map, not complex processes riwgth their own differences and
internecine animosities. Bahcheli’'s work, whilstigorous compilation of case-specific
political analysis, does not radically advance thgoal debate on the concept of
unrecognised entities and is of limited utilitytime context of this thesis. Following an
assessment of Bahcheli's volume it was decided th@tterm ‘unrecognised entity’
would replacede factostate throughout this thesis to depart from corstns of the
phenomenon found in earlier scholarship and t@thtce terminological neutrality.
Bahcheli’'s volume was followed by a number of detiength contributions
which, whilst continuing to examine questions cong® the status of these entities,
exhibited great variation in how each addressedenfondamental theoretical issues
affecting the field of study. Most notable amomgge articles is Pal Kolstg’'s 2006
article The Sustainability and Future of Unrecognised Qu&taites Superficially similar
in form to contributions found in Bahcheli’s editedlume, Kolstg’s coverage focuses on
an issue of terminological confusion and proposed Robert Jackson’s term ‘gquasi-
state’ be rehabilitated and used to define whattt3eegg termed thee factostate.
Instead of the term ‘quasi-state’ being used inJheksonian sense of a recognibet!
failing (or failed) state, Kolstg advocates the o$éfailed state’ to denote the latter,
reserving the use of ‘quasi-state’ for cases suglthase drawn from Eurasia and the
Caucasus in his analysis. Having advocated th@motogical shift he sees necessary to
clarify and crystallise the notion of an ‘unrecagpd state’, Kolstg proceeds to examine
the problems of ‘quasi-statehood’, such as reliamtexternal patrons, high expenditure
on propaganda and military resources, and, as tgsneent advances, the study
constructs a model ale facb independence based on ethnic hegemony and paterna
relations withpatron states. Kolstg focuses on the ‘modal tendencyqoési-states’
toward weakness (in both government and militangses) but counter-balances this
critique of these entities by portraying their megtbnic nature and ‘ethnic definition’ as
a stable and strong foundation for future statehgodernance and nation-building.
Kolstg’s cases are almost exclusively drawn frorEusasian context and his
advocacy of a new terminological understanding lné tquasi-state’ represents a

significant departure from earlier theoretical inmggs into unrecognised entities which
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rested on Pegg’s definition of tlie factostate. Kolstg’s co-authored papéving with
Non-recognition: State- and Nation-building in Sou@aucasian Quasi-stat€sbuilds
upon his 2006 work on quasi-states and does naecoritself directly with theoretical or
conceptual issues. Instead, the authors opt tasfoouhe capacity of three ‘quasi-states’
(Abkhazia, South Ossetia, and Nagorno-Karabakhulfd the functions of statehood
through political and administrative processes #imsl is achieved through the detailed
examination of statistical information. Kolstg'sva works, therefore, represent a
significant addition to the field of research intarecognised entities. Although these
works were perhaps not intended to provoke a rhdiceoretical shift, they are
significant in their attempts at changing centreémpises in order to standardise the
epistemological treatment of unrecognised entiti2ae to the limited number of sources
available to researchers and a reliance on defirstlaid down in earlier works, the field
of study into unrecognised entities harbours anfragted and divergent theoretical
legacy which Kolstg seeks to highlight. There f&w® other contributions to the field
which directly challenge accepted generalisationsattempt to transform the basic
frameworks adopted by researchers. In this refaistg’s work is a valuable addition.
However, despite Kolstg’'s contribution, terminokdi differences between works
continue to propagate and are symbolic of an omgtweoretical fragmentation within
the discipline which often supplants minor anabftichanges for genuine theoretical
insight.

In addition to the seminal works on the subjechtdied above, further analysis
of unrecognised entities is provided by a broadyeaof inter- and multidisciplinary
contributions which focus on issues of sovereigmigst-Soviet politics, secession,
conflict, security and issues which broadly requsmme analysis of the presence of
unrecognised entities in the interstate systemalysis of democratisation and questions
of status are covered in Nina Caspersen’'s woFkem Kosovo to Karabakh:
International Responses to De Facto Statewl the unpublishetStandards before

status’ in the Caucasus: State-building and demisagion in Nagorno Karabakh and

18 pal Kolstg & Helge Blakkisrud, ‘Living with Non-gcegnition: State- and Nation-building in South
Caucasian Quasi-stateEurope-Asia Studie$0:3, May 2008, pp. 483-509.
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Abkhazid®. Often focusing on specific regional cases, issafesecurity and conflict
resolution concerning unrecognised entities arkleédcin works likeA Human Security
Perspective on Transnistria: Reassessing the stmatvithin the “Black Hole of
Europe” by Félix Buttirf®, Autonomy and Conflict: Ethnoterritoriality and Sep#sm in
the South Caucasus — Cases in GeorfgjaSvante E. Cornéfi Peace strategies in
“frozen” ethno-territorial conflicts: integrating econciliation into conflict management
— The case of Nagorno Karabaldy Aytan Gahramano¥3 ‘Outsourcing’ de facto
Statehood: Russia and the Secessionist Entitie&eaorgia and Moldovaby Nicu
Popesct?, Separatist States and post-Soviet ConflgtDov LyncH?, Edward Walker’s
No Peace, No War in the Caucasus: Secessionistli@enh Chechnya, Abkhazia and
Nagorno-Karabakf?, and Scott Pegg’s later wofllie ‘Taiwan of the Balkans'? The De
Facto State Option for Kosotfa

Among the works listed above there is a high degrfeeariation between the
assumptions and generalisations used as theoraoaworks for subsequent empirical
analysis and the testing of hypotheses. At thes tof writing there are no broader
analytical works covering the study of unrecognisatities in international theory, and
the field’s dominant focus on regional contentl $i&ds to great emphasis being placed
on regional examples from Eurasia and the Caucadlee unrecognised entity, as a
theoretically ‘state-like’ object, has been incagied into mainstream political science
and international relations literature through tise of Pegg’s analytical concept of the

de facto state and subsequent reconfigurations by Kolstg aticbr researchers.

19 Nina Caspersen, ‘From Kosovo to Karabakh: Inteamati Responses to De Facto Stat8§dosteuropa
56:1, 2008; ‘Standards before status in the Casc&tate-building and democratization in Nagorno
Karabakh and Abkhazia’, 2007, (Unpublished).

20 Félix Buttin, ‘A Human Security Perspective on fisaistria: Reassessing the situation within thetRl
Hole of Europe™ ,Human Security JournaB, 2007.

1 Svante E. Cornell, ‘Autonomy and Conflict: Ethroiteriality and Separatism in the South Caucasus —
Cases in Georgia’, Department of Peace and Cofthsearch, Report No. 61, Uppsala, 2002.

2 pytan Gahramanova, ‘Peace strategies in “frozéfi@territorial conflicts: integrating reconcilian

into conflict management — The case of Nagorno Bakh', Mannheimer Zentrum fur Europaische
Sozialforschung Working Paper No. 103, 2007.

% Nicu Popescu, “Outsourcingle factoStatehood: Russia and the Secessionist Entiti€gargia and
Moldova’, Centre for European Policy Studies (CE®)icy Brief No. 109, July 2006.

2 Dov Lynch, ‘Separatist States and post-Soviet (s, International Affairs 78:4, 2002, pp. 831-848.
25 Edward Walker, ‘No Peace, No War in the CaucasasesSsionist Conflicts in Chechnya, Abkhazia and
Nagorno-Karabakh’, Centre for Science and Inteomati Affairs,Occasional PaperFebruary 1998.

% Scott Pegg, ‘The ‘Taiwan of the Balkans'? The FactoState Option for KosovaSoutheast European
Politics, 1:2, December 2000, pp. 90-100.
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However, dedicated research into the theoreticaktipns posed by these entities has
waned considerably in recent years with new araltcontributions to the field
becoming increasingly scarce. The lack of theoaktiools available to researchers is
evident as relatively few recent works in the fialse departed from the construct of the
de factostate advanced by Pegg and uptake of Kolstg’s piai® designation remains

slight.

Literature on Iraqgi Kurdistan as an Unrecognisedtin

A distinct lack of attention has been given to #emination of Iraqi Kurdistan's
presence in the Middle East from the perspectiveexibting debates surrounding
unrecognised entities. There are no volumes speltyf dedicated to illuminating the
many theoretical questions posed by the emergehaa autonomous Kurdish enclave
within the sovereign body of Iraq with referencegsearch conducted into unrecognised
entities. Eminent political and historical volumen Iraq rarely, if ever, marry the
subject of an autonomous Kurdistan with an apptieciaof the work conducted by
international relations scholars into unrecognisetities. The problematic terrdé facto
state’ — problematic due to to its specific defontand case-led meaning which some
would argue excludes Iragi Kurdistan - has, owerpgast decade, appeared in works on
Iragi Kurdistan to describe the emergence of malitiautonomy andde facto
independence in northern Iraq. However, the tesrofien directly borrowed without
substantial analysis of the debates and contre@sersurrounding the term itself or
whether Pegg himself ever intended the term to rcotte case in question.
Comprehensive academic analysis of Iragi Kurdistgmosition as an unrecognised
entity, therefore, remains virtually absent and thgion is often only mentioned in
speculative lists of other unrecognised entitiestsoexample is included to give context
to comparative political science or internationalations analysis of notionally similar

regional paradignfs,

27 An example is Iragi Kurdistan's conceptualisatama “pseudo-state” in Kladimir Kolossov and John
O’Loughlin ‘Pseudo-States as Harbingers of a Newopsétics: The Example of the Trans-Dniester
Moldovan Republic (TMR)’, in D. Newman, ed@pundaries, Territory, and Postmodern{Bortland, OR:
Frank Cass, 1999), pp. 151-176.
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Variations in the treatment of Iragi Kurdistan @s unrecognised entity have
started to emerge in recent area studies schgbarshivo notable examples are Matan
Chorev’s articlelragi Kurdistan: The Internal Dynamics and Stateftraf a Semistaté
and analysis of lIragi Kurdistan in Carl Dahlmanihe Political Geography of
Kurdistarf®. Chorev’s paper length study is unique in itsraft to situate and elucidate
the position of Iraqi Kurdistan within earlier dissions surrounding unrecognised
entities. Like most other works on unrecognisetities, Chorev’s analysis considers
these political entities as one of the ‘innumerafdems of the modern nation state. By
doing so this contribution to the body of literatusn unrecognised entities adopts an
already standardised discourse on the subject wplabes state aspiration (or the
ambition to become a legitimate sovereign state)th&t centre of its theoretical
framework. In this regard, Chorev’s theoreticalnfiework is a smooth amalgamation of
earlier concepts developed by Scott Pegg and P#t&o Furthering the academic
tradition of terminological entrepreneurship in lgss on unrecognised entities, Chorev
defines the object of study as the ‘Semistate’ teran so far confined to Chorev’s
analysis which has not entered common academiceusdghorev’'s use of the term
semistate is problematic and remains undefinedinvitis paper although equivalence
with Kolstg’s “quasi-state” is apparent. One bé tmajor shortcomings of Chorev’s
work is that he never explains the empirical aneotbtical distinctions between his
analytical concept of the semistate and those @by Pegg and Kolstg. The greatest
part of Chorev’s coverage is dedicated to summagraew of political and economic
issues within the Kurdistan region, with theordtiesamination of the region’s position
as an unrecognised entity supporting his contestmm the political development and
future of the region. The work is of particulartedor the array of academic sources
used to situate Iraqi Kurdistan within academiclysia of unrecognised states. The
bibliography will, therefore, be of value to thosesearching issues surrounding Iraqi

Kurdistan’s status and political development.

% Matan Chorev, ‘Iraqi kurdistan: The Internal Dyriasnand Statecraft of a Semistat&f NakhlahOnline
Journal, The Fletcher School \ Tufts Universityll 2&07.

# carl Dahlman, ‘The Political Geography of KurdisteEurasian Geography and Economiés:4, 2002,
pp. 271-299.
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Carl Dahlman’sThe Political Geography of Kurdistais an excellent resource
due to its survey of the complex historical, etlpaditical and cultural dynamics within
the stateless region of Kurdistan as a homelandimgswithin Turkey, Iran, Irag and
Syria. Dahlman’s analysis of Iragi Kurdistan igque in that the author explicitly and
unapologetically uses Kolossov and O’Loughlin’sriépseudo-staté® to describe Iragi
Kurdistan under the KRG. Dahlman’s work was, innghavays, ahead of its time in
recognising early on the probability that Iragi Histan would not emerge as a sovereign
state due to its unsettled political situation.hD@n’s work is a valuable contribution to
literature on Kurdistan both as a detailed survethe troubled politics of the Kurdish
homelands and as a bibliographic resource.

In conclusion, whilst there are several book-largjudies and a body of articles
dedicated to the research of unrecognised eniitifse international system, these have
some clear limitations in a Middle East context.hefle is no direct study of the
relationship between Iragi Kurdistan, as an automenpolitical enclave, and the
sovereign bodies which surround it which takes iatzount the theoretical debates
developed in international relations and politeaience analysis of unrecognised entities
in other regions. Moreover, theoretical works lba subject of unrecognised entities are
increasingly showing their age and the most rebent tended to narrow in empirical
focus rather than examine theoretical questionsomereignty, legitimacy and autonomy
which challenge earlier scholarship in the fiefflome literary resources on unrecognised
entities have not been included in this reviewhas trepresent polemics by journalists
and activists rather than providing a more compmeive academic treatment. In
summary, this thesis forges new ground by examittiegretical issues relevant to both
the study of unrecognised entities and academicoappes to regions such as Iraqi

Kurdistan which have hardly been covered by exgstiterature.

Theoretical Framework

This thesis analyses the analytical concept ofuheecognised state’ which exists within

the fields of area studies, political science artdrnational relations. By definition, it is

30 See Kolossov, K. and O’Loughlin, J., Op. Cit.
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a study of conceptual variation in an interdiscigty environment, variation which this
study suggests has led to significant theoreticablpms for researchers at a time when
unrecognised autonomous ahel factoindependent enclaves remain a prominent subject
in international politics. Consequently, this tlse® a textual analysis which, although
dealing with a wide range of international relaicand political science theory, can be
firmly situated within debates concerning territospvereignty, and the role of the state
in international politics. Due to the multi-diskigary nature of the analysis, this thesis
can be seen as a work of critical geopolitics ipooating both political science and
international relations theory in order to examdymamics and processes which occur
beyond the spatial levels of political organisatiornternational society. Yet it is also a
textual study of discourse within academic appreadioward unrecognised entities and
how these discourses have been influenced and ghgpdebates on globalisation, the
de-territorialisation and re-territorialisation tife state, international political economy,
and the geopolitical imagination of autonomy moveta¢hemselves.

There are as yet no prominent theoretical appexcin frameworks developed
specifically for research into unrecognised erditieWithin the disciplines of political
science and international relations, scholars hedegpted and extracted from existing
theoretical approaches and frameworks in orderrteeaat research models useful for the
study of unrecognised entities. Due to a lackeaminological and taxonomic consensus
within the field of research into unrecognised te&ggi no overarching theory exists to be
tested against the empirically measurable processsglynamics encounteredda facto
independent enclaves. The field of study is, tloeeg highly fragmented in terms of
theoretical enquiry and empirical focus; the latieing restricted to the preferences and
research interests of the scholars themselvess, This thesis may also be considered a
critical excursus on thstate of the arwithin political science and international polgic
related fields which have struggled to define aguaiform of political mobilisation, the
defacto independent unrecognised entity, within comterary theoretical schema.

This section conceptualises the theoretical dédimit used throughout this thesis.
Particular focus is given to the three core coreepsovereignty, the state, and secession
by drawing on theoretical analysis within interpatl relations and political science. By

engaging with and developing a theoretical undaditey of these analytical concepts,
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this section seeks to arrive at working definitiamsich will serve as a framework for
later analysis of the regional example of Iraqi #istan as an unrecognised autonomous

entity in the international system.

Theorising Sovereignty
The concept of sovereignty is of particular theioetimportance within this study. This
section explores various theoretical approachessaeereignty within international
relations literature. Unrecognised autonomoudiestare defined by an absence of legal
(de jurg sovereignty which places them outside the sameeqaiual space occupied by
the legitimate sovereign states which surround th@nof which they form a part. The
classical definition of sovereignty — ‘a politicahtity’s externally recognized right to
exercise final authority over its own affaits— has traditionally been assumed to be a
privilege denied to unrecognised entities. Literaton the subject has defined the
unrecognised entity purely in terms of a lack oteexal recognition regardless of
evidence which suggests this recognition is noalvib the maintenance of political
community in such cases. One of the problems &dedcwith promoting a physical or
theoretical distinction between unrecognised autdas and sovereign actors is the issue
that both possessge factoautonomy. It is the possessiond# factoautonomy which
enables the maintenance of political community aedurity in a state of equilibrium
despite a lack of external recognition. This ireplthat whilst unrecognised entities are
excluded from the dialogue of non-interventionilttted to sovereignty, their presence
within the spheres of influence created by dialogud interaction between sovereign
actors affords them a great deal of protection ftbenuse of force. The implication here
is that there is a stark difference betwederjuresovereignty ande factocautonomy — the
sovereign state possesses both (in times of padwaeas the unrecognised autonomous
entity subsists quite effectively on the maintereaafide factoautonomy by any means.

As explained by Stephen D. Krasner, there is d&aéurtomplication to the issue of

de factoautonomy as the requirement of states to ‘notvetee in each other’s internal

31 Although in widespread usage, this cited definitid sovereignty is taken from Naeem Inayatullah’s
‘Beyond the sovereignty dilemma: quasi-states s@céal construct’, in Biersteker & Weber (edState
Sovereignty as Social Constry&@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 199651p.
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affairs’?

, @ common value attributed to the existence oiné@rnational “society” of
states, is not, by definition, incumbent upon oteagled to unrecognised autonomous
entities and other ‘actors [...] who have no inhenéght to exist®>, Because of the
apparent devaluation de factoautonomy in the case of unrecognised entitiesaltiléy

of a proximate regional sovereign to interferehe tnternal affairs of the metropolitan
state in which the unrecognised entity is situatedreatly enfranchised. This study
argues that an important facilitator of autonomythe case of unrecognised entities is
their enhanced ability to subvert the rubric otestaaft in international society, a strategy
often involving the support of a proximate ethndipmal or geo-political guarantor,
claims of remedial ethno-political rights to se@@ssand thepost-factodevelopment of
parallel institutional systems which accommodat@arage of interest groups and actors
emerging out of the post-conflict division of poweithin these political enclaves.

In theorising sovereignty, this study does notmafieto situate unrecognised
entities within rationalist, realist, or liberal siitutionalist theories of international
relations scholarship. These approaches, accoringrasner, ‘simply assume that
sovereign states (unitary, rational, autonomous)tae ontological building blocks of the
international systent?® This thesis identifies the limitations of raticisaland realist
approaches when dealing with questions surrounglimgcognised entities, and identifies
theoretical problems in earlier scholarship whictterapted to define and situate
unrecognised entities within those long establidina@eheworks. Whilst appreciating the
usefulness of international relations theory, #tigly is primarily aimed at examining the
analytical concepts developed by scholars dealiitlg tlve threefold interaction between
sovereignty, the state, and secessionist movemeridferent schools of thought
concerned with the nature of the internationalesysénd its constituent components are
examined to shed light on the theoretical encodihgnrecognised entities within these
political science and international relations disses.

Although early works on unrecognised entities bgtSPegg, Charles King, Dov
Lynch, and other interdisciplinary analysts attesmdpto situate the phenomenon of the

unrecognisedle factostate within a status-centric conceptual schema ne concerned

32 Stephen D. Krasner, ‘Abiding Sovereigntyiternational Political Science Revie®2:3, (2001), p. 230.
3 |bid., emphasis added.
*Ibid., p. 230.
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with questions of external legitimacy), definingrecognised entities as fully-formed
states lacking a fundamental legitimising qualtiima possessed by other sovereign
bodies, was found to be a far from persuasive aegiim the case of Iraqi Kurdistan.
Despite the existence of a generalised list of ecogeised entities, a list which
incorporates Iragi Kurdistan, there exist notewypnpiolitical differences between cases
vis-a-visthe processes which led to their establishmentth@dnaintenance afe facto
autonomy over the long-term. Therefore the creiguotential of the unrecognised entity
as an analytical concept remains unexamined instesfrhow rationalist international
relations theoretical frameworks apply commonaliypd conceptual fixity to a
phenomenon where empirically such commonality betweases is highly elusive.

In its analysis of sovereignty and the issue oession, this thesis challenges the
Gestalt® understanding of unrecognised entities which hasfdundations in early
international relations and security studies exesien the status of unrecognised entities
in international law?® Firstly, this thesis adopts a theoretical andydital approach in
which equivalence with the sovereign nation-stat@bandoned from the outset. This
critical theoretical position is adopted in ordermake a clear distinction between this
study and extant objectified analysis of thesetiestas states ‘in waiting’ or states ‘in all
but name’; adopting instead the perspective thidtei§e units of political mobilisation do
not possessde jurerecognition as autonomous sovereign bodies, theyarstates and
the term “state” should not be used to define thenpmenon in question. By branding
unrecognised entities ade factostates’ significant material and theoretical baslare
placed upon the analytical concept — a burden wichands, on the one hand, that these
entities be quantified within the perceived hiehécal structures of the international state
system yet, on the other hand, simultaneously ddmémeir exclusion through modal
designations of illegitimacy. This theoretical gganent of the unrecognised entity as a
subaltern state, an insurgent state, or an abmmrat the logic and systems of

international law, fails to engage with the comppercesses and dynamics of secession

% The termGestalltis taken from the Germdbie Gestaltwhich is a term used to denote a ‘wholeness’ in
form and shape. The use of the term in this tHegities no direct association witbestalt psychology
The term is here used in its critical sense to ynipht within international relations and politicadience
discourses the analytical concept of the unreceghisde factostate has been defined in terms which
imbue the concept with concreteness and a sehafértendencies.

3 See Scott Pegg, ‘De Facto States in the Intemalti®ystem,’ Institute of International Relations —
University of British Columbiayorking Paper No. 211998.
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and ethno-political mobilisation which situate testities as arguably distinct (in form

and function) from the equivalent developmentahde experienced and fine-tuned by
sovereign states over considerably longer periddisrecognised entities may be nascent
or emergent ethno-political autonomies which redemn a generalised sense, the pre-
sovereign genesis of states, but to assume theyidunas states ‘in all but name’ is no

longer a reliable or persuasive argument givenvir@ables and enduring impairments

which contra-indicate accession to the club of seiga states in the majority of these

cases.

Importantly, this work engages with significant gap contemporary research on
sovereignty and the formation of autonomous palitmommunities. In particular, the
study addresses an absence of theoretical engagenterdynamics of illegitimatede
facto sovereignty and independence in unrecognised esjtitand how autonomy
movements and regimes (secessionist or otherwpsgate in an environment where the
aegis of the state persists as a significant lmgifactor despite the increasing relevance
of non-state or sub-national capacity and capgbilita globalised world. Whereas
earlier discussions concerning the status of umgr@sed entities have been uncritical of
notions of an international sovereign society ame@ tsymbolic existence of an
international ‘club’ of states, this thesis ideiet$f how sovereignty has been commodified
in both international relations and political s@erdiscourses on unrecognised entities.
This commodification, it is argued, has led to seignty’s problematic theoretical
construction along lines of attainment, award, actiievement as if it were a prize,
object, or political milestone marking transitiaonr illegitimacy to legitimacy.

In response, this thesis moves away from the confioation of sovereignty as
an object traded across the international systetnirsiead returns to earlier notions of
sovereignty as an irreducible and ongoing procésiatogue signified by principles of
ideology as well as the symbolic virtues and tiadal context of non-intervention in the
affairs of other states through the means of albsdbrce. Joseph A. Camilleri reminds
us that the ‘theory of state sovereignty paralieésevolution of the modern statebut in

recognising this relationship — a relationship oftgesented as a kind of synthesis of the

37 Joseph A. Camilleri, ‘Rethinking Sovereignty iShrinking, Fragmented World,’ in Walker &
Mendlovitz (eds.Contending Sovereignties: Rethinking Political Camity (Boulder and London: Lynne
Rienner Publishers, 1990), p. 13
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insights contained in both realist and rationalisternational relations theories —
Camilleri suggests that sovereignty ‘formalises #velving relationship between state
and civil society, between political authority apdlitical community®. This thesis
contends that sovereignty is no less of a proagssyolving relationship, in the case of
unrecognised entities which ladk jurerecognition of their autonomy and independence
in international law. The argument is made monehsiicated not just by recognising
the contentions of scholars like Camilleri and F.Htinsley, who both remind us that
sovereignty ‘is not a fact, but through utilising the epistemological varais
encountered across international relations, paliscience theory and critical geopolitics
to identify possible theoretical shortcomings im@emic approaches toward sovereignty
and the question of unrecognised entities. By tgmn approach to the question of
sovereignty which recognises similarities in reaships between political authority and
political community in both recognised and unregsgd systems, this work proposes a
relational structure which challenges the strudtrgalist view of an international system
consisting of sets of entities with intrinsic nasir qualities, and hierarchical status — a
view which has to date served as a theoreticaltpdieparture for an entire canon of
literature on unrecognised entities.

Likewise, literature on unrecognised entities iskad by a continuity of state-
centric approaches to sovereignty. The state @renof than not, presented as the
embodiment of constitutive politics in political ebry and the aspirational ideal of
secession movements. This discourse of stateismnis highly problematic in the
context of unrecognised entities. Firstly, unreusgd entities often emerge following
ethnic, religious, or ideological intrastate coctfliushering forth processes of separation
or secession, despite which most secessionistparatst actors are fated to remain a
constituent component of an existing sovereign badlyeit a territorially revised one
(usually defined as thearentor metropolitanstate in the literature). This makes state-
centric approaches to both sovereignty and secessi@ntities ill-fitting from a
theoretical standpoint because, at the discurgvel | the manifest image of the modern

nation state is always superimposed over poligcanharios in which popular politics is

%8 |bid.
% |bid.
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chequered with unresolved conflicts and far higlesels of intrastate instability and
territorial revision than have been experiencedrimst modern states in recent history.
Warren Magnusson argues that popular politics ‘ccet the juncture of localities and
movements, and that state-centric theories cortbeatharacter of politics by reifying
localities and movements as dimensions of the siatef prepolitical civil society”.
Magnusson’s alternative conceptual framework ferdhalysis of political community —
a framework focused docality and socio-politicamovement provides a highly useful
model for the textual analysis of political thegrigéeployed in studies on unrecognised
entities. Magnusson’s model switches the focusatdwsocial action and post-conflict
political entrepreneurship among localised socititipal movements, rather than placing
too great an emphasis on constructing the unresedrentity as gestaltobject — as has
so often been the case in international relatioms$ iaternational politics analytical
discourses. Likewise, sovereignty represents ideal type within the political
imagination which is equally symbolic, in termsitsf ideological significance, to both
autonomy movements and the nation state alike.afisdf its theoretical framework this
thesis separates the relationship between politigdilisation and political community
(observable at the local and socio-political leyefsom the symbolic and objectified
concepts of sovereignty and the state in acadeirmooarse which, it is argued, have far
less purchase upon, and primacy within, achievatityan these entities than academics
have so far assumed to be the case. Unrecognigées continue to thrive in the
international system without thde jure sovereignty and statehood reified by analysts
covering the subject since the early 1990s. Rkitinthe conceptual parameters of this
paradoxical relationship - the relationship betwterse entities and international society
- is the principal aim of this study.

This thesis understands sovereignty to be a prawfesgolved dialogue between
actors which is continually negotiated and re-negedl, rather than a commodity which
can be certificated or artificially deployed in adverse political climate as if it were a
product from the showroom floor. It also recogeisthat within literature on

unrecognised entities the analytical concept oesaignty has been used in such a way

“0\Warren Magnusson, ‘The Reification of Politicalr@munity’, in Walker & Mendlovitz (eds.), Op. Cit.,
p. 45.

36



as to create illusory distinctions between formgdiitical mobilisation in the ecology of
the global political system. The role of soveréygas a tableau representing symbolic
order in the political imagination of secessiomistl ethno-nationalist movements is also
acknowledged within this thesis. Consequently, fthenework adopted takes a critical
approach to sovereignty which reverses the traditialialectical relationship between
political theory andad hocarrangements like unrecognised entities, to oniehwplaces
sovereignty and the state in conceptual contexriésulations of symbolic order rather
than political processeper se The following section explores various theoatic
approaches to the state as a contested conceptaldmta site of contestation for

unrecognised entities and autonomy movements.

Theorising the State

Throughout literature on unrecognised entities,stheereign territorial state is posited as
an ideal type which is looked upon as the motivatianspiration behind secession and
ethno-political mobilisations seeking autonomy andependence as a pay-off. The
desire for statehood has been theorised as thenglrforce behind secession and
separatism in virtually all cases, especially ialgsis of the unrecognised entities found
in Eurasia and the Caucasus. Stock literaturdeofactostates defines the predicament
of the unrecognised entity within a bipolar dissmurof similarity and difference
resulting in a unique representation of the phemmmenhich is entirely state-centric in
outlook. The unrecognised state is defined aslairm physical form to the sovereign
state, in terms of defined populace, territory, groment and civil society, but remains
excluded from the club of international statesifernational ‘personalities’ as they are
sometimes referred to) due to the absence of etteznognition of their sovereigntys-
a-vis the ideological dialogue of non-intervention iretimternal affairs of sovereign
states adhered to lole jurestates.

Unrecognised entities, therefore, occupy a spdgehws simultaneously part of the
fabric of international statecraft — they resideéhii and among sovereign states — yet
they are excluded from the meta-narrativedefurelegitimacy. This final realisation is
one which has not been adequately addressed beragzd Instead, a discourse has

* See Pegg, Op. Cit.
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emerged within international relations and politiseience theory which promotes the
contention that these entities are states ‘in @lname’ which function as well as, if not
better than, the metropolitan parent states frorthvthey seek secessfin This work
contends that such narratives are illusory and wkséundamental processes which
distinguish unrecognised entities from sovereigtionastates. Of particular concern are
narrative definitions surrounding thie factostate which imply that states are easily
created through mechanisms of ethnic conflict, sgoa, and remedial dissolution via
simple processes of political separation akin tolifological concepts of cell division or
binary fission — that all which is required for theeation of a pre-sovereign state is the
ethnocratic detachment from a parent state, andctmsolidation of political and
territorial separatism following ethnic or intragtaconflict. Such a view, it can be
argued, is essentialised and simplistic, uninteafig reinforcing doctrines of state-
centrism at the same time as giving the freestiples¢ease to the consolidation of
political gains following conflicts in which the pauit of ethnic cleansing is rarely far
from view.

This study understands the state to be a contasdnultifaceted concept which
lacks the unitary qualities so often attributedtto literature on unrecognised entities.
In an interdisciplinary setting there are few unsadly accepted definitions of the state as
an analytical concept given the fact that the tesrased to describe federated entities,
polities, nation states, the sovereign state iermational law, the legal state and the
jurisdiction of its legislature, and myriad comiioas of the above. Nevertheless, whilst
open to contention, the term has an establisheaimgavithin literature on unrecognised
entities which allows a level of commonality betweexts in the field. Works by Robert
Jackson, Scott Pegg and Pal Kolstg can all betsaigproach the subject of the state
from a sovereignty based perspective in which sogaty, once attained, is viewed as
extremely difficult to lose, even when the statsasd to have ‘failed®. Unrecognised
entities, on the other hand, are envisaged asirggriswkwardly toward parity with
legitimate, recognised, sovereign states but fad tb a ‘freezing’ of the political map

during Cold War decolonisation processes and eatatge by international society to

“2 |bid.
3 See Jackson, 1993; Pegg, 1998; Kolsta, 2006.
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recognise the autonomy and effective governancplajied by some unrecognised
entitie$”. The unrecognised entity is, therefore, situatsitle existing literature on a
continuum which places it in a theoretical positanpre-sovereignty, with accession to
statehood being the next stage in the materialugiool of a territorially autonomous
political movement as it progresses toward gair@irggat at the table of sovereign states.
Of course, we do not have to interpret the workhafse scholars as they do, but their
normative encodings imply a judgement, and perragsejudice, about the distance
which exists between political movements calling &mtonomy and the secessionist
context through which their claims may be voiced.

Within the lean literary output on unrecognisedta® a subtext of advocating a
right of recognition is very often discernable. ig'argument takes a number of forms.
Within Pegg’s works thde factostate is cast as capable but stymied by intematiaw,
the victim of an institutional bias against secesSiin international society. Kolstg
argues that although their ‘modal tendency is wemdnomy and weak state structut®s’
unrecognised entities often possess an internangttn which, combined with
‘propaganda and identity building’ as well as beatde to ‘channel a disproportionately
large part of their meagre resources into milidejense [...] and enjoy the support of a
strong patron’ explains why these entities have cmitapsed’. These discursive
positions are based on long-standing generalisstoncerning the relationship between
unrecognised entities and the sovereign state.s $hidy urges the proliferation of
different interpretations of the mechanisms whiaktain unrecognised entities in order
to break with state-centric approaches hewn frooursy studies and international
relations scholarship. An important question isvhee position the political payoffs
which arise from intrastate war and secession latios to the pre-war status quo. Do
we approach the unrecognised entity frompoat factodiscursive position which views
them as pre-sovereign states, or do researchersambpthe subject from a position
which questions the emergence of unrecognisedesnfriom an already sovereign body;
and the effect of such a political genesis on tlseiosequent development given the

* See Pegg, Op. Cit.

> Pegg, 1998, p. 16.

6 P&l Kolstg, ‘The Sustainability and Future of Wrognised Quasi-Statedournal of Peace Research
43:6 (2006), 723-740.

“"bid., p. 723.
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reluctance of international society to accommodatgession. In this context and as part
of its theoretical definition of the state, thig#s recognises a duality in the relationship
between the state and the unrecognised entity witédes sovereign states firmly at both
the centre of the evolution of unrecognised erstisad as key brokers in deciding their
fate.

Iragi Kurdistan has been selected as a central stagly for this thesis as the
political evolution of a Kurdish autonomous enclaveéhe north of Iraq presents a unique
set of challenges to the assumptions and gendratisaconcerning statehood and the
pre-sovereign predicament developed within liteaton unrecognised entities. In the
case of Iraq, the relationship between the statetl@ autonomous entity is one where
neither is able to place significant political dexda upon the other. This has led to a
post-2003 landscape of mutual weakness within Igaditics which forces us to re-
evaluate the relationship between the state armhantous entities within thede jure
boundaries and reflect on how, as researchers, re@ these inter-relationships
theoretically. The example of Irag highlights masfythe ambiguities surrounding the
conceptualisation of the state in modern politidecourse. As suggested by Jens
Bartelson, ambiguities surrounding the state in enogbolitical discourse ‘may possess a
certain rationality of [their] own that could pro clues to how a given concept has
become ambiguous and why it has stayed ambigu@amtdenumerous efforts to clarify
it *®. As a case study, Irag’'s political developmend &mng history of ethno-political
conflict enables this study to develop hypotheseserning how the role of the state has
been conceptualised in literature on unrecogniseitiess. This thesis is not concerned
with ridding the concept of the state of those ayuities which Bartelson describes as an
‘avatar of unreason’ to political scientiéfsRather, this thesis examines how political
science and international relations discourses wmetognised states’ amde facto
‘states’ presuppose the presence of ‘statenesdijoih sovereign and pre-sovereign
entities regardless of other contexts. Thereforegrder to specify the concept and
distance this study’s analytical approach fromieavorks, the ternunrecognised entity

“8 Jens BartelsorT;he Critique of the Stai@&ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001),1p.
9 Ibid.
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is used throughout to operationalise the ambigwitych is a defining attribute of these
autonomous enclaves.

This study does not assume that unrecognisedemntépresent anit or objectof
the international system in the same respect giwdnlly sovereign states (regardless of
size or power). As is discussed in the chaptensiwfollow, many unrecognised states
inhabit an existential paradox in which the maiatae of autonomy over the long term
necessitates the continual negotiation and rersgwii of political parameters both
inside the autonomous enclave and its borderlaasisyell as between the spheres of
sovereign influence which surround it. Many of tparameters which enable an
unrecognised entity to survive are unrelated toasfde jurestatehood. Therefore this
thesis does not impose a state-centric concepfiethao-politics upon the phenomenon
in question. Instead it seeks to define thosetipaliforms and processes which occur
outside the conventional realm of politics and hgiit the existence of a different
theoretical domain for research into unrecognisedies. It is argued that the taxonomic
confusion within literature on unrecognised ergitrepresents, as Magnusson contends,
‘a distortion of political reality’ within the digpline which takes as its point of departure
the reification of political form and ‘enclosureather than the popular political activity

itself >°

Magnusson in particular highlights the state-asmtrof existing frameworks,
arguing that ‘[the] fact that movements can andbdost the enclosures of the state is
evidence not of their pre-political but of theiritioal character: their capacity to “found”

or create new forms of political community, politiédentity, and political actior?*

Theorising Secession

Unrecognised entities have long been defined azsstonist’ entities in works by Pegg
and other scholars. Secession is the most suiastant! overarching dynamic used to
define the phenomenon in international and politicaory. The fact remains, however,
that in the decades after scholars first definedelentities in secessionist terms, many of
them have not seceded from or have failed to sepamaany concrete sense from the

metropolitan state of which they form a part. Frtm perspective of this study, this

0 Magnusson, Op. Cit., p. 52.
*1 |bid.
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indicates the presence other factors and dynamicpley which have not been
incorporated into the theoretical schema used fmeléhese entities in international
relations, security studies, and political sciecostexts.

This thesis adopts a process-based approach tassbe of secession which
situates it within a range of strategies availablainrecognised entities which may or
may not be chosen and implemented. It is argueslthat a primary concern of political
movements in unrecognised entities is the mainemah autonomy over the long-term
under adverse political, geopolitical and intrastaircumstances. This may involve a
subversion of the rubric of statecraft and intaoratl! law to obstruct the use of force by
sovereign actors against the unrecognised entigpi@stion. This thesis examines how a
state of perpetual secession can be maintained tbeefong-term without the actual
breaking-away from a metropolitan sovereigntyal$o examines how this ossification of
guasi-independence introduces subtle changes asms into the symbolic order of
domestic and regional politics where unrecognisedies are situated. The relationship
between the Kurdistan Regional Government and thvement of Iraq is examined to
shed light on the role played by Kurdish discourgkseparatism and independence in
Iragi politics despite the formal disavowal of @essionist agenda by Kurdish statesmen.

As a study in ethno-politics, this thesis acknalgies how the concept of
secession has changed during the Twentieth Cefrtumy an earlier meaning which, as
Hudson Meadwell argues, encompassed calls for sggits in a union or compact to one
which is now more commonly deployed as a conceptdédine calls for self-
determination within narrower ethno-political, regal and historical contexfs The
study also recognises the symbolic meaning anateffiesecessionist mobilisations and
discourses within ethno-politics and secessionésg@ntation of a political challenge to
territorial integrity formalised in internationaWw. It is often suggested that the state is a
source of political order, but frequently exampéese where such order is achieved at
the expense of ethno-political rights, particularlythe case of states whose territorial
and cartographic presence is seen to violate etioneelands which are perceived as an

authentic representation of political communityc@mmunity which often constructs

*2 Hudson Meadwell, ‘Secession, States and IntemaliBociety, Review of International Studiea5,
(1999), pp. 386-7.
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remedial rights to secede around the experiensedression from the artificial order of
centralised authority. The history of Kurdish pioB within Iraq, Turkey, Iran and Syria
is highly evocative of ideological conflict betwetre ethno-political aspiration to create
an independent homeland and the desire of theaweati state to preserve its integrity —
an integrity reified in international law and supged by distaste for secession across
international society.

Whilst ethno-political conflict is recognised asatalyst for the development of
secessionist ambition, political mobilisation ardumghts-based agendas seeking self-
determination can emerge under conditions of peétces. argued that there exist a wide
range of conditions under which unrecognised estithay be formed and (as a departure
from the conceptual strictures of earlier scholgmsthis thesis proposes alternatives to
the secessionist model proposed in existing libeeat As part of its theoretical
framework, this study examines approaches towaed rétognition of unrecognised
entities and proposes a model which does not redat these entities be recognised as
de juresovereignties for us to make sense of their pla¢ke international system. It is
argued that the causal force behind political msdilon and autonomous governance in
these entities confers no obligation for recognitio international law. Autonomy and
self-determination can be accommodated and lim#sdn the case of Iraqi Kurdistan,
without ushering-in state break-up or reducingttretorial integrity of the parent state.
This is a dimension of unrecognised entities witnahk received no theoretical analysis in
existing scholarship. Evidently there is some deficy in the use secession as an
analytical concept in existing literature on unigmised entities, and this study develops
a model of secession as a process in which thef agfparation is but one part of a much
more complicated dialogue between non-sovereigmrgdhe authority of the centralised
state, and international legal convention.

As part of its theoretical re-definition of sedess this study looks at how
secession and partition are distinguished and heveoncept of partition is notable by its
absence from international relations and politisalence analysis of unrecognised
entities. The study draws on Brendan O’Leargralysing Partition: Definition,
Classification and Explanatio(2006) in which he argues that secession and ipartire

conceptually and theoretically distinct processedscwv should not be conflated by
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scholarg®. As existing literature on unrecognised entitias assumed alle factostates

to be secessionist, a quality built into the vegfirdtion of the phenomenon by Scott

Pegg, this thesis argues that processes othes#dt@ssion may be incorporated into our
understanding of these entities, processes supharéison which widen and enhance our
understanding of, on the one hand, political mehtlon and the development of ethno-
political autonomy, and on the other hand, our wstdading of how such mobilisations

are accommodated and tolerated within the inteynati system’s existing frameworks

and processes.

Secession, like sovereignty, in the case of umyeiced entities remains entirely
context dependent and case specific. Early lileeabn unrecognised entities which
attempted to implement a normative encoding offtinen and structural dimensions of
this ambiguous type of political ‘enclosure’ didtxplicitly identify the problem that no
two cases were ever identical. Subsequent analigsisot reject this normative encoding
of unrecognised entities as ‘secessionist entiteex]l de factostates’ opting for an
uncritical approach to both the objectified polticategorisation of these entities and a
one-dimensional approach toward the issue of siecessSuch a position completely
disregards the diversity among the objectives amboning of political movements
seeking autonomy. Tellingly, literature on unretisgd entities has often translated the
‘jJust cause’ approach to secession in terms oftipali structure and function, in
particular the measurement of how state-like it basome and whether it is achieving
the standards of representative governance and soeiety required by international
legislature. Whilst similarities may be found betm unrecognised entities and other
small states and newly independent nations (sudkoasvo), this should not translate
into the belief that because one unrecognisedyehtis achieved a certain level of
development, or implemented a certain model of guuece, that it will be possible for
all unrecognised entities to either achieve theesamdel of political development, or
levels of political stability and coherence necegsdor processes such as
democratisation.

3 Brendan O’Leary, ‘Analysing Partition: Definitiofassification and ExplanatiofyFPP Working
Papers27, (2006), pp. 1-7.
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The politics of secession and unrecognised esitpieses many a challenge to
existing theories of the state in internationahtiens and political science. When viewed
as an interplay between two co-existing objects éitwereign state and the unrecognised
entity) many insufficiencies come to the fore. Bertelson suggests, the state (as well as

the unrecognised entity) ‘dissolves at closer inpa™*

if viewed as a unitary object, or
actor. Therefore a study of the processes of semeshould recognise that secession has
historically occurred for different reasons (such the opportunities presented by
decolonisation during the second half of the TwethtiCentury), and involves a plurality
of actors and movements, strategies and ideologibgh lack any essential fixity or
normative qualities. We may need definite bouratsttie theorisation of secession but
inevitably, upon closer inspection, such fixity sdolves’ given the inchoate and
pluralistic nature of political movements and théedent interpretations of political
mobilisation which influence our understanding leéde issues. Of equal significance to
a study of this type is the problem of assumingdozat a level of distinction between
unrecognised entities, the parent states of whigy form a part, and the sovereign
actors who influence and shape the political ttajgc of these situations. A key
weakness of existing literature on unrecognisedtiesitis that they are too often
conceptually isolated from interrelated trendseigional politics.

The case of Iragi Kurdistan is used to highligha &xtremely integrated political
and economic position it is possible for an unredeed entity to occupy within a
regional context. This study attempts to depamfthe view of unrecognised entities as
pariah badlands, instead opting to analyse theactar of these political communities
and their ability to effectively engage in tradel axternal relations with sovereign states
and other actors in ways which cannot be countedethy the centralised apparatus of
the metropolitan parent state. Existing theoriesezession within the literature have
failed to account for the effectiveness of unredsgph entities in maintaining their
political and economic autonomy when actual proeesds secession and separation are
in abeyance, or have been halted altogether suchths case of Iraqgi Kurdistan. Thus,
existing theory has failed to distinguish betweecession and the devolution of power to

autonomous actors in many examples. This thesestiopns this apparent lack of

%4 Bartelson, Op. Cit., p. 139.
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theoretical flexibility within literature on unregoised states and examines why some
intellectual traditions have adopted a state-centiiieoretical understanding of
unrecognised entities despite the presence of lpiesaand differences which signify a
lack of conceptual fixity which has hitherto beeft Lnexamined.

It should be noted that so little research has h@weduced on the subject of
unrecognised entities that developing a theorefreahework from existing works (in
what is a far from cohesive canon of literaturegdmes a problematic endeavour;
especially when theoretical analysis has, in thgortg of works, been sidelined in
favour of analysing the history and politics of gheenclaves with a view to shedding
light on their legal status and political existemeehe international system. This is why
a methodology based upon textual analysis of exjsliterature was established as
essential for this study in order to examine thecepts of competing (and sometimes
allied) theoretical approaches toward unrecogneseiies.

Methodology

This study contributes to the theoretical analysisunrecognised entities within a
multidisciplinary framework. As such it is interdldo increase analytic leverage
available to political science, ethno-politics antkernational relations specialists when
describing and explaining political phenomena sumding unrecognised entities. The
study assesses the efficacy of existing literatune scientific discourse in enhancing our
theoretical understanding of political mobilisationsuch phenomena. Thus the study
examines and directly builds upon theories in egstliterature by identifying
inconsistencies within analytical concepts deployathin the field of research into
unrecognised entities, thereby raising researcistounes aimed at reformulating existing
approaches and identifying empirical cases for Wwhexisting theories struggle to
account.

The political development of Iraqi Kurdistan is fed as a deviating case which
requires the reformulation of existing theories @ndelected as this study’s primary unit
of analysis. As a single case, Iraqi Kurdistaridgenultiple observations which point to
inelasticity and inconsistency within theories deped since the end of the Cold War to

explain the form and function of unrecognised egit The case of Iragi Kurdistan
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presents a paradigm défacto independence which warrants its inclusiomainstream
debates concerning unrecognisdd factg states due to its longevity in the international
system, its degree of autonomy and independence thhe state in which it resides, as
well as its differentiated economic, political aimgdtitutional development from the rest
of Iraq. Its omission from the definition and aptE® cases afle factostates not only
widens the conceptual parameters of definitions tenahs used by academics to define
unrecognised entities, but significantly undermities theory with respect to the cases
explicitly covered within existing definitions, du@s Taiwan and the Turkish Republic
of Northern Cyprus. Therefore, in order to arratevalid generalisations and theoretical
conclusions, empirical differences between unreseghentities and differences between
the theoretical definitions of academics are ackadged in order to produce new and
unbiased assessments of theoretical conclusiomsl fiouexisting literatures.

As a textual analysis the study is aimed at theorttical refinement and
improvement of our understanding of unrecognisddies as unique phenomena in the
international system. It is therefore not a warlempirical rejection of earlier theoretical
contributions but an excursus on alternative exgtilans which both integrate and
eliminate existing theoretical approaches so thew theoretical frameworks may be
proposed which increase the sub-discipline’s aitalytleverage. The study also
examines the general character of theoretical lngsets applied to unrecognised entities
in international relations, political science, a®turity studies disciplines, and proposes
alternative explanations of causal mechanisms warehnot examined in the literature
thus far. In doing so, this thesis redefines @rdarguments and accounts of observed
empirical phenomena in unrecognised entities arldigad scenarios where issues of
self-determination, autonomy, secession and etlatiomalism coalesce to field
challenges to conventional wisdom on intrastatdliot® as a prelude to secession and
the creation of new states.

The work draws on a wide range of interpretatiesources which are not
confined to the realms of political science andetinational relations theories and
epistemologies. By adopting a multidisciplinarypegach to textual analysis within the
subject matter, the study identifies common assiomgtand generalisations applied to

unrecognised entities. These assumptions areetkemined to identify complementary
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arguments and inconsistencies, thereby synthesififigrent theoretical contributions
around alternative explanations for observed ewglipatterns. The study, therefore,
contributes to existing literature on unrecognigsdities by consolidating theoretical
knowledge on the subject, examining scientific disses within the field, and clarifying

conceptual attributes and empirical referents degglawithin the sub discipline.

Discourse Analysis

This study adopts an approach to discourse whidenstands the concept as embedded
in the clarification of the language use of thirkand the meanings, ideas, statements
and philosophies propagated by thiém The focus of this study being problems of
meaning within the textual output of scholars wilocus their analytical energies on
guestions surrounding unrecognised entities inrttegnational system, and the ways that
meanings, concepts, structures and theoreticaégtes have been produced and applied
in relevant texts. As the primary research methogployed by this study, discourse
analysis is achieved by compiling a representaseiection of texts on the particular
issue of unrecognised “states”, identifying the dwant discourse (or discourses) within
the field of study, then determining problematieas of theoretical discourse which
point to wider problems of typology and strucf§reWhilst this study does employ some
of the methods and techniques common to the widket 6f critical discourse analysis, it
is not a study of theories of discourse or appreadh discourse analysis in its respective
fields or sub-disciplinary categories. Throughtical discourse analysis of a specific
body of literature from international relations goalitical science disciplines, the thesis
guestions the way in which values have been tramesfeto the analytical concept of
unrecognised entities by scholars from a rangasziflines. The benefit of a discursive
methodology is that it enables the researcher ¢adadiscipline-specific constraints in a
way which still allows for the detailed consideoatiof texts. This is important for when
dealing with a subject such as unrecognised estities necessary to incorporate texts

from a wide range of research genres into one’l/sisa

5 Teun A. Van Dijk (ed.), ‘The Study of Discoursi,Van Dijk (ed.),Discourse as Structure and Process
(London: SAGE, 1997), p. 2.

* For an expanded summary of the methodologies mésdavith discourse analysis in political research
see Peter Burnham, Karin Gilland, Wyn Grant andL&gton-HenryResearch Methods in Politics
(Palgrave, 2004), pp. 246-249.
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Critical discourse analysis is a process descripedrairclough as ‘...not [the]
application of some pre-set code of principlesjsitpraxis and as such constantly
reengages theory and practice in a continuoushjrderming process of inquiry>” This
study follows the process described by Faircloughrdengaging theory and practice
within its methodology, via the critical engagemaiith texts produced by area studies
research into unrecognised entities since the &étlteaold war. Through this process of
engagement, the ‘historicity of discursive evetitsnd the ‘archaeology of knowledge
and experiencé® surrounding the analytical concept of the unrecsmgh “state” is
clarified as the intentions of the author becomatextualised. As a methodological
approach, critical discourse analysis is well slite the investigation of how scholars
have made, or attempted to make, such complexgadlghenomena intelligible.

As a work of critical discourse analysis, thisdst@dopts a diversity of focus with
respect to the conceptual functions and levels mdlygsis employed by scholars
researching the phenomena of unrecognised efilitidhis study looks at the emergence
of scholarship in this area and questions the hemeity which formed within the
discursive apparatus used by thinkers to descriloecantextualise the problem of the
unrecognised “state”. As part of its critical eggment, the work identifies the
intellectual basis for those ideas which subsedyerdme do dominate thinking on
unrecognised entities, as well as the political aptstemological environments which
greatly influenced the formation of the conceptlwé de factostate due to the security
and policy requirements of international actorsimyrspecific historical periods. The
immediate post-Cold War period is highlighted deeg phase in the development of the
field due to the dissolution of the Soviet Uniondatihe emergence of unrecognised
entities in and among the independent republicchvemerged thereafter. This thesis
traces the development of discourses in post-Satigties, specifically the discourses
surrounding the conceptualisationd# factostates, and identifies tensions between the
act of repeated usage of terms and concepts freamaoea of analysis, and their wider

application to global contexts over the long-ternrAs Mills argues, ‘A discursive

> Norman FaircloughCritical Discourse Analysis: The Critical Studylainguage(London: Longman,
1995), x.

%8 |bid.

%9 |bid.

% Ibid., p. 7.
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structure can be detected because of the sytetgadicihe ideas, opinions, concepts,
ways of thinking and behaving which are formed with particular context, and because
of the effects of those ways of thinking and behgvf' The repetition and re-creation of
unrecognised “states” adeal typesin the works of scholars creates the very disearsi
structures described by Mills. Theskeal types or textual conventions, create pressures
on the essential load-bearing concepts employethternational relations research,
especially if critical engagement with the core capts of analysis has been absent from
processes of inquiry within the field.

Through intertextual analysis it is possible tpestion the conceptual
homogeneity which has permeated the typologiesldeegd in this field of study. It also
enables the instrumental role of the academic #®gun defining the perspective from
which the object of study is contextualised, taopened up to scrutiny. As explained by
Fairclough, critical discourse analysis ‘...ensurerdion to the historicity of discursive
events by showing both their continuity with thesipéiheir dependence on given orders
of discourse) and their involvement in making higtgtheir remaking of orders of
discourse)®? Fairclough’s point is particularly salient in tmentext of the body of
literature dedicated to explaining and examiningeaagnised entities, as the conceptual
apparatuses developed during the mid to late 1880s a strong discursive continuity
between works. This continuity partly explains tbenceptual homogeneity which
endures despite the presence of mixed genres damgeneous approaches within the
field. It is this uncritical ‘remaking of orders discourse’ which this study principally
sets out to investigate through a close intertdxdnalysis aimed at identifying problems
of theoretical engagement with unrecognised estitie

The formation of a methodological approach whickeau critical discourse
analysis for analytic leverage requires an apptieciaof differences between texts.
These differences manifest through genre, dis@plmstorical period, convention and
purpose. All of these differences impact on theamirgg of the text and the approach
used to interpret and identify the discursive ltttés most applicable to the study. Many

works on unrecognised entities are a mixture odacac genres, methodologies and

®1 sara Mills,Discourse(London: Routledge, 1997), p. 17.
%2 Fairclough, Op. Cit., p. 11
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approaches spanning the period from 1990 to theepte It is therefore highly important
to differentiate between the purpose of texts &edevel of analysis represented by each

case. Fairclough describes ‘configurations of gshrwhich have ‘...become
conventionalised for particular categories of attivn particular types of social [or
academic] situatior’® He also argues that ‘A text type is situationallyd historically
quite particular, a genre is more abstract, thquagticular text types may be more or less
generically complexX”.

Fairclough’s appraisal is useful for understandivagk on unrecognised entities
as despite the employment of diverse methods amdeptual approaches; the field
displays a clear historical particularity (alongsia generic complexity) with established
conventions and configurations which have not resicritical engagement. From the
outset, this study identifies the particular histak conditions which shaped and formed
attitudes toward the properties of unrecognisedtient and the development of
discourses which shaped international relations @oidical science understandings of
the concept. As highlighted by Fairclough, manitical discourse analysts fail to
adequately historicise their data (the text), armtipce analysis which does not, on the
one hand, make explicit the role of ‘historical diions’ in shaping discourse, and on
the other hand, specify the role of such discauisewider historical processés To
avoid these problems this study grounds its irtéutd analysis in the historical contexts
specific to each work.

The thesis also assesses discursive processe$ Whioutside the specific
production of meaning within academic literaturés a study grounded in political and
developmental processes observable in Iragi Kundistnd the region in which it is
situated, this thesis discusses discourses assocvweth the creation of autonomous
Kurdish politics in northern Iraq since the endtbé first Gulf War in 1991. The
economic development of Iragi Kurdistan analysedhapter five is an important case
study as the discourses of power and political ghaarticulated within the political
rehabilitation of Iragi Kurdistan are widely pub$ed through Kurdish media channels

and have been the subject of increasing academitirsc since the 2003 invasion of

% Ibid., p. 14.
% |bid.
% Ibid., p. 19.
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Irag. The political economy of Iragi Kurdistan higghts many areas where research into
unrecognised entities has not shown the necessg@acity to incorporate cases which
challenge theideal types and case-specific definitions developed in the %990
Marketisation and economic change is discusseddialight the emergence of a new
public discourse in Kurdish society, one which eet§ changing societal identity in
response to federal recognition and one which gsgsean international character which

is arguably unique.
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Note on Definitions

For the sake of clarity it is necessary to includérief note on the definitions used
throughout this thesis.

The terms ‘unrecognised entity’, ‘unrecognised fi entity’, ‘unrecognised
state-like entity’, ‘autonomous entity’, ‘autonomous politicantity’ (and derivations
thereof) are used, where appropriate, to make eemtnal move away from the ternde’
facto state’, ‘quasi-state’, ‘semi-state’ and other deatgpns found in existing literature
to define unrecognised entities add factoindependent regions which function and
operate in the international system but lack forreabgnition of their sovereignty.

The use of the term ‘unrecognisedtity’ and not ‘unrecognised state’ is part of
the conceptual model of the thesis in that coreothgses are based on the problem of
associating ambiguous and problematic politicahades with states and statehood —
two independent qualifications which are not yetaiaed or possessed by an
unrecognised entity. The terminology selectedescdbe the phenomenon in question is
designed to avoid equivalence with the state (asitaof international organisation) and
recognises that the theoretical problem in focusasfluid and imprecise to be cast as a
unitary actor equivalent (at the objective levelatsovereign state. The term ‘state-like’
is therefore used to differentiate between the atbjef study (ambiguous and
unrecognised entities) and the concept being supesed onto it (the concept of state).

The designation ‘ambiguous’ is used in this contextlenote a changeable and
ill-defined status, which includes unrecognisedtusta and one in which each
unrecognised entity presents a unique and ambigeases for which we cannot produce
or employ exactly the same meaning in each of them.

The term ‘entity’ has a specific meaning withinstlihesis and is used to describe
a de factoindependent system (or systems) of governance, dg factoindependent
region, which has no formal status @e jurelegitimacy in international politics, and
remains conceptually ill-defined. The use of tleent entity is not intended to be
controversial or perfunctory in its depoliticisieffect on the object of study; rather it is
intended to increase the theoretical and concep&yedrage available to the author

throughout the study.
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2. Unrecognised Entities as Analytical Concepts:
Problems in International Relations and Political
Science Approaches

One of the major problems encountered by reseaéhdhat unrecognised entities still
fall between the gap which arises at the interseadif political science and international
relations epistemologies, with the effect that ghambiguous political scenarios receive
the worst conceptual treatment from both disci@ias a result. Political scientists might
know how to engage with the ontology and empirtdbalamics of unrecognised entities,
but often they do not know very much about intaoret! relations theory. Conversely,
the traditional international relations preoccupatiwith sovereignty andde jure
statehood often inhibits a more nuanced readinghef complicated socio-political
realities that exist within unrecognised entitiesl #ghe intrastate conflicts which often lie
inside and in close proximity to them. There awghfer problems in that by far the
greatest portion of analysis into unrecognisedtiesthas focused on separatst facto
states in Eurasia and the Caucasus, namely Nad@anabakh, Transnistria, South
Ossetia, Abkhazia and the metropolitan “parenttestdrom which they have seceded.
This has had the unfortunate effect of tethering $kudy of unrecognised entities to
specific post-Soviet geographic and political exBapwhich are not necessarily a
comparative conceptual fit with the Kurdish enclanenorthern Irag which forms the

main case study of this thesis.

Precipitation of the Problem in Conceptual Litersgu

To compile a list of contemporary scholarship omegngnised entities is, for the main
part, to compile a bibliography on post-Soviet pcdl developments in Eurasia and the
Caucasus. Because of this regional focus, unrésedyrentities which lie outside these
Eurasian contexts have been rendered a compardjuact with scarcely more than
cursory attention being paid to the relevant cingiéss provided by Iraqi Kurdistan and
other examples. In tethering analysis of ‘unrecegph states’ to a post-Soviet regional

focus (both in terms of empirical analysis and thgrthe historical emergence of
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separatist entities during the 1990s) leads maiityngs on the Eurasian / Caucasiate*”
facto states” to normative, repetitive and arguably @asmclusions which are of limited
utility when used to tackle the empirically diveng@nd constantly evolving international
politics of unrecognised entities. Throughout tleepus of literature dealing with these
entities one will find them referred to asle’ factd, ‘failed’, ‘pseudo-’, ‘neo-’,
‘unrecognised’, ‘quasi-’, ‘semi-’ states and emsti The numerous subtle differences
between all of these designations has creatediatisih where the handful of academics
dedicated to the study of this phenomenon havetethaheir own respective courses
through available political science and internatiomelations theories to arrive at a point
where normative assumptions and causal generalisatian be attempted to explain the
position of these entities in international society

From the outset, therefore, the question of unmeiseg entities becomes a
guestion of terminology, which in turn greatly dege on the degree of conceptual fixity
within the subject matter. This leads to a comptexrphological terrain of contested
terminologies used to define what already represemt ambiguous and inherently
unstable concept. Conceptual fixity is unfortuhasssumed in the majority of cases due
to the limited body of literature which exists onrecognised entities and the way in
which these entities have been defimedlib by academics out of sheer necessity. It is
guestionable whether the level of conceptual fixityich has been assumed and applied
in the study of unrecognised entities sufficieriplains the contradictory and very often
surprising political developments which occur whergecognised entities are found.
The fact that many of these entities have remaimadstate of illegitimacy for nearly two
decades, yet some academics still contend that filnsgtion better than their parent
state$, leaves an un-tackled paradox at the very cerftitheodebate on unrecognised

entities and their place in the international syste

! See Scott Pegg, ‘De Facto States in the Interrati8ystem,’Institute of International Relations —
University of British ColumbiaWorking Paper No21, (1998); Scott Pegglnternational Society and the
De Facto Stat¢Aldershot: Ashgate, 1998); Dov LyndBngaging Eurasia’s Separatist Stai@gashington
DC: United States Institute of Peace, 2004); P8kt ‘The Sustainability and Future of Unrecogdise
Quasi-States Journal of Peace Research3:6 (2006), 723-740; Pal Kolstg & Helge Blakkisy ‘Living
with Non-recognition: State- and Nation-building $outh Caucasian Quasi-statdsyirope-Asia Studies
60:3, (May 2008), pp. 483-509.
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Recourse to the comparative study of cases drawm the Eurasian/Caucasian
paradigms has become an integral component of agadmnalysis into so-calleddée
facto states’ and this is not due to any dearth or tdakxamples to be found in the wider
international system. The field of research imoegognised entities has been driven by
scholars whose principal focus has been on a highlg grouping of unrecognised
entities in Eurasia, the Caucasus and a clustenayé marginal, region-specific, post-
Soviet contexts (such as the brief existence ofeaksaway republic in Chechnya). It
follows that those scholars who have so far drigeademic research ae factostates
have failed, perhaps unwittingly, to build theoribsit accommodate developments in
other parts of the world where the presence of aogeised entities in the interstate
system is felt. For example, the emergence ofeantlrag as an autonomous Kurdish
sphere of influence, and then a fully functioningamomy regime, has received scant
attention from scholars leading researchdenfactostates. This gap in analysis can be
attributed to the analytical tendency to portrag tle factostate as predominantly a
Eurasian / Caucasian construct, first and forenvasgreas examples like Iragi Kurdistan
merely confuse the debate given that they preseset af variations on the established
theme and are not easily accommodated by the tiefiniset-out in post-Soviet analysis
on unrecognised entities. Although Iraqi Kurdisten a solitary example of an
unrecognised entity in the Middle East, it nonetbslrepresents an important case which
challenges the theoretical frameworks currentlyliagpby scholars to unrecognised
entities the world over.

This thesis presents the argument that a new thearsynthesis on unrecognised
entities and autonomous territories is long overduargues that that scholars should
begin to consider how the dominant ethno-politstedtegies which underlie processes of
de factoindependence are driven at a grassroots levelpuraly in political science or
international relations terms, but in a more crusramaginative sense which deals with
the functions of these entities as actors and btd#ers in territorial revision, political
change and structural upheaval within the fabricgtabal politics. The argument
identifies a set of assumptions which have beahdawn within international relations,
security studies and political science discourskat tdefine, albeit poorly, the

phenomenon of the unrecognised state and its plate international system. In other
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words, scholarly opinion has laid down a set ofigples, value judgements, criteria, and
categorisations which must be satisfied if an ungacsed entity is to be qualified asla
facto state. The principles, or ‘aesthetics’, by whibk de factostate is defined, have
become fixed. However, there is a problem withhsacset of fixed defining principles
when we try and make these aesthetic qualificatiibradl unrecognised entities in a one-
size-fits-all manner. It clearly does not work dondthe most part research de facto
states in the Eurasian paradigm is of little corapae use when, for example, one looks
at the dynamics of Kurdish autonomy in northermylra

No two unrecognised entities display the same depaditical, social and
economic realities. Yet the aesthetic impact afoognised autonomous mobilisation
and territorial revision through ethno-politicalndlact are highly potent and destabilising
forces within the international political, economand diplomatic landscape wherever
unrecognised entities are to be found. The poart be made clearer still if it is
recognised that the unrecognised entity, as aaifirpolitical mobilisation, is continually
driving forward and evolving new strategies and the evolution is a regular feature of
their survival strategies in the international syst- especially when the stigma of
illegitimacy is ever present as a factor which taiks against normalised political
relations within the international state systemheTterm ‘unrecogniseéntity used
throughout this study is unlike the designatide factostate’ in not being a vehicle for
positivist pronouncements on the future of terrdbrevision and the creation of new
states after the Cold War. In an era of increasititastate (internal) conflict and
political turbulence, the potential emergence of @@d as yet unimagined unrecognised
political entities remains a reality highly neglegtby academics and policymakers alike.
Our understanding of the physics of intrastate lgtrdnd state disintegration requires a
new theoretical stance on the function of unrecggphientities, so that new strategies to
accommodate these units into the internationaltipali and economic nexus can be

proposed and conflicts managed fluidly.

Reformulating Mainstream Discourse

Unrecognised, illegitimate or unlawfdle factoindependence has come to represent a

degenerate isolationism for unrecognised entitieelivgoes hand-in-hand with tropes of
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ethnic war, corruption, sleazy elite activity, wadism, and shadowy criminal
economics. This vision of autonomy-in-motion ca#t® unrecognised entity as
disinterested and adventurist cut off from thetlegite and condemned to a future as a
criminalised badland, a place of insecurity andhetpolitical introspection in need of
border patrols to prevent the outside from gettimg Whilst in recent years there has
been a move away from the image of ‘criminalisedldnads’,de factoindependence by
sub-national minorities is widely assumed to haveal&rgy to anything legitimate and is
routinely constructed as a security threat. Thastipular discourse on unrecognised
entities deserves a reputation for being the prooiuealist international relations theory
and for loading the dice in favour of state-cemntriiaving tarred nearly all unrecognised
entities with the same disparaging forecast madehiase in Eurasia and the Caucasus
during the period immediately following the collapsf the Soviet Union. Similar
forecasts are routinely made for other ambiguoagedike entities depending on the
political climate of the moment.

Viewed from an alternate perspective, the unrecmghientity is autonomy-as-
independence, which is, in a certain way of thigkaiout it, not just the essence of the
entrepreneurship behind autonomous mobilisationf bBu form of autonomous
mobilisation that excels at providing functionsadten assumed to be the sole preserve of
the state. When operative the unrecognised eistibapable of functioning extremely
effectively, and this has led some scholars to ggise that it is supposedly as good as a
state. Iragi Kurdistan, for instance, comes oftdyethan most of its contemporaries in
this regard. However we should be extremely wadrtaking equivalence with statehood
too far as unrecognised entities operate withiiffarént set of political (and conceptual)
parameters which preclude the attainment of stakkho Central to the argument
presented here is developing an understanding wfthe unrecognised entity has been
misrepresented by its apologists and critics alikedeed, there is now a pressing need
for a theoretical and conceptual revision of theoaomy of unrecognised entities which
gives greater depth of analysis to examples inrgpiaets of the world over the post-

Soviet examples which have so far dominated sc$lailain this field of research.

2 See Charles King, ‘The Benefits of Ethnic War: Urstiending Eurasia’s Unrecognised Stateé#orid
Politics, 53, (2001).
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The majority of interdisciplinary analysis onracognised entities has focused
on Eurasia and the Caucasus, a tradition whichdsiihinates thinking on the problem
and one which draws heavily on Scott Pegg’s intesnal relations formulations ade
facto statehood. The descriptive qualifications Peggched to the problem were
quickly transferred to a post-Soviet context by Dioynch®, which in turn led to a
perspective on unrecognised entities as secedssimtifies vis-a-vis the wars of Soviet
successich Pegg, in a paper on unrecognised entities edide Facto States in the
International Syster(1998) defines thale factostate’ as:

...a secessionist entity that receives popular supgad has achieved sufficient

capacity to provide governmental services to a rgipepulation in a defined

territorial area, over which it maintains effectis@ntrol over an extended period of

time?
Through the course of his analysis, Pegg introduse$o many other parameters and
variables which have the potential to either enbamrclimit the trajectory of de facto
state’s existence. These are variables not indludePegg’s definition such as size,
limited numbers, economic conditions, war, and &k laf juridical standing. It can,
therefore, be argued that Pegg’s quoted definitemtompass little more than half of the
causal circle by which unrecognised entities ate abdefine or situate themselves in the
international system. Pegg’'s definitions have bsatisfactory until now as they have
served the needs of scholars and policymakers watbsstions have been firmly fixed
on questions of international law, legitimacy, effee governance and the fragmentation
of hegemonic structures in post-Soviet Eurasian¢@sian contexts.

The fact that not all unrecognised entities represecessionist entities; that they
do not all possess a defined territorial area; dvad effective control is not always
maintained over this territory for an extended @erhas been overlooked in most
analysis and, until now, the limitations within Bé&y definitions have remained
unchallenged. In other words, by limiting his défon of thede factostate to the

normative language of quantitative and formally sueable criteria, Pegg overburdens

3See Dov Lynch, Op. Cit.

* Charles King, Op. Cit.

® Scott Pegg, ‘De Facto States in the Internati@yatem, 'Institute of International Relations, University
of British ColumbiaWorking Paper No.21, 1998, p. 1.
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the main load-bearing element of his thesis asngsiry diversifies. This is proof that
by their very ambiguous nature unrecognised estiiee poorly served by current
normative international relations and political esaie definitions. The conceptual
ambiguity of unrecognised entities is an affrontréalist theory as they cannot be
explained with precision through definitions of soeignty, statehood, territory and
international law alone. Pegg’s definition représea genuine insight but it cannot be
generalised indiscriminately (as it has been witthia limited available literature on
unrecognised entities) to impugn unrecognised legitimate entities that do not fall
within the rigid parameters and principles he seiisto define thele factostate. This is
why the term de factostate’ now needs to be recognised as represemtiogcept from a
particular moment in international relations anditpal science thinking.

The unrecognised entity has not been integratextivg international system and
therefore it should be distinguished from both $lgstem and the system’s primary unit
of organisation — the state. To rethink autonospgcifically the subjective and idealised
autonomy andde facto independence encountered in unrecognised entitfegns
challenging the old, and still dominant, idea thatecognised entities exist in a form of
isolation or withdrawal from international societythey are a symbolic part of its very
fabric. This de-worlded vision of thee factostate, so common throughout the Eurasian
paradigm, was crystallised by Pal Kolstg’s papée Sustainability and Future of
Unrecognised Quasi-Staté8006)° By setting ‘failed states’ in diametric oppositito
‘quasi-states’, defined by the latter’s illegitingacreliance on propaganda, identity-
building and channelling meagre resources intotanyli defence, Kolstg set the seal on
failure to achieve international recognition assexitial apartness. For Kolstg, the quasi-
state’s autonomy corresponds to political transsemrca prelude to full independence or,
alternatively, disappearance through a variety efins, which he bases on examples
drawn from the Eurasian paradigms and the formego¥lavia. For Kolstg it matters
little whether or not the quasi-state (& factostate) hankers after recognition, apartness
or integration as all eventual outcomes will bedoa®n compromise. His position

attributes little recognition to the power of autamy movements as it gives no credence

® pal Kolstg, ‘The Sustainability and Future of Urogeised Quasi-Stateslournal of Peace Research
43:6, 2006, pp. 723-740
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to strategy or the complex ways in which groupsiggite to project their identities on
local, regional and international platforms. Ag#alstg’s work is a good example of
how international relations and area studies disssu conceptually isolate the
unrecognised entity from the international statgteay for the sake of conjecture.

The unrecognised entity is greatly influenced bg tecentralising power afe
facto independence despite the fact that all such estitave inherited parameters, both
physical and political, which are normally transged repeatedly. Inherited parameters
have not, for example, prevented Irag’s Kurds tgkesponsibility for and taking control
of all those internal dynamics which impinged onirderfered with the transition from
protected enclave tde factoautonomy. This is precisely due to the way in \uhicis
manifestation of Kurdislde factoautonomy in northern Iraqg is expansive, that isag, it
possesses the radical dynamism necessary to mowe ¢risis zone to state-like

autonomy, albeit unrecognised.

Escaping the “Prison House” of International Relartis

There has been no substantial theoretical debattherfundamental processes which
fuelled the development ade factoindependence in the cases of the unrecognised
entities which emerged in Eurasia and the Caucaduss has left many unanswered
guestions surrounding why some unrecognised engtelure in a state of illegitimacy,
and others disappear irretrievably through eitlesabsorption into the parent state, or
recognition. If we recognise that the unrecognisetity does not exist in isolation from
underlying political, ideological and communal dymes in the interstate system, and
that de factoindependence thrives under transformed territogatial and institutional
circumstances, then why has there been no revigiothe conceptual treatment of
unrecognised entities in international relationd palitical science inquiry? The answer
may lie in the fact that a more multidisciplinagctis is needed to remove unrecognised
entities from the theoretical tyranny of internatb politics and international relations
discourses which remain preoccupied with sovergigmd sovereign states as the
principal units of political authority in the inteational system. Etatist schools of
international relations have made apparent théhagstdistinction between ‘acceptable’

and the ‘unacceptable’ in their differentiation weeén forms of sovereignty. Richard
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Devetak lends a critical eye to what he terms ‘@bgmatic prioritisation of the political
over the moral’ in his essayetween Kant and Pufendorf: humanitarian intervemi
statist anti-cosmopolitanism and critical intermatal theory (2007). In this work
Devetak engages many key points of critical inteomal theory which, although fielded

outside the context of unrecognised entities, rfeeless remain important. He argues:

[...] politics is often the clash between differemue rationalities or moral criteria

for judging practices and policies. We might saattholitics is defined by the fact

that it is never autonomous, never entirely claseah itself, never finally separated

from the moral, legal, economic and even aesthepberes... Morgenthau

recognised that ‘the political sphere (like allet) is in reality never pure, and that

all spheres interpenetrate in ways that reflectstnectures of power and interest

operating in different ways at different times qu1mbes7
Applying Devetak’s omni-directional analysis in tleentext ofde factoindependent
unrecognised entities helps us take account ofven eéxpanding range of forces and
influences which act upon these entities. Thidbksaus to embed a variety of possible
developmental outcomes and ambiguous state-likeasios into their social, cultural and
ethno-political contexts, bringing the advantagesoaiated with a more multidisciplinary
approach into our academic analysis.

Alternatively, through the process of refiguring ttneaning and function of the
unrecognised entity in contemporary scholarship, #@eepen the notion of the
unrecognised entity’'s autonomy in the context afbglisation — as an actor in a
globalised world — providing an expansion of thaaaptual scope of these entities which
is simply not available within the field of studg & stands. The degree to which the
unrecognised entity’s assumed autonomy is definethé exclusion from consideration
of certain types of information is made clear bg limited scope of Pegg’s definition and
the alteration of earlier designations by Kolst#. de factoindependence is defined
through a less constrained causal continuum, thescognised entity becomes
reconfigured in terms of autonomous agency as @upts being defined as the product
of rigid and limiting constraints imposed by anawhstic international conventions
which seek to either constrain the potential ofitimial revision or steer autonomy

movements within unrecognised entities toward timsyit of legal sovereignty as a form

"Richard Devetak, ‘Between Kant and Pufendorf: hutaa@an intervention, statist anti-cosmopolitanism
and critical international theoryReview of International Studie33, 2007, 151-174
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of default reflex. The problematic discourses whétnerge out of analysis focusing on
the post-Soviet unrecognised entities seeminglytepts the interests of realist
international relations theory (by excluding amlmgs structures of political
mobilisation) instead of extending our comprehem&ibnon-state autonomy beyond the
twin pillars of sovereignty and legitimacy. Schslauch as Kolstg have portrayed the
unrecognised entity as an ethno-political hegemahigh requires recognition so that it
may realise an appointed destfhyhilst this view is only held by a few scholassich
portrayals are rarely, if ever, analysed as counjest in light of the fact that many
unrecognised entities will fail to attade jurerecognitionand may not seek recognition
as the most expedient outcome for interest grongsstakeholders within their borders.
It can be argued that the pre-recognition strudgteself-determination and autonomy
(both cultural and ideological) has always beetnguortant catalyst for conflict, as well
as being a maker of states. However, with so fewes created through secession in the
contemporary period there is a pressing need foe-avaluation of the notion that
unrecognised entities are states ‘in waiting’ @tes ‘in all but name’, as they may be
neither.

A problem arises when we assume that the end tohwdm unrecognised entity’s
legitimizing strategies are aimed is to be juselikde jure sovereign. It is highly
guestionable to assume that the unrecognised efdityocratises or liberalises for the
express purpose of gaining recognition (or somerotheasure of legitimacy) from the
international club of states. Writers such as Ragge portrayed unrecognised entities as
so desperate to prove their capacity to governdesperate to be bestowed with
legitimacy that they have been described as bargged to resort to ‘playing yesterday’s
game® in their bid to convince the international comntyrof their right to statehood.
This argument is far from persuasive because ugresed entities endure illegitimacy
and survive in asymmetric political conditions bytitods which render recognition an
aesthetic luxury. It is at this point that weachk the intersection between international
relations and other disciplines on this issueerimtional relations discourse da facto

states has provided us with the idealised picthag &ll unrecognised entities desire, or

8 See Pal Kolstg & Helge Blakkisrud, ‘Living with R@ecognition: State- and Nation-building in South
Caucasian Quasi-stategurope-Asia Studie$0:3, (May 2008), pp. 483-509.
° Scott Pegglnternational Society and the De Facto Stgkdershot: Ashgate, 1998) p. 128; 148-9
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intend, to become fully legitimate sovereign stategh the entire realist theoretical
schema that this picture entails.

A more pessimistic diagnosis was delivered betwi8 and 2004 by academics,
from a range of disciplinary backgrounds, operatirign within the paradigm of the
post-Soviet unrecognised entities, yet the samthetés representation of unrecognised
states is adhered to. For example Dov Lynch, srbbokEngaging Eurasia’s Separatist
States(2004), urges the international community to setaBia’s conflicts (especially
those centred around unrecognised entities) ompatie to settlement as otherwise ‘The
conflicts will not resolve themselves, and the detd states will not disappear of their
own volition.”® This statement implies, rightly or wrongly, ththe de factostate and
unrecognised state-like scenarios are a destalglinrce within Eurasia, and one that the
international community could well do without ifwishes to mitigate its strategic risk.
Lynch goes on to suggest that the Eurasian zonheofformer Soviet Union will be
‘confirmed as a zone of strategic risk, emittingc@stant pulse of instability while
slowly collapsing internally** In addition, Charles King’s paper entitl@tie Benefits of
Ethnic War: Understanding Eurasia’s Unrecognisedat& (2001) concludes on a

similarly pessimistic note:

Peace has now become something like a public gamdyutcome from which all
groups might potentially benefit but which entaitsne sacrifice from all interested
parties. Just as the political economy of war parpetuate violence, so too the
institutions of Eurasia’s unrecognized states havaured that the benefits born of
conflict continue to accrue to belligerents on bsithes, the erstwhile losers as well
as the beginnellg.
King goes on to argue that solutions which offe thternational community the most
diplomatic cover will, most likely, fail to ‘altethe basic structure of power...[and] would
simply legitimise the continued division of thegatss into areas controlled by central
governments and areas where their writ does not'fuiihe problems identified by King

hint at the existence of pressing conceptual probleesiding at the very heart of the

0 poy Lynch, Engaging Eurasia’s Separatist Stai{@¥ashington DC: United States Institute of Peace,
2004) p. 143.

% bid.

12 Charles King, ‘The Benefits of Ethnic War: Undarsiing Eurasia’s Unrecognised Stat&ggrld
Politics, 53 (2001), p. 550.

13 Ibid., p. 551
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treatment of unrecognised entities in internatigualitics. King ends his paper with a
warning that the peripheral existence of Eurasimisecognised entities is not a viable
dynamic in which to build democratic governance.

Scholars such as Kolstg and Blakkisrud reject Kraggument, instead preferring
to promote the thesis that the ethnic purity foumdome unrecognised entities is itself a
catalyst for pluralistic democracy. They contehdtt ‘According to social philosophers
such as John Stuart Mill (1859) and Robert Dahl71}9 pluralistic democracy will
develop more readily in [ethnically] homogenousisties than in divided one$® This
ethnocratic angle on the problem can be discreditedeast due to its legitimising effect
on the pursuit of ethnic war, but also for the féett in the case of unrecognised entities
neither pluralistic democracy or ethnic purity atdficient prerequisites for recognition.
King suggests that current dynamics ‘call into questhe academic lenses through
which researchers have viewed the problems ofstta war* This point appears to
have been ignored within subsequent scholarshipummecognised entities. King's
assertion that Western policy interest in the Badkand the Caucasus made unrecognised
entities a matter of interest within security sagdis of particular importance as it goes
some way to explaining why the concept continuebdadefined in terms of security,
law, conflict management, and a state-centric magonal relations discourse. The
conceptual problem may be that in actuality it istoaomy and mechanisms of
independence in these cases whiatheidacto rather than the state or the case for a state.

Definitions which emphasise the perfunctory positof unrecognised entities,
and categorisations that relegate these entitidheeriphery of international society
have so far hindered the emergence of a more ndaapproach to thele facto
independence possessed by these entities. Thigesntphe need for a new analytical
framework through which we can redefine the positaf these entities in both the
international and interstate systems. Conventisvistiom holds that separatist groups
and secessionist movements threaten the territoriaefrity of states whose primary
desire is to maintain their own borders and safebttzeir economic resources. Realist

wisdom would hold that the balance of power (ke telative power of the host state to

14 pal Kolstg & Helge Blakkisrud, ‘Living with Non-cegnition: State- and Nation-building in South
Caucasian Quasi-stateEurope-Asia Studie€0:3, May 2008, p. 506.
15 H

Ibid.
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inhibit secession) will also determine the sucamstailure of separatist movements, as
well as the level of external support receivedthar seceding territory. It is questionable
whether the cases studied within the Eurasian/Giamcacontext carry the universal
utility to be representative of the dominant styage of all unrecognised entities. Thus
the application of conventional approaches basexh upalist theory struggle to provide
the necessary elasticity or scope for the intgohgkics of intrastate conflict to be studied
in new theoretical and conceptual contexts. Evelitigal science analysis within a
Eurasian context, such as the thesis proposed iy, iK§ ambiguous in a theoretical sense
as it relies on grounding the empirical, and thegarative, within undefined parameters.
Many of the claims made about unrecognised enttiestherefore, lacking in conceptual
detail and still remain unchallenged in academialysis. Mainstream discourses on
unrecognised entities have not developed a critcahceptual approach to the
international relations of intrastate conflict ardeed, a framework for examining how
complex processes and functions dd facto independence define an unrecognised
entity’'s existence. Many questions remain unaslespecially those pertaining to
dynamics which sustain ideology, identity, powend apolitical mobilisation within
unrecognised entities. Perhaps the most pressaideon is how can we flux or bend the
concept of the unrecognised entity so that it myér represents do-it-yourself statecraft
but a more theoretically and conceptually distimbble.

The point here is not to adopt any particular epmstlogical position but to
rethink the primacy of legitimacy seeking and debainde juresovereignty, to instead
turn our attention to the unwritten rules, tensjatigisions and fractured landscapes of
the contemporary international society in whichaomgnised entities thrive. Legitimacy,
as a value judgement, has become utterly contentidnstead of representing a holistic
conceptual framework from international relatiorieedry, one in which subjective
capacities to govern and reasons for statehoodnesasured, legitimacy has been
fragmented. No judgement of legitimacy can be madkout it being compared with
equivalent judgements made by people with differetitno-political, gender, class,
regional, geographic, political, economic or cudfuinscriptions. This is why the
continuous remapping of political identity and spdwas led to the disaggregation of

legitimacy from established dialectics, as wellasubtle decline in the fortunes of
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territorial nation states. No single code or measent of legitimacy can now be

asserted because this would always be thought ithjnamthe post-modern conditions

associated with the hermeneutics of governanceriageging one sector of society, or

political ideology above all others. It is, theved, quite startling that unrecognised
entities have been defined in terms that lack antydf relativism — aesthetic, theoretical,

empirical, scientific or otherwise. If a new apach which recognises the importance of
unrecognised entities and other territorial revisiteads to a greater level of theoretical
relativism, it is only because the paradigms ofliseaand neo-realist international

relations theory (which have deemed legitimacy sodereignty to be prerequisite and
commodified) have been made transparent and operititpie by problematic scenarios

which challenge the universality of sovereignty.

The image of the unrecognised entity striding talvalemocracy, earned
sovereignty and internationally acceptable methagiek is, in the face of critical
analysis, a naive and unrealistic tableau whichkshdrack to classical notions of
standards, statuand the moral virtues of recognition and legitimacynternational
relations, as a discipline has been slow to deviiepcontemporary critical approaches
which exist in other disciplines. There is an utgeeed for a critical, interdisciplinary
analysis of unrecognised entities — one which e=tafhe inertia of state-bound
approaches. The unrecognised entity, therefoiqyines analysis through conceptual
frameworks which draw on relevant critical and tietical approaches developed in the
humanities and social sciences. This will allowdanore synchronised interdisciplinary

debate, and one which may provide a means of e$mapeThe Prison House of IR®

Rethinking the Ontology of Unrecognised Entities

Unrecognised entities exist as a functional compboéa global interdependency - one
which has had a significant impact upon how thailitigs contributes to shaping the

politics of the contemporary world. Despite thdggitimacy and unrecognised status,
these enigmatic entities remain part of the fabfithe international system despite the
conceptual illegitimacy it is possible to superimmpaipon them if they are regarded from

a state-centric theoretical schema. It is of qaeable relevance whether or not their

16 James Der Derian (edlipternational Theory: Critical Investigationgondon: Palgrave, 1995), viii
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shadow economies, violent internal dynamics, argkeric corruption obstruct the road
to statehood. Statehood is a secondary concertheagrocesses of post-modern
technologies, networks, and the operation of infdrrmarkets now necessitate the
inclusion of unrecognised entities into the widerorsomic and political nexus of
international society. The theories of realistepciassical realists, and the empirical
dogmatism of positivists do not yet provide the eaptual shift necessary for a twenty-
first century appreciation of how unrecognised teediendure over the long term. So
how can we better understand such an ambiguousopteston if unrecognised entities
are continually portrayed through the now antiguemies of Westphalian sovereignty,
European liberalism, and territorial contiguity?cén be argued that comparative debates
on sovereignty, legitimacy and status in the irdéomal order have merely served to
shore up state-centric discourses from which atgneay theoretical questions continue
to remain unanswered. Fortunately, unrecognisétiesnare gradually being recognised
as a great deal more than criminalised badland#hireats to security around which a
multitude of actors compete and jockey for geotmali influence.

Unrecognised states in Eurasia, Africa and the Midgast perform arterial
functions in the circulation of the global shadowo®omy, such as providing informal
trade hubs for illicit markets, arms proliferatiaand trafficking in narcotics and people.
They also act as clearing houses for black mar&etlg often with a level of complicit
involvement by their ‘legitimate’ neighbodfs As geo-economic units, unrecognised
states often occupy areas and regions of politstedtegic, and logistical importance for
the transportation of resources and are closelyitor@a by security studies specialists
and policymakers in this regard. John T. Picaratlopted gpost-international(sic.)
approach to what he termed the ‘nexus’ of trangnat organised crime and, in doing
so, touched upon an issue at the heart of the gmohlith state-like entities. Picarelli’s

analysis of organised crime attempted to escapéirternational level’ of analysis so

7 Iraqgi Kurdistan was once described as the biggjesk-market clearing house for cigarette smuggiing
the Middle East. See Chris Hedges, ‘Kurdish SmerggBlow Smoke Rings over Northern Irajgw
York TimegOnline), August 17, 1994,
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often adhered to by political scientists and indional relations experts through their
use of what he terms the rationalist ‘methods notives’ argumerif.

The challenge, according to Picarelli, was to fantheoretical framework for the
analysis of trans-national organised crime that sered the individual, the
organisationalandtheinternational in equal measure. Picarelli’'s tuwward Rosenau’s
post-international(sic.) ‘“Turbulence Theory’ allowed him to attadalism’s ignorance
of domestic actors, and liberalism’s deferenceh® firimacy of statéd It is a similar
lack of theoretical traction within the post-Coldavwconsensus otle factostates which
has driven this discussion’s call for a micro-lexalalysis of processes at work in
unrecognised entities. Just as Picarelli seardobedan alternative to state-centric
approaches toward organised crime, a deepeningraheoretical foci on unrecognised
entities is needed, one which responds to questidmsh fall outside the framework of
debates on democratisation and legitimacy, but &sé&s toward questions of sub-
national, trans-national and intrastate dynamicthiwia framework of transition and
transformation. Unrecognised states bring manyitiaddl actors to our attention if
viewed through a similgvost-internationalsic.) lens to the one used by Picarelli.

As noted earlier, classical assumptions and gedmati@ns rarely contain
sufficient theoretical or conceptual elasticity tbe accommodation of diverse non-state
actors within the theoretical schema of liberalisna (structural) realism by privileging
states. Picarelli suggests tipatst-internationalisnysic.) is able to ‘[move] beyond this
inequality by categorising two sets of actors basmedheir relationship to sovereignfy.’

He takes this argument further by noting:

Sovereignty is the basic organising principle of iWestphalian state system, and
can be defined as the exclusive right to exeraipeesne authority over a geographic
region or a group of people. The basic questidhis— is the internal organisation
of a group geared towards obtaining and exercisowgreignty in a defined area or
does the group operate according to another intenrapass? States serve as the
perfect example of an actor characterised by itsdibg to the principle of
sovereignty, and thus states and actors like themederred to as sovereign bound.
The other category of actors is composed of indiaigl and groups who do not
consider sovereignty as the primary ideational csapfor their organisational

18 John T. Picarelli, “The Turbulent Nexus of Trartimaal Organised Crime and Terrorism: A Theory of
International Relations@Global Crime 7:1, 2006, p. 4.
19 H
Ibid., p. 6
2 picarelli, Op. Cit., p. 10
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composition, and thus these actors are deemed r&gnefree.” The realm of

sovereign-free actors includes a wide range of ractoanging from super-

empowered individuals to sub-national groups totimational corporation%l
Picarelli’'s analysis is highly important for a nuentof reasons. Firstly, the unrecognised
entity is a challenge to Westphalian criteria oneseignty when viewed through the
theoretical prism of post-positivist and post-stmualist thought. This challenge is now a
well established theoretical departure from cladstonventions but the difference here
is that Picarelli’'s use of Rosenay®st-international(sic.) framework recognises the
capacity for groups to coalesce around an idedt{@nadeological) compass different to
that necessitated for the pursuitdaf juresovereignty alone. Secondly, in unrecognised
entities we can observe how political actors buy,iror are co-opted by a desire to
exercise sovereignty at a state governance levabitdethe complexities this entails.
Hence a great deal of the political analysis witiek surfaced in post-Cold War analysis
of unrecognised entities has focused on the cotipetetween dominant actors in their
search to become ‘sovereign-bound’, to quote Rlicarearlier argument.

However, integral to any discussion of unrecognissdities should be an
appreciation of how the dynamic of managdefactoindependence is but one of many
internal interactions at the group level. Therefdhere is not only competition between
groups over internal sovereignty and other dermvetiof power within an unrecognised
entity, but there are often proximate groups artdraavhose organisational composition
and ideational compass serves the maintenanceeof dbility to remain ‘sovereign-

free’??.

One should caution against diametric oppositioetsveen sovereign-bound and
sovereign-free groupings, but in the case of urgesed entities — ambiguous scenarios
whose very existence has often been facilitatedutyir violent intrastate conflict — the
sheer range of actors and the state-like natusowie unrecognised entities necessitate
continual dialogue, bargaining and interaction leetw political / economic stakeholders
and other interest groupings. Through this retitisathe post-realist approach proposed
by Rosenau offers far more theoretical latitudentb@ditional international relations

discourses through an ability to encompass relatidpnamics such as control, authority,

2 picarelli, Op. Cit., pp. 10-11.
22 An example of the desire to remain ‘sovereign'figéhe political presence of the Kurdistan Woker
Party /Partiya Karkerén KurdistafPKK) as an actor in the mountainous regions bamgeTurkey.
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setting and how organisational composition changesr time according to need.
Change is, as noted earlier, a concept central dsefau’spost-internationaltheory
(sic.). In the context of unrecognised entitidsgarge is always pre-empted as the actors
and groups within their confines respond to thednés exercise control without
legitimacy,de jurerecognition, or defined territorial authority.

That is the crux. It is highly problematic to supgrose a realist theoretical
framework onto the unrecognised entity (as schdiake repeatedly attempted) without
the theoretical and conceptual paucity so far entayad in writings forming the literary
canon of analysis ode factdunrecognisedstates. A critical essay by Martin Wright
entitled ‘Why is there no International Theory?9¢b) delivered a contentious yet
erudite appraisal of the then ‘scattered, unsydiemand inaccessible’ state of
international theory which shed some further lightthe problems we encounter when
dealing with existing literature ode factostates. Wright's critique of international
relations theories takes issue with the fact thhbkars of international issues have often
been reliant on limited variations of realism, theellectual prejudices of state-centric
discourse, and a blind faith in ‘progress’ wheromes to tackling new and emergent
problems in international politics. Wright arguéBhe principle that every individual
requires the protection of a state, which represkim in the international community,

a juristic expression of the belief in the soveneggate as the consummation of political
experience and activity which has marked Western politicalought since the
Renaissance”

It is all too evident that scholars dealing witle fhroblem of unrecognised entities
have fallen foul of the positivism of internatioralv, the illusions of sovereignty, and, as
Wright suggests, the ‘deliberate fiction[s] consted to support the theory of an
international legal ordef* Therefore, to echo Hans Morgenthau, the unrecedrésitity
endures a uniquely paradoxical existence in thienre& international thought due to the
‘tension[s] [which exist] between international ohg and international reality> This

‘state of nature’ actively inhibits a movement aweym the traditional assumptions of

2 Martin Wright, ‘Why is There No International Thg@’ (1966), in James Der Derian (ed.), Op. Cip., p
19-20. Emphasis added.

% bid., p. 30.

% See Hans Morgenthau, ‘The Intellectual and Palitiunctions of Theory’ (1970), in James Der Derian
(ed.), Op. Cit., p. 38.
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realist theorists as the unrecognised entity -recept imbued with values and notions of
illegitimacy - threatens ‘national existence’ aifdever accepted as an efficient unit of
international order, also threatens ‘national etton.””® The enduring recalcitrance and
reluctance of international theory to accommodatecognised entities suggests that as
long as these ambiguous territorial units rematheoretical threat to the doctrines of
realism and state-centrism, the formation of pregke theoretical and analytical
approaches toward unrecognised entities will coietito be an uphill struggle in spite of
the advances being made by critical theorists. bireakthrough lies in the decoupling of
de factostates and unrecognised entities from discourseshvassert the existence of a
hegemonignternational legal order.

The state of disarray characteristic of internatlotheory over the past three
decades has been addressed by a growing numbleeafsts and researchers who are
looking for new ways to engage with an internatlaravironment that has been poorly
served by the state-centric theorsthe past hundred years of international relation
philosophy. The conceptual status of the unressghentity is a mirror in which we see
the divisions and dichotomies that have preoccupleste theorists throughout the
twentieth century being played out. The struggleatiequately define unrecognised
entities is merely and extension of the wider peabfaced by theorists and philosophers
alike when it comes to adapting theories and sshoblthought that have emerged in
international relations theory over the past huddyears. Movements in critical
international relations theory have attempted tiefi@e the global political nexus in such
a way that takes account of the rapid changes oogurn the post-Cold War
environment. However, the majority of scholars wiave taken up the challenge of
defining the role of unrecognised entities in theelnational system have struggled to
revoke traditional international relations assummdiin their definitions. They have not
provided future researchers with analytical frameswowhich will inform conceptual,
comparative, qualitative, or empirical analysis ethtackles the unrecognised entity in
terms of territorial revision on a local, globahdatheoretical plain. The theoretical
departures of writers such as Rosenau, Holsti, baeis Vasquez, and Kleinshmidt
(who have drawn inspiration from the critical inttgations of theorists such as Wright,

% |bid., p. 39.
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Morgenthau, Hedley Bull, Keohane, Hoffmann, and Ny&ve not been passed on to our
analysis of unrecognised entities even though thestipns they raise are of great
importance to our understanding of wider issuedroating the discipline.

The theoretical treatment of the unrecognised statmternational society is a
reflection of the dichotomy that exists betweerotlgeand object on many levels. In very
few writings on unrecognised entities do we getaagible suggestion of the space
inhabited by their functional processes in inteoral theory. Most analysis remains
doggedly empirical and focused on illegitimacy, leicce, conflict, and shadow
economics. Despite apparent breakthroughs in rpostern and post-structuralist
interpretation, we continually witness the subsamge of statelessness to hierarchical
norms and notions of sovereign order. The stastillsdeeply entrenched in the global
consciousness despite the slew of challenges fiddgenvorldwide political events which
suggest that the state is not always in chargésadwn affairs. Theoretical change has
failed to necessitate a paradigm shift within thedg and delineation of international
order to the extent that future scholarship on cogaised entities will most likely rely
on familiar anachronistic formulations of statehomd statelessness despite revision of
earlier constructs. To quote Rosenau, ‘everywhierggems, established patterns have
either come to an end or [have] been greatly medijfi’ and it is these realisations which
now compel us to break free from the manacles aditional international relations
theory in the study of unrecognised entities.

In the words of Edward Morse, ‘We are now in an efthout a paradigm to
provide a framework for questions we asér.[for] answers we expect to find sufficient
as explanations® New research into unrecognised entities which agis the
phenomenon in a post-consensus, post-hegemoniextomil provide fertile ground for
testing the potential and limitations of new intgranal relations theory. The need for

such research is well advocated by Holsti:

There is no longer a consensus on the subjectsqoiry and theorizing... Newer
theoretical variations propose different probleocwti and entirely different
conceptualizations of the world. The thrust of tieev work has centred on “grand

#"James N. Rosenalihe Study of Global Interdependerftendon: Pinter, 1980), p. 13
#Edward MorseModernization and the Transformation of InternatibRelationgNew York: The Free
Press, 1976), xvi-xvii.
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theory” and the ultimate philosophical problemsdfiscipline: How should we look

at the universe we wish to describe and explain® @dur models of international

politics reasonably consistent with realities? Véine the significant actors and units

of analysis in international politics? Should wentinue to ignore economic

processes and actors? Do fundamental economictigtes, on a global scale,

determine the main outlines of states’ externalicd? What are the critical

normative problems in the field? Indeed, some tesked whether it is possible to

generate knowledge of present realities if the mpsions we have held as self-

evident for more than three hundred years no Iohgkzat29
Holsti’s call for international theorists to retkirthe ‘long-range value of competing
paradigms® is a timely call for the creation of new intermatal relations discourses. In
line with Holsti’'s argument, the unrecognised gntelivers a theoretical challenge to
normative rationales emerging from the past thrgedred years of international relations
theory. State-centrism has become an unsoundettiear backdrop for the scientific
analysis of unrecognised entities and today’s Viana of intrastate and trans-national
conflict. Far from ‘playing yesterday’s game totfayunrecognised entities operate in a
highly contemporary environment in contexts of utaiaty, risk and political
complexity which require pragmatic strategies imleorto facilitate their continued
existence. Unrecognised entities are as much stéders in contemporary games of

geopolitics and international relations as thewreseign counterparts.

Ethno-Political Dynamics and Concepts

The unrecognised entity is representative of taiat revision and change in dynamics of
global political development as we understand theMacro dynamics such as the
weakening of territoriality, states, and soveregygatre juxtaposed with micro-level
resistance and affirmative action by actors whospss what Rosenau terms the
‘exclusionary’ ability to withdraw toliberated zones ‘outside the systedf.The
unrecognised entity is therefore not subject to,bound by, normative assumptions

which fail to move beyond state-centrism or inte tlncharted territory of changing

29 K J Holsti, The Dividing DisciplingLondon: Unwin Hyman Inc., 1985), p. 2.

Ibid., ix.
31 pegg/nternational Society and the De Facto Stqte128
32 For a fuller analysis of micro-macro dynamics #melimpact of ‘Global’ and ‘Local’ worlds, see Jame
N. RosenauDistant Proximities: Dynamics Beyond Globalizatig®rinceton: Princeton University Press,
2003), pp. 79-152.

74



collectivities, identities, and political landscapa the twenty-first century. As Rosenau
suggests:

[...] in the present era, with its many uncertaintisl its emphasis on individual

and group identity, the salience of ethnicity lootasgye — for the Tamils of Sri

Lanka, the Basques of Spain, the Kurds of Iram, leaad Turkey, the [Chechens] of

Russia, the Hawaiians of Hawaii, the Serbs, Craatdfuslims of Bosnia, and the

Albanians of Kosovo, to note only a few of the greuhat find wisdom in the

aphorism that “it is never too late to revive yauigins” and have thus aspired to

create or maintain, even to fight for, their owhrét homes?
The unrecognised entity is a comparatively recefditeon to post-conflict forms of
ethno-political organisation. New methodologies daderstanding how these territories
are created, secured, and negotiated in an eréobélgchange and transformation are
notable by their absence. This issue has takengtime to come to the fore and as new
theoretical constructs to take us beyond staterisemtand into the realm of new
conceptual enquiry, we are able to identify restrictive distsms and aesthetic
designations which continue to relegate unrecognisetities to the sink estate of
international politics — a situation which is faorn illuminating given the ability of these
entities to survive in the international systemgmthe long term, against significant odds.

To move theory and concept forward toward a moilestm accommodation of

unrecognised entities, the current normative foasulhich definele factostates should
be replaced by elastic frameworks which allow foeager emphasis on ethno-political
dynamics which reflect the zeitgeist of ethno-naioentrepreneurship active within a
globalised international system. Dynamics likenasyetric conflict, neo-nationalism,
identity politics, and the increasingly complex ldaical relationship between state-
centrism and the multiplicity of ‘ethnoscapes’ afideoscapes”® from which new
challenges to the sanctity of sovereignty and sjateernance emerge. Since the early
1990s, academics have played with the notion thatiom-states are ‘imagined
communities’ rooted deeply in the beliefs and vakstems of citizens. The
unrecognised entity can also be included in amalgsncerning discourses which focus

on the origins of nationalism regardless of the fhatde jurerecognition has not been

% RosenauThe Study of Global Interdependenpe106

% bid., p. 301

% Cf. Benedict Andersonmagined Communities: Reflections of the Origin Smiead of Nationalism
(New York: Verso, 1991).
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attained by them. Despite the vicissitudes of inisent regimes that often speak for few
of the resident population, the ‘ethnoscapes’ amheloscapes’ which define unrecognised
entities (and symbolise their cartographic preseace the same places where identity
and community are imagined the world over. Thisuldamply that in unrecognised
entities there exist dynamics which are a greak ah@ae universal and nuanced than the
intrigues of illegitimacy and status which ofterachcterise their existence.

The variants of ethno-nationalism found in unre¢segh entities bring multiple
dynamics to localised boundaries, and these dyrmamidurn create a situation where
claims to authority encourage all sides to figtydi This also results in so-called ‘frozen

conflicts™®

, conflicts and disputes which are far from settled lie in cold-storage,
awaiting the failure of ethnic co-existence and fdakure of realpolitik associated with
democratisation and peace brokerage. Why? Theveansnay lie in the very
methodologies used to facilitate those arrangensug of independence that have been
the fate of most, if not all, unrecognised entitie¥hese arrangements, as Rosenau
suggests, ‘allow people to envision themselvesit@ens with multiple allegiances to
new structures [which] may be short lived, as wissues move off the global agenda
and the SOA’s [Spheres of Authority] they encompaessse to exist...effective authority
is [then] embedded in their activities as longhasreasons for their existence enddfe.’
The problem identified by Rosenau has a threefolgact on our discussion of
unrecognised entities. Firstly, unrecognised stare often the subject of negotiations
and peace settlements that appear feckless andfisigbe¢o interest groups and actors
within the boundaries of the territory in questioriThese groups exercise localised
autonomy and control of territory as a result ofeding intrastate or post-intrastate
conflict. Secondly, the unrecognised entity isoaageptual unit that rarely, if ever, takes
centre-stage on the global agenda, to the extattriany of these unrecognised and
illegitimate entities stagnate on the peripherglobal affairs and are often subjugated by

the realpolitik of sovereign powers. Thirdly, ucognised entities have no formal legal

% The phrase ‘frozen conflicts’ is commonly usedié&scribe conflicts in the former Soviet Union asd i
often applied in the context of territorial dispsiEnd the outbreak of secessionist conflict inGhacasus.
The term ‘frozen’ relates directly to the fact tleffiorts to move such conflicts toward resoluti@vé been
slow and lacking political conviction from the pgag concerned, with numerous economic and geo-
strategic factors influencing the outcome of skst Thus, many of these conflicts have smoultiere
beyond the gaze of the international community faren of stasis and remain poorly understood.

%" Rosenau, Op. Cit., p. 304
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protection at the international level and illegatidty coupled with adventurism and

corruption inhibits the formation of civic goverr@nand democracy, which then stymies
the development of those vital qualifications updrich the basis for legal recognition is
predicated. This dilemma is, in a nutshell, thduemg tragedy of many unrecognised

entities.

Conclusion

Very few international theorists continue to assiest there are states and nothing else in
the international system. Critical approachesiooetto develop which can be used to
challenge the binary logic of state-centrism. Raalk assertion that global politics is
little more than a contest between legitimate seiger nation-states is arguably passé in
the face of new challenges. The internationatisa of unrecognised entities continues
to represent a significantly under-researched praobl Scott Pegg’s fatalistic assertion
that ‘thede factostate is illegitimate no matter how effective st§ leaves a difficult
legacy for future research into what is a complea aver-changing phenomenon. The
unrecognised entity has the potential to be an rapbconcept in the future remapping
of hegemony and diversity in international law, vasll as providing new and as yet
unanticipated challenges to the security agendaswoofd powers given the nexus of
actors, economies and capabilities based in thessgaous territorially independent
enclaves. In an age of competing ideologies, natisms and visions of progress at the
micro-level, the world could witness a growth irethumber of regions and localised
‘spheres of authority’ which display a tendency aoals the forms of decentralisation and
de factoindependence which are the hallmark of unrecogresities.

The phenomenon of globalisation has clearly tramdeé its conceptual limits
and this had led theorists to ask whether the #adedecaying paradigm, representative
of inflexible classical theories dating back mdnart three hundred years. The result is
that many are now asking whether we should contiougast the state as the ‘terminal’
entity to which our loyalties are directdtClearly a great deal of room exists for future
research to rehabilitate the study of unrecognieatities and to propose radical

alternatives to the opinions of scholars who rodtedistudy of unrecognised entities in

3 peggDe Facto States in the International Systeml
% Rosenau, Op. Cit., p. 342
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state-centric theoretical frameworks and defingiorising from this is the question of
whether, or not the unrecognised entity is parthef continuum of statecraft in the
international system or, instead, represents amgetlher new paradigm of territorial and
political autonomy — a paradigm which deservesws context as a historical feature of
the interstate system.

One way to approach such a question is to ackn@elétht unrecognised entities
exhibit few of the structural attributes which ate and underpin the sovereign nation-
state. For this reason it is necessary to questierassumption that these entities are
states ‘in all but name’. A post-Cold war obsesswith state preservation and
democratisation has permeated international relatidiscourses to the extent that
unrecognised entities received a narrative treatmérich heightened the sense of
dualism which represents states as order, conginsiiability and progress whilst
unrecognised entities artk factostates are associated with disorder, violencethad
stigma of secession and separatism. There isasioigly an explicit rejection of this
dualism and a more balanced conceptual charadterisaf unrecognised entities is
needed to address the gulf which exists betweee-sgatric assumption and observable
political phenomena in this case. After all, theracognised state is a phenomenon
entirely formed out of actual events, with realditmplications far more serious than the
imposition of normative conceptual parameters.

The following chapters address a threefold problenthin analysis of
unrecognised entities. Firstly the problem of estating the unrecognised entity’s
equivalence with the sovereign state and the agiic of a state-centric tableau to the
predicament of these entities obscures the fattyreamics other than the state creation
impulse facilitate and sustain these regions dverldng-term. Secondly, the primacy of
secession as a causal dynamic, as appointed whbirditerature, raises a number of
problems concerning intent, ideology and what caprfactically achieved within a given
scenario. Secession’s limitations as a causalaegpbn will be examined in detail in
later chapters. Thirdly, the presence of Iragi distan (as a case which has been
routinely omitted from earlier analysis) challendbe parameters of earlier definitions
applied to unrecognised entities. New examples sscthis should be accounted for in

the literature and it is in this context that tllldwing chapter provides an overview of
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Iragi Kurdistan’s contextual applicability as a eastudy and an example dé facto
independence which destabilises many of the normighareside within mainstream

thinking on unrecognised entities.
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3. Iragi Kurdistan: Perspectives on Status and Pdical
Change Since 1991

Following on from the previous chapter’'s discussioh theoretical approaches to
unrecognised entities, this section focuses orsétection of Iragi Kurdistan as a case
study and brings together perspectives on historjpalitical and spatial parameters
which enhance our understanding of the region aggaificant example ofle facto

independence in operation. Instead of presentinigistoriography of the political

development of Iraqi Kurdistan, this section sumses many of the key dilemmas
associated with the region’s emergence as an ammmenclave in 1991. The section’s
principle aim is to establish the relevance of ilr&yrdistan’s example to wider

discussions of unrecognised entities in the inteynal system. From the start, this
discussion acknowledges that the regiondg &actoindependent enclave within Iraq and
is one which can be directly situated within earligameworks developed for
understanding unrecognised entities. However siesion highlights complexities in the
case of Iragi Kurdistan which challenge many of éissumptions contained in literature
on so-called ‘unrecognised states’. Its aim ikighlight this case-specific deviation and
identify how the example of Iraqi Kurdistan expands earlier understanding of

unrecognised entities in the international system.

Perspectives on Status

Iragi Kurdistan has been likened to a state and ot difficult to find state-centric
narratives and opinion pieces on the political dmwment of the region. To take
seriously the notion that Iragqi Kurdistan is a ramdcstate, as yet incomplete, is to
suppress those issues which contradict and falifsh depictions. Therefore, it is
important to recognise the limitations of statetderdiscourses on Iragi Kurdistan and
explore why the political development the regiond@ower dynamics within it) reveal a
far from normalised ethno-political situation. drést in unrecognised entities as a
research area in international politics and are@ias$ disciplines over the past two

decades, suggests a desire for an academic debrattersing the emergence aé facto
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independent enclaves like Iragi Kurdistan. Howewbere is very little contextual
placement of Iragi Kurdistan within analysis on subject.

Iragi Kurdistan is a problematic addition to arsadyof unrecognised ‘states’
because it does not possess the defining attrilofitbee de factostate posited by Pegg in
1998, it does not conform to Kolstg’s quasi-statedet of 2006, yet it is perhaps the
unrecognised entitypar excellencedespite its lack of a formal declaration of
independence or overt establishment through a secest conflict. Iragi Kurdistan’s
ambiguous presence within seminal literature onsthigect of unrecognised ‘states’ is
exactly what makes the region such an interestasg study ofle factoindependence
which remains unrecognised at the internationatllevraqgi Kurdistan is distanced from
the working definitions currently used to selecsesa ofde factdunrecognised states
primarily due to an historic lack of an explicitcessionist conflict in this case. The
evolution of Kurdishde factoindependence in northern Iraq followed a trajectehich,
at present, is not easily accommodated within #tezal frameworks proposed for other
unrecognised entities — frameworks which emphaségessionist agendas and unitary
governance alongside non-recognition in internatiotaw (despite the region’s
possession of the latter two attributes). Iragrddstan is, therefore, the example which
represents a missing theoretical and empirical msipa required to flux and bend the
concept of the unrecognised entity in such a wat this not required to reflect
equivalence with statehood through secession, diber a more nuanced representation
of de factoindependence as a stand-alone outcome of histthim-political conflicts,
fissures and disputes which do not automaticatipigy or denote agendas of secession.
As is discussed at length later in this thesises&on has a specificity which is very
often transcended by examples of political develapimn unrecognised entities. Iraqi
Kurdistan is a prime example of this as it presemtstrong challenge to theoretical
frameworks, models and narratives which depict s@#oa as a straightforward
periphery-versus-centre paradigm.

The task of typifying the status of regions likeadi Kurdistan and their
relationships within the interstate system is veéifficult. The variability which exists
between cases resists attempts of this sort. Yéteasame time, it is acknowledged that

these unrecognised state-like entities are viphlenomena in the global nexus of states
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by virtue of the fact that they have been an objétudy within political science and

international relations for well over a decade. wdwger, whilst serious attempts have
been made at understanding these entities thronglysas of international law and

historic conventions concerning statehood, sovatgjgautonomy, secession and
partition, the ambiguity of these entities, andirtheng-term ability to survive in what

appear to be asymmetric and often disadvantagemysotitical situations, are indicative
of highly contemporary strategies which are notqadéely typified through traditional

frameworks used to understand sovereign entities.

Iragi Kurdistan’sde factoindependence within the sovereign space of Irag is
potent example of the theoretical parallax whichemfaccompanies discussions of
unrecognised entities. On the one hand there appwabe a level of political
development which appears contiguous and may irtldy presence or evolution of
institutionalised state apparatus, but on the dtlaed, an analysis of structures of power
at the local level within Iraqi Kurdistan reveapgture of fragmentation which directly
contradicts the minimalist notion that the modesgofiernance observed signify the
presence of @e factostate. Attempts to answer the question of stahesefore, are
significantly influenced by the analytical viewpbiaf the observer and are subject to
distortions of perspective which accompany spediigciplinary and methodological
discourses. Analysis of Iraqi Kurdistan’s statftem confronts issues of this sort because
divergent opinions on questions of status and #tara of power surface regularly as a
result of the fault lines running through regiopalitics at both the formal/political and
discursive levels. In discussions of status, paldrly where ethno-political conflict has
militated against normalised relations with sovgmestates, it is nearly impossible to
typify the political relationships which contextigd an unrecognised entity without
instrumentalising some dynamics at the expensehafr®. Thus the question of status is
a perennial problem in literature on unrecognisetities and one which feeds directly
into the theoretical problems associated in forntymplogies, models, and frameworks
to tackle these scenarios.

In Carver’s studyis Irag/Kurdistan a State such that it can be SmdOperate
State Systems and Thereby Offer Protection toGtszens’? (2002) the question of

status was examined in the context of whether eqpis for refugee status from Iraq
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could be returned to Iragi KurdistdnThe benefit of examining the region’s status from
this perspective is that it enabled Carver to askvho are the state authorities within
Irag/Kurdistan? From which authorities can a persordinarily residing in
Irag/Kurdistan seek protection? And can any of fimees present provide adequate
protection? 2 In her analysis of the concept of the state Qaoites the works of
Machiavelli, Rousseau and Hobbes as representistewephilosophical thinking which
based arguments around the issue of (state) panéctThese classical positions, which
emphasised the emergence of states through they abitulers toprotecttheir subjects
and citizens, are juxtaposed with what Carver cplist-World War definitiong’ which
‘brought the argument into an international if gldbal arena, arguing thastatecannot
be defined merely by its own experience, but ‘mhbet seen in the context of its
interaction with the rest of the world”

The recognition of a post-war shift in thinking etates is important in this
discussion as the existence of such a shift patiglains why the discourse of an
‘international society’ and an international ‘clubf states recurs in earlier excursus
focused on the absenced# jurerecognition in unrecognised entities. Carver higtts
the 1933 Montevideo Convention on Rights and DutieStatesas a representation of the
newly internationalised thinking on stafeslt is interesting to note that Scott Pegg’s
1998 definition of thale factostate (discussed in the previous chapter) draasilyeon
the criteria of defined population, territory anovgrnment, and the capacity to enter into
relations with other states reified within the 198®ntevideo Convention. It can be
argued, therefore, that seminal works on unrecednisntities emerged from highly
internationalised post-World War thinking on thatstsystem which did not allow the
unrecognised entity to be defined in terms ofatsrt experience’ but rather the structural
logic of the international system. This brings ueser to understanding why case

variability increasingly became excluded from tlmedretical criteria used to define

! Natasha Carver, ‘Is Irag/Kurdistan a State suehitttan be Said to Operate State Systems and:Bjer
Offer Protection to its ‘Citizens’?International Journal of Refugee Law4:1, 2002, pp. 57-84.

2 bid., p. 58-59
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unrecognised entities in international politicsdamhy cases such as Iragi Kurdistan
continue to be excluded from the literature.

Carver’s examination of Iragi Kurdistan’s statusotigh the prism of refugee law
undermines the applicability of notions of statethoand therefore also the bigger

abstractions concerning the tedma factostate. She argues:

[...] Irag/Kurdistan is not agtatenor has it been recognised as such by any national
or international governing body. It is not ledddras not been since the Gulf War,
by one ruler or government (Machiavelli); it doed axist by the general will of its
own people (Rousseau); there is no social contraceéntral governing body
(Locke); and it does not have official status asadein an international context
(Kelsen). Nor does it attain to the Greek or Romefinitions — the population do
not share a common language, culture and histatygdime from different ‘tribes’
which are now to a large extent reflected in thfedént political groupings; nor do
they come under one jurisdiction... Reflecting ortladise definitions, it can only be
concluded that thstateas such ig\l Jumhuriyah al Iragiyah +he Republic of Iraq,
the ‘body politic organised for supreme civil raled governmemz.

Carver qualifies the above arguments concerningi li€urdistan’s status with the

following statements on Iraqi¥e jurecontiguity in international law:

The Provisional Constitution of Iraq of 1990 deekathat Iraq is an ‘indivisible

entity of which no part can be ceded’. This ispruted definitively by Resolution

688 (1991) which ‘reaffirm[ed] the commitment of Mlember States to the

sovereignty, territorial integrity and politicaldeapendence of Iraq and of all States

in the area’. This has also been reaffirmed séglgrby the US-British partnership,

the Arab League, the Iraqgi National Congress, amth ¢he KDP (Kurdistan

Democratic party) themselves, who have continualficially) professed a

commitment to the territorial integrity of Irﬁq.
These observations and their related argumentsseaibus attention to the tenuous
relevance of describing unrecognised regions IikgilKurdistan astates Like many
writers on refugee politics, Carver aligns theestaith specific notions of civil rule and
governance which, by definition, have no recognikgghl foundation in unrecognised
entities. Whilst Carver’s analysis was writtendyefthe US led invasion of Iraq in 2003,
and the changes this brought for Kurds in the atayus provinces of the north, many
of the factors which militate against Iragi Kur@istrepresenting state persist despite

the formalisation of unity governance in the autooas provinces, increased

" Ibid., p. 60
8 Ibid., pp. 60-61.
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securitisation, and increased governmental andhuar®@l roles in the Iraqi state. Of
these factors, divisions between the ruling factiom Iraqi Kurdish politics, hostility
toward an independent Kurdistan by neighbouringestaand a lack of external support
for independence have constrained the vital formmatif a secessionist / independence
agenda necessary for the region to be understoadafactostate.

The March 2004 Transitional Administrative Law (I)Awhich provided for the
interim constitutional governance of Iraq, recogdishe Kurdistan Regional Government
(KRG) as the official government (for the interirarpd) of the ‘three ethnically Kurdish
northern provinceg! Under the TAL, Kurdish was recognised as ondraf's two
official languages, the KurdisReshmergavere permitted to act as internal security and
police within the KRG administered region, and age of features were written into its
framework which recognised Kurdish autonomy anftgevernanc¥. These and other
constitutional deliberations within recent Iraqilipos indicate a willingness by Kurdish
politicians, on the one hand, to participate in theation of a federated existence for
Iragi Kurdistan within the sovereign space of geedtraq, whilst at the same time
conducting Iragi Kurdistan’s internal affairs withlow degree of accountability to the
authority of Baghdad.

The significance of events surrounding the TAL s tdiscussion, lie in what
they reveal about the status of Iragi Kurdistaragmlitical space within Iraqgi politics.
Iragi Kurdistan, around the period of deliberatian®r the TAL, becomes symbolic of
both an autonomous, self-administered zone wittaqg,land also an internal Iraqgi affair
given the leverage such autonomy gave to Kurdidhigans as they negotiated their
position in post-Saddam Ir&g In late 2004, KDP leader Massoud Barzani isemorm
as warning that ‘the Kurds would not feel obligedototect Iraq’s unity if their demand
for federation is refusetf. Although symbolic of political brinkmanship dog this
stage of Iraq's post-war political developmentisitvorth noting the deployment of the

threat of secession as a bargaining tool at tme.ti Clearly there existed significant

° Bill Park, ‘The Kurds and post-Saddam politicalaagements in IragAdelphi Series45:374, 2005, p.
29

9 |bid., pp. 29-31.

" Tozun Bahcheli & Peter Fragiskatos, ‘Iraqi Kurdist Fending off uneasy neighboursiternational
Journal of Contemporary Iragi Studie2:1, 2008, p. 68.

2 park, Op. Cit., p. 35.

13 Ibid.
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incentives for Kurdish political groups to push faptimised power within a federated
Irag given the meagre benefits a militant stancesecession or independence would
bring. Stansfield provides additional insight imgotiations during this period:

Believing that a federal system of government waqutitect at least the autonomous

region they currently administered, the Kurds ammd to place federalism before

all else in their negotiations with other Iragi gps. Even though the Sunni Arab

negotiators never liked the idea of the Kurds beingpnomous from the rest of Iraq,

believing perhaps with good cause that such amgeraent would be but the first

step leading to the accretion of Kirkuk into thddeal region followed by the

secession of Kurdistan from the state, they gruglgiaccepted that no authority

inside Iraq couldorcibly integrate the Kurds back into a unitaryam14
Political deliberations of this sort often servereverse both the cause and effect of
essentialist arguments used to define unrecognistdes”. In the case of Iraqi
Kurdistan, autonomy andle factoindependence have arguably served to distance
Kurdish political demands from the circular cauyabf independence and separatism
which are so regularly associated with ethno-natishsituations of this type.

The status of the Iraqi Kurdistan region, thereforemains simultaneously
imagined as part of the fabric of the Iraqi statel a southern component of a greater
Kurdistan, as well as constituting an unrecognisedfactoindependent entity which, at
the rhetorical level, also provides a platform éaplicit articulations of the desire for an
independent Kurdish state. This multi-spatial dyitais a feature shared with other
unrecognised entities where autonomous enclavesgenme the midst of multipartite
political and territorial disputes. To this endydi Kurdistan can be conveniently situated
within the realms of thinking on unrecognised ‘egat(de factostates, quasi-, semi-states
etc.), but its political evolution challenges mawy the major assumptions and
generalisations which dominate the literature. réfoge, to accommodate Iraqi
Kurdistan as an unrecognised entity requires thdification of our understanding of
dynamics of secession amt® factoindependence deployed in early literature. Iraqi
Kurdistan is an example ofde factoindependent entity that derives considerable power
and status from functioning as a component paitsotovereign ‘parent’ state. This

subverts literature on secessionist republics anceamgnised states by raising the

14 Gareth Stansfieldraq (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2007), pp. 184-185. [{Easis Added)

86



possibility that integrative outcomes may be expetiin juxtaposition to separation and
the attainment of statehood; which may be justessrable in the medium to long-term as
the pursuit of independence. Admittedly we cangiobre the ideological significance of

independence to Kurdish nationalist movements, thatpracticalities associated with

creating an independent Kurdish state inside theg@aphic parameters of the Iraqgi state
may not be expedient given ever-present exteraesldind variables of non-recognition,
isolation and military weakness which contain tleéeptial to undermine the permanence

of Kurdish political gains since 2003.

Perspectives on Internal Politics

1991 not only saw the governmental apparatus ofl&ats Ba’athist regime withdrawn
from areas which subsequently came under the asirdtive auspices of the KRG,; it
also saw the majority of the population in thessaarfall under the control of two parties
- the KDP and the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (P#K Whilst a great amount of
attention has been given to conflict and internedisputes between these parties and
their private militia groups, less consideratiors lheen given to theoretical questions of
how political dynamics between these groups havierakened the status of Iraqi
Kurdistan. This study considers the internal dons, relations, and compromises
between political groupings within unrecognisedtesd to be the ultimate determinants
of the outcomes which facilitate long-teme factoindependence. Relations between
parties like the KDP and the PUK, whilst vital tarounderstanding of Iraqi Kurdish
politics, have a tendency to become shorthandtforcepolitical enmities, disputes over
power sharing and the distribution of resourcess Simbolises the rather tired question
of context and how best to historicise the emergeasfcan independent entity in Iraqi
Kurdistan. Perhaps a bolder statement to maketswhat we are dealing with when we
think of a contemporary Iragi Kurdistan is a distitack of a unitary movement, a lack of
consensus between Kurds on the future status ofdb®nomous zone, and dilemmas
associated with autonomous existence inside thersmn parameters of Iraqg - dilemmas
reflected in the mixed fortunes of the Kurdish poél parties themselves.

15 Carver, Op. Cit., pp. 67-68
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An important point of departure for analysing tingpact of internal political
dynamics in Iraqi Kurdistan is established by Carwho points out that whilst political
control of Iragi Kurdistan has been apportionedween the KDP, PUK and,
ceremonially, the KRG, there has been no formdbdigtic recognition of these Kurdish
political organisations at the diplomatic level.hel question of contiguity is further
complicated by the division of Iragi Kurdistan intwo or more ‘statelet’® which are
representative of the distribution of power betw#en Kurdish political parties, and the
presence of internal borders between their respespheres of influence. The presence,
therefore, of several armed political factions,hre@ossessing private militias / security
apparatus nominally composed Réshmergdorces, remains divisive by dint of a non-
adherence to romantic notions of unity often exgedrom ethnically homogeneous,
autonomous enclaves like Iragi Kurdistan. To tllate this point, Carver presents us

with a snapshot of Iragi Kurdistan’s internal insligies in 2002:

Whilst the PUK and KDP both run “state-like” ergi.. the internal ‘borders’

between the territories are not clear-cut frontersnany reports suggest, but rather

lines-of-control established after the [civil] wair1996. Secondly, the region is far

from ‘stable’. Thepeshmergasf both sides have had to deal with the Iraqi

government on a regular basis. The PUK has haddted problem of IMK and the

Jund-al-Islam whilst the KDP have to deal with the Turkish irgians into their

land to fight the PKK. What is more, there is duag been violent disagreement

between the individuals and political/tribal groum»srncerne(‘}.7
Eight years after Carver's assessment of politinatabilities in Iragi Kurdistan, the
region has achieved far greater levels of politiead economic stability through
increased securitisation and attention to the dgweént of civil and economic
infrastructure. Considerable progress has beenenmadthe rehabilitation of basic
infrastructural facilities sincde factoindependence in 1991 and it has been argued that
the region is now well past the reconstruction efag Michiel Leezenberg comments
that many of the problems which have affected pa@stiraq since 2003 were ‘nothing

new’ to those who have followed developments imjiltéurdistan since 1991 and he

8 bid., p. 67

7 Ibid., p. 68. Islamic Movement in Kurdistan (IMKurdistan Workers PartyFartiya Karkerén
Kurdistan (PKK).

18 Michiel Leezenberg, ‘Iraqgi Kurdistan: contoursaopost-civil war societyThird World Quarterly 26:4-
5, 2005, p. 632.

9 Ibid.
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writes that since overcoming problems of underdgwelent and conflict Iragi Kurdistan
has ‘emerged as by far the most stable, securepeogperous region’ of Iraq. It is
implied within Leezenberg’s analysis that followiinglatively successful’ local elections
in 1992, which saw Massoud Barzani’'s KDP and Jdlalabani’'s PUK emerge
victorious, destructive infighting led to the crieat of two ‘one-party statelets’ which
experienced flourishing economies under the UNfaifood program from 1997
onwards>’

An important feature of 1990s Iraqgi Kurdistan iswhthe spheres of influence
attributed to the main Kurdish political parties exged inside ale factoindependent
entity which was highly anomalous in terms of ggdl status. Whilst juridically still a
component territory of Iraq, the creation of a daé®en in the north and the absence of
Baghdad’s state apparatus created the templatenfamrecognised entity to emerge in
northern Iraq without Kurdish secessionist or safpstr conflict as a precursor phase.
The power vacuum created by the ‘centrally proplefiecessiori* of Saddam Hussein's
government, an extremely rare political occurretiseussed at length later in this study,
facilitated the rise of strong, autonomous Kurdgsdlitical factions who could then
construct state-like institutional arrangements eundoreign military protection.
Leezenberg summarises the events which led upetavitmndrawal of Iraqgi forces in the

following passage:

The 1991 establishment of a Safe Haven along thieeVulraq border contributed
to the creation of a juridically anomalous de faatdependent entity: it was no
longer part of Iraq, yet not recognised as distitiet UN Security Council
Resolution 688 that sanctioned it was interpretesedting a precedent for
humanitarian intervention, yet in fact it protectiaatkish state interests against
Kurdish refugees. By the summer of 1991 most refadead returned to their
homes, many of which had been looted by governifieeoes. An uneasy balance of
power was reached between Iraqi government fomeédardish insurgent troops
and after several bloody clashes, the Iraqi regimtiedrew its military and other
personnel from most of the Autonomous Region iroBet 1991. At the same time,
it imposed an economic blockade, gradually reduoihgupplies and centrally
distributed foodstuff$?

20 H
Ibid.
% Taken from Daniele Conversi, ‘Central Secessiowarrds a new analytical concept? The case of former
Yugoslavia’,Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studie®6:2, 2000, pp. 333-355.
#2 | eezenberg, Op. Cit., p. 636.
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The questions posed by these events in the 19@0sany. Does secessionist intent
matter for the creation of unrecognised entitiels?it necessary to use the concept of
secession to typify the relationship between iraBomal society, sovereign states and
unrecognised entities like Iraqgi Kurdistan?

Clearly the answers to these questions largelgmnign questions of perspective
and context. In the case of Iragi Kurdistan ialiguable that the Iraqi state apparatus, by
withdrawing from part of its own territory, creatdtle space for ethno-nationalist
political parties, and other actors, to pursue atoraomous existence and impress an
independent political agenda upon Iraqgi politi@his highly unusual political evolution
goes a long way to explaining why Kurdish politisahave opted for federal outcomes
for the Kurdistan region in deliberations over ddgntonal governance in Iraq. It may
be the case that autonomy ahel factoindependenceiithin a federal framework yields
far more political and economic advantages, optems leverage to national minorities
provided they are not militarily and economicallgak. By securitising their autonomy
within a federal framework, the Kurds have creadedolitical and economientrepot
within northern Iraq that does not suffer from thegative effects of isolation
experienced by many break-away republics and secestsentities.

Historical hostilities between Iragi Kurdistan andighbouring Turkey and Iran
also militate against pursuing the option of indegent statehood despite this explicit
desire by some Kurdish groups and politicians. rBgnaining a legally approbated
constitutional component of Iraq, Iragi Kurdistanains an internal Iraqgi affair. Since
the war of 2003, this counterintuitive integratiato the sovereign space of Iraq provides
a political buffer against external actors alterthg physical parameters of Kurdide
facto independence in the north. Despite regular myli@ctions by Iran and Turkey
against militant factions in the mountainous boraeaé’, the region has experienced no
significant attempt by an external authority tealhe geopolitics of Kurdish self-rule in
northern Irag. With the absence of internal irgezhce from the government of Irag and
external actors, Kurdish political parties haverbable to bargain from a remarkably

2 Whilst Turkey’s historical campaign against thekPi well documented, regular Iranian artilleryilsts
on areas of Iragi Kurdistan in response to thegires of Kurdish rebels are also reported. See &dich
Howard ‘Kurds Flee Homes as Iran Shells Iraq’s mem frontier’, The GuardianFriday 18 August 2006,
http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2006/aug/18/iragtir (Accessed 03 March 2010).
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strong position with the governments of sovereigites considering the lack of juridical
and diplomatic recognition attributed to Iraqi Kistdn. Whilst Iragi Kurdistan’s internal
affairs may appear chaotic and Iran, Iraq, Turkey #ne United States continue to have
distinct and often competing agendas as regardiuthee of Iraq’s Kurd¥', there appear
to be few external dynamics in the political laragse which signify a deconstruction of
Kurdish autonomy in northern Iraq. On the contrarys arguable that the Achilles heel
of Kurdishde factoindependence lies elsewhere.

External hostilities remain a significant consttaipon Kurdish self-rule. Given
their anxieties over the effect of Kurdish autonomylraq upon their own domestic
Kurdish populations, Iran, Turkey, and to a lessdent Syria, hold the highest stake in
the political emergence of an independent Iragidi&ian and possess a strong capacity
to influence the future evolution of independentéhie regiof®. Cooperation has been
evident between Kurdish political parties and tb@egnments of Turkey and Iran. The
complex interplay between the political interestthe KDP/PUK and the governments
which surround their autonomous enclave are symbaflithe politics of expediency
which is often required to maintache factoindependence in theoretically asymmetric
political environments. As examined by Bahceli fagiskatos, there are stakeholders in

the politics of Iragi Kurdistan far beyond the Kista political parties themselves:

Ironically, although their post-Saddam relationghviliurkey (and to a lesser extent
with Iran) have been problematic, the KDP and tb& haintained cooperative
relations with Turkey and Iran during more thareaatle of self-rule (1991-2003)
under the protection of the no-fly zone. Turkey énaah availed themselves of
opportunities to influence developments in nortHeaq and pressured the Kurdish
leaders to facilitate their intervention. As oftennot, they were invited to intervene
on behalf of the leadership of the KDP or the PdkBarzani and Talabani
struggled to prevail over each otfiér.

The presence, therefore, of external sovereign rgovents as stakeholders in the
political development of unrecognised entities remmaa feature which consistently

recurs in analysis of these phenomena.

24| ouise Fawcett, ‘Down but not out? The Kurds itelational Politics’Review of International Studies
27,2001, p. 117

®Bahceli & Fragiskatos, Op. Cit., p. 69

2 |bid.
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Whilst legal ambiguities concerning status in intgional law, and the flexibility
afforded byde factoindependence and autonomous governance all atbe@rgments in
unrecognised entities significant latitude in négatg outcomes with sovereign actors,
at the same time it gives surrounding states grveater to obstruct movement towards
independence. In the case of relations with Turklbg political landscape has been
mired with ethno-political complications, even liely are suspected of providing a

political pretence for Ankara:

The Turkish government has warned the Kurdish lesduije against incorporating
Kirkuk, and has threatened to intervene on beHatd@Turkmen. It is widely
acknowledged that Ankara'’s real concern is thatiggithe vast oil resources of the
Kirkuk region will enable Iraqi Kurds to establiahviable state... Turkish—Iraqi
Kurd strains [have become] even greater, and Tiskbgtoric even more strident,
over the issue of Kurdistan Workers Party (PKKhfeys who have enjoyed safe
haven in northern Iraq for many years... Ironicalifile Turkish—Iraqi Kurd
political relations have been strained, their ecoisaelations have been advancing
to their mutual satisfaction. A substantial portafrthe Turkish—Iragi trade involves
Turkey's trade with the KRG, and several Turkishdmeoutlets have highlighted
the benefits for Turkey of the growing economiaat of Turkish firms in the
[Kurdistan Region]. Turkey's trade with Iraq ‘re&ch$3 billion in 2006’ and,
Turkez;/’s Trade Minister Kursat Tuzmen boasted ttheduld exceed $5 billion in
2007

It is widely acknowledged that trade with Turkeyais important economic lifeline for
the Iragi Kurdistan region. This is consistenthwKing's observations that disputes
surrounding unrecognised entities can evolve iatorfething close to equilibrium’ with
autonomy movements and their opponents both dertvemefits from ‘untaxed trade and
production flowing through the former war zorfés’De factoindependence brings with

it many problems of economic and political survjvaf which Iragi Kurdistan is a
profound example. King describes such situati@s.@ark version of Pareto efficiency’
where ‘the general welfare cannot be improved... euthat the same time making key
interest groups in both camps worse 6¥.King does not explicitly relate this level of
efficiency to the predicament dé factoindependence. This dynamic exists across many

cases and will be explored in the final chaptethaf study.

27 \bid., pp. 72-74.

% Charles King, ‘The Benefits of Ethnic War: Undarsiing Eurasia’s Unrecognised Stat&gyrld
Politics, 53, July 2001, p. 525.

2 |bid., pp. 525-6
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Conclusion

The case of Iraqi Kurdistan provides a timely ams@ful laboratory for the testing of
assumptions and generalisations associated widtagnised ‘states’ literature. Caution
should be exercised when using state-centric maegain the context of Iraqi Kurdistan
for not only is there at present no formally deethdrive to create a separate state in
northern Iraq, but the region possesses a leviltegration into the sovereign space of
Irag which contradicts narratives of Kurdish statdh within their autonomous
provinces. Equally, to speak of statehood in Iidgrdistan, everde factostatehood,
assumes a level of political and civil contiguitiieh is not evident in Iraqi Kurdistan at
present. Whilst there are symbolic apparatus e legislative and constitutional
mechanisms of Kurdish self-rule in the form of KRG, the coercive power of the two
dominant Kurdish political parties, the KDP and #igK, remains théorce majeureat
both the local and tribal level inside Iraqi Kurtdis.

This chapter puts forward a number of countertiv@iarguments which seek to
destabilise the notion of secession as a periphersus centre dynamic as it has been
widely portrayed in the literature. Again, the ead Iragi Kurdistan serves as a case
study which illustrates extreme variability. Pigkti conditions can emerge which allow
autonomous enclaves to transform into unrecogreséties without overt secessionist or
separatist politics being the dominant catalyststate break-up. Even though cases such
as Iragi Kurdistan exist as examples which widefind®ns and undermine existing
theories, there has been insufficient examinatibritoations where the conduct of the
state itself has militated against (a) political contiguity dhghout the whole of its
sovereign territorial space, and (b) the preventadnnational minorities achieving
autonomy, self-rule and the securitisation of teryi outside the control of the central
authorities and its coercive apparatus. The ceatsial concept of ‘central secession’
has been introduced in this chapter to differeatiaétween the actions of a central
government which result in it relinquishing contaslpart of its sovereign territory to a
national minority, and the ethno-nationalist seimsgvhich is the analytical backbone of
periphery versus centre frameworks on state brpak-in later chapters this thesis

discusses the actions of Saddam Hussein’'s govetnmibith represent a practical
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secession from the provinces of northern Iraq whicis thesis refers to as Iraqi
Kurdistan.

Given that the central Iragi authorities playedisa key (and perhaps unwitting)
role in facilitating the emergence of an autonom&usdish enclave, the nuances of
political development in Iragi Kurdistan are subttit is very difficult to examine the
region’s administration and political evolution isolation from wider trends in Iraqi
politics. This chapter has argued that far fronopithg a position of secessionist
militancy, the facts of deliberations concerning ttonstitutional status of Iraqgi Kurdistan
indicate a desire on the part of Kurdish politigdn remain an autonomous component
of the Iraqi state rather than risk the potentiahdvantages which would be associated
with formalised independence seeking in this sgttifhese dynamics pose an additional
challenge to our understanding of unrecognisedtiesitias the model of the
secessionist/separatist republic so often encoechiaranalysis of post-Soviet space, is of
severely limited utility in this Middle Eastern demt. Iraqi Kurdistan presents a
challenge to our understanding through the metlogied its politicians have used to
maintainde factoindependence over the long-term, notably theiitipal prominence in
post-Saddam Iraq and their skilful use of an ungas®d entity within Irag to increase
political leverage for their parties in regionabgelitics. The creation of an independent
state in Iragi Kurdistan does not appear expedittite time of writing and overt debate
concerning such an agenda remains cautious withioj politics given the politically
incendiary effect the push for an independent Kalrditate would have. Accordingly,
the next chapter turns its attention to the probkgmnotion of ‘stateness’ and its

dominance in literature on unrecognised entities.
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4. Challenging the Fiction of “Stateness” in Acad®ic
Discourse on Unrecognised Entities

In the previous chapter some key theoretical amiteotual issues were examined in
terms of how the definitions and designations atedess independence relevant in the
cases of so-callede factostates are contentious and problematic. The tderfacto
state’, as has been illustrated, is a problematim twhich poorly conceptualises the
incredibly nebulous predicaments exhibited by tleitbries (or territorial entities) in
guestion. Whilst the term allows them to be framaed understood conveniently within
the mainstream conceptual frameworks and defirgtioh international relations, it is
clear that the political concept of amrecognisedentity can be examined in contexts
which have seldom been acknowledged in the litegatdrhere are challenges to how we
articulate paradigms of territorial revision invilg unrecognised entities which
international relations and political science astdyhave not yet considered. It is here
that the difference between Iragi Kurdistan anceptimrecognised entities (de facto
states) become most apparent. The chapter whitdwiis an attempt to highlight,
through the use of post-structuralist methods gicaches, the limitations of normative
generalisations applied to unrecognised entitidis is done by engaging with the
production of “stateness” which is alleged to oosithin them. So far the limitations of
international relations frameworks on unrecognisetities have resulted in a conceptual
vacuum. Early works on unrecognised entities fawaiegorisation and the infusion of
the concept with status related traits which regmesin attempt at creating comparative
uniformity. The following discussion is predicatadon notions of the absence of such
uniformity in unrecognised entities; and it is aeduthat the terms and labels which
largely govern mainstream analysis of these estitienecessarily straightjacket what is

otherwise a fluid and dynamic concept.

In Iraq, In Kurdistan: A Typology of Symbolic Order

Unrecognised entities (as portrayed in a great nmamyatives dealing with the subject
from a post-Cold War / post-Soviet viewpoint) reman aberration of the laws and logic

which govern the international system. They atg, rpildly, a monstrosity, a mutation
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which challenges us and taps into our darkest fefairsstability in the symbolic order of
states and constitutional logic. In 1998 ScottdPe@eclared (rather prematurely) that the
de factostate remains in a condition of perpetual and itemllegitimacy no matter how
effective its attempts at legitimising itself are Following events in Kosovo, South
Ossetia and, to some extent, Iraqi Kurdistan, wengav falsify much of Pegg’s assertion
due to the problematic content of the model hegmiss The dedicated comparative
analysis ofde factostates (analysis which is inextricably linked hinkers such as Pegg)
has left unexamined a core fluidity which residasthe concept of these state-like
entities. This fluidity is what concerns us herklow is it that allegedly illegitimate
entities in the international system — entities achihave been excluded from all
narratives on the praxis of statecraft — are ablegénerate convincing ideological
narratives which then define their politics, andhe‘t political around them, with
seemingly legitimate and articulate claims? Itdmes evident that something very
important has bypassed our understanding of thieseaions in the symbolic order of
the international system.

Part of the problem is that unrecognised entitie=upy a space akin to a littoral
zone in world politics; a space where the tidedoofl, regional, and global politics
threatens to reveal or submerge the entities’ piEsé a constant cycle of reappraisal
and neglect. International relations theoristsehdor some time, fixed their gaze upon
the unrecognised entities which occupy this zonmt@rnational political space mostly
for purposes related to discussions of legitimaag aovereignty. But legitimacy and
sovereignty are never fixed in time and space efoeg, categorisations and typologies
designed to facilitate comparative analyses ofestde entities are often rigid and
quickly become anachronistic. For example, thentele factostate’ is so loaded with a
positivism of separatist and secessionist accompknt that it becomes unwieldy
outside of a Eurasian context. Iraqi Kurdistandmample, as a legally approbated part
of a federal Iraq, does not exhibit the necessagessionist attributes to justify the
application of the title ofle factostate, yet it remains an unrecognised entityis Hot

uncommon to find narratives referring to Iragi Kistedn as ade factostate and, to a

1« .thede factostate is illegitimate no matter how effectivesit i See Scott Pegtpternational Society
and the De Facto Staf@ldershot: Ashgate, 1998) p. 1
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certain extent, there have been moments in recerdish history when trends appeared
to favour the emergence of a Kurdish secessioorsaf(least separatist) territorial entity
in the region. In fact, it would be a mistake tgue that ade factostate exists within
Irag’s borders as it cannot be safely assumed ttiathistorical resistance struggle
between Kurdish political factions and the governtred Iraq was ever a direct push for
territorial independence or, by definition, a caregr expression of separatist or
secessionist intent. Furthermore, not since thapiearance of tidahabad Republin
1946 has there been any significant (non-Kurdish) ewtesupport for an independent
Kurdish state; and it would be derisory to assuh@ the current Kurdish leadership
would pursue a secessionist agenda with no suenmattsupport. In this way Kurdistan
is unique amongst unrecognised entitiesatbeing classifiable asde factostate.

Despite its current level of autonomy, Iragi Kutdis remains very much part of
the fabric of the Iraqi state. It is not yet dyideparated Kurdish region, or a Kurdi
facto state by any means. This situation is a reflactibthe political geography of Iraqi
Kurdistan, its former status as a UN protectortite,ongoingentente cordialdetween
the dominant political factions in Iragi Kurdishljties®, and the reality that the region is
also home to other ethno-political identities amdugings. Iraqi Kurdistan is a highly
contested space internationally, within Iraq, anmd am intra-societal level inside the
region itself. This has, to a large extent, shapedarticulation of political space and ‘the
political’ within the region. It has also shapé&e ascendant political ideology of a viable
and progressive Kurdistan, open for commerciavaes and supported by paternalistic
Western good-will. The reality of this ideologideinsformation is increased self-belief
among the Kurdish political elite, emboldened byithstatus as powerbrokers and
statesmen in regional politics, and by the physmahifestations of increased foreign
direct investment and the commercial development settors of the regional
infrastructure.

If we stop to consider the effects of the currer@nsformation beyond the

physical, it is clear that we are witnessing a wated in Kurdish politics. The current

2 David McDowall,A Modern History of The Kurdd.ondon: I. B. Tauris, 2005), pp. 241-246.

% Politics in Iragi Kurdistan since 1991 has beemuated by two Kurdish political parties, tRartiya
Demokrata Kurdistar{(Kurdistan Democratic Party) — KDP, and tPatriotic Union of Kurdistan- PUK.
Power-sharing between the two political partiesn®an important functional component of the Kuatist
Regional Government’s (KRG) mandate in northerg.lra
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polycentric version of the governing administrationiragi Kurdistan, based as it is
around power-sharing between the KDP/PUK axis amasiensible open-door policy
toward ethno-political groups within the region, nceals what Edkins terms a
‘depoliticization’ of Kurdish politics:

We are not talking about an absence of the pdlitt@ugh some sort of lapse or

mistake but an express operation of depoliticizatio technologization: a reduction

to calculability. In this context ideology is thmove that conceals the

depoliticization of politics and hides the possibit- the risks — of “the political4
Edkins’ analysis of ‘the political’ in this contextas as its point of departure, an
appreciation how international politics has becarnatested and abstracted in such a
way that political processes are no longer the gogbipreoccupation of politicians who,
it is claimed, are often more concerned with caueanterventions into the nature of
symbolic order. In this way Edkins highlights ttistinction which can be made between
‘politics’ and ‘the political’ — a relevant issua the context of Iragi Kurdistan. In the
absence of a legitimised state, the KRG has craftedmplemented reforms and policies
which have transformed the face of politics indioke region. The adoption of models of
political polycentrism, which have contemporaryteoon democratic methodologies of
political practice, have engendered perceptionsa dfurdish willingness to embrace
liberal democracy, and an ambition to turn theaegnto an example for the rest of Iraq.
Whatever motivations underpin this recent drive etmbrace unity governance and
pluralism, there have also been changes to pdlitind ideological space within Iraqi
Kurdistan which do not form a part of most mainstnediscussions on Kurdish politics
in Iraq.

Rather than oil or issues of territoriality, it the issue of ideology (and
ideological production) in Iragi Kurdistan which potentially the most serious and
divisive challenge which faces the Kurdistan reghsrit undergoes transformation. This
statement may appear grandiose but if one consia®vsmuch residual political power
exists in the hands of regional actors and trib@ugs in Kurdistan, who may not
subjectively recognise or accept the ideologicatahic emerging from the seats of

power in Erbil and Suleymaniya, then clearly théufa of the ongoing political

* Jenny EdkinsPoststructuralism and International Relatiofisnne Rienner Publishers, Inc., 1999), pp.
1-2.
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experiment in Iragi Kurdistan remains shroudednoartainty. If what we call ‘Kurdish

politics’ in Iraq is to be encapsulated in termsialihobjectify its status as part of the
social fabric of a fictionalised state structurkscgons, political parties, and so on, it
becomes apparent that the ideological notion @ Kurdish political’ in Iraq cannot be
taken as in any sense given. It has not yet beénead.

The concept of ‘the Kurdish political’ cannot becammodated into mainstream
discourse analysis by merely eschewing familiarligtdles concerning ‘imagined
communities® and the kaleidoscope of nationalism(s) identifigdAnthony Smith and
otherS. Whereas Edkins prefers to define ‘the politi¢alterms of the ‘establishment of
[the] very social order which sets out a particulastorically specific account of what
counts as politics and defines other areas of klifgiaas not politics,” the critical post-
structuralist and psychoanalytic approach takenZek questions such ideological
production and deems it flawed and responsiblewbat he describes asubjective
destitution® If we consider the treatment of the Kurds in inaglitics after 1958 we see
successive Arab nationalist and militaristic regimparticipate in thesubjective
destitutionof Kurdish politics in Iraq. Kurdish politics theafter came to be defined by
guerrilla resistance, betrayal, massacre, oppressid statelessness.

Thus the Kurds, as the subject of a tormented asguéntly painful historical
narrative within Iraq, were tasked with having éhabilitate Kurdish politics and address
this subjective destitution in order to move fordiadeologically whilst remaining 1) part
of the fabric of the Iraqi state, and 2) a distiethno-political identity. Althusser’s
radical ethical engagement with ideological produgtand his writings on what Zizek
calls the ‘heroism of alienation or of subjectivestitution® is, for Zizek, central to
understanding the notion of ‘alienation’ as ideatay Both subjective destitution and
alienation came to shape ‘the Kurdish political {@eological) within Iraq, and as such
the idea of there being a unitary ‘Kurdish politias Iraq is symbolically linked to
hegemonic narratives of the Iraqgi state and dual@bns of Iraqi and Kurdish history

that were not authored by rank-and-file Kurds theles. For Zizek this is the

® See Benedict Andersoimagined Communitie§New York: Verso, 1991)
®See A. D. SmithNationalism: Theory, Ideology, Histo(Polity Press, 2006).
" Edkins, Op. Cit., p. 2

8 Slavoj Zizek The Sublime Object of Ideologyerso, 1989), xxv

? Ibid., xxv
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misrecognition which resides at the heart of idgple an unavoidable misrecognition
linked to historical activity and ‘assuming [thelle as agent of the historical proceSs.’
Kurdish statesmen have yet to find their ideololgi@ace (or response) to the changing
political position of the Kurds in Iragi politicsThe integrative and disintegrative forces
associated with pursuing greater autonomy andtaeai control within northern Iraq
necessitate engagement with ideological productiororder to sustain transition to
technical civic governance (democratic or otheryviséhe backdrop to this transition is
the presence of increasing Kurdish geopolitical @oin the region. A forceful and well-
articulated ethno-political claim for the enduriagtonomy of the Kurdistan region also
requires a well shaped ideological foundation witthat particular society. At present
this discourse is absent. Recent change withipaiigcal climate of Iraqi Kurdistan has
made the 1970s, Marxist derived, ideological starafethe KDP and the PUK obsolete.

Michael Eppel contends that this obsolescence shemsfour factors:

1) Iragi Kurdistan’s constitutional basis within Iraqd its federal position.
2) The central political role of PUK leader Jalal Tadai as President of Iraq.
3) The maintenance ¢teshmergamilitias by the KDP and PUK.

4) Informal economic autonomy in Iraqi Kurdistan

Eppel argues that these four factors have creat@os&national consciousness in Iraqi
Kurdistan which has been accompanied by the emeegeha new middle class within

Kurdish society whose collective values and expexta are very different to those held
thirty to fifty years agd:

State-centric narratives concerning lrag’s Kurdtemfconstituted the subject in
terms which suited the strident ideological agerafagationalist governments in Iragq and
other proximate states (notably Turkey and SyriE)is de-centred the Kurds to such an
extent that ideologically they have remained highlyided inside Iraq, as well as
regionally; but to a lesser extent internationalljhere is, therefore, a case to be made
that members of the Kurdish diasporas were abkstape the ideological interpellation
which continued to make Iraqgi Kurds subjectivelystitete until the fall of the Ba’ath

regime in 2003. Applying Zizek’s analysis helpstagurther grasp the misrecognition

10 H
Ibid., xxv
Hct. Michael Eppel, ‘Kurdish leadership in Iraq: ifiag the challenges, the dangers, and the chances of
post-Saddam Iraq.” Conference paper deliveredeteE University International Conference Hime
Kurds and Kurdistan: History, Politics, Culture3 April 2009.
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which emerges when the ‘ideological’ and ‘the pcdit are processed as merely another

component of ‘Kurdish politics’ in Irag. Zizek sumarises this misrecognition as:

the process of ideological interpellation throudhich the subject ‘recognises’ itself
as the addressee in the calling up of the ideddbgiause implies necessarily a
certain short circuit, an illusion of the type ‘law already there’ which, as Michel
Pécheux — who has given us the most elaboratedomersf the theory of
interpolation — pointed out, is not without its doal effects: the short circuit of ‘no
wonder you were interpellated as proletarian, wy@nare a proletariar®

In this way the interpellation of ‘Kurdish politicis revealed as having origins outside of
the Kurds as agents of their own historical procégs mimic Zizek and Pécheux by de-
centering the subject with the comic statement wander you were interpellated as
Kurdish when you are Kurd shows figuratively how the notion of a unified tiKdish
politics’ misrecognises the ideological autonomyhedf Kurds as stakeholders within Iraq
through symbolising and exploiting the resonanckistbric ethno-political fissures. The
Kurds, it is argued here, have not until relativedgently owned the modes of ideological
production necessary to define themselves as agéthg historical process inside Iraq.
To understand the difference between ‘Kurdish msfitand ‘the Kurdish political’ is
key, in every sense, to understanding the compicatfacing the KRG as it goes about
the task of defining itself not just as an autonampolitical force, but also an ideological
one resident within de factoindependent entity. Whether or not providencé alibw
the KRG the power and longevity to assume the oblagent of the historicabrocess

has yet to be seen.

The Unrecognised Entity as Ideological Object

Harnessing the potential of ‘the Kurdish politicat a national commodity in the setting
of a Kurdish unrecognised entity has already padrdte dividends to the KRG in the
form of relative political stability and autonomyThis is something very different to the
issue of ‘Kurdish politics’ which, among many Kustliand Iragi nationalists, remains a
divisive and politically inflammatory topic due the after-effect of historical narratives
and imagery associated with the ideological pradacbf a status quo ante which
included Arab nationalist movements such as Baathi There is nothing implicitly

12 Slavoj Zizek, Op. Cit., xxv
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ideological about ‘Kurdish politics’ per se, just there is no ideological given in the
terms ‘Shi'a’ or ‘Sunni politics’. To argue otheise posits a fictionalised notion of
political ideology as communitarian in both an iragtting as well as in that of the wider
Middle East. ‘Politics’ is contested; ‘the politites the frame of reference which makes
politics ideological®

Edkins clarifies the distinction between ‘politiesd ‘the political’ by describing
the former as ‘decision making and ideological igartship’; and the latter as ‘to do with
the establishment of that very social order whiets ®ut a particular, historically specific
account of what counts as politics and definesraiheas of social life asot politics™*.
Edkins’ distinction is important as we see this ayic reproduced in unrecognised
entities to the same extent as it is observabkouereign states. It is not the case that
illegitimate status infers a methodological bankeypupon an unrecognised entity’s
functions and processes. This is a realisatiorchvhiémains only lightly covered in the
writings of Pegg and other scholars focusing orecognised entities.

Whereas Pegg concentrates on the distillation dhoa®logies pursued bge
facto states (a process through which he arrives atdhmative conclusion thate facto
entities are all pursuing anachronistic legitimmat strategies), it is evident that
unrecognised entities are capable of linking poaret social order in ways that confer
legitimacy from within. The KRG, for example, egmes a power capable of
maintaining an optimum level of what Claude Lefietmed ‘generalised obedience and
allegiance®® which ‘implies a certain type of social divisiondaarticulation, as well as a
certain type of representationconcerning the legitimacy of the social ord8rThese
social divisions, articulations and representatiare well formed in Iraqi Kurdistan as
the KRG and respective political parties within teeritory have begun the process of
refiguring the Kurdish political landscape in thegion. This outcome points to the
existence of an unrecognised entity in northerq Wéich is already further ahead in its
ideological development than the metropolitan stdtevhich it still remains a part. It

partly explains why the government in Iragi Kurdristis able to make bold assertions

13 Edkins, Op. Cit., p. 2

1 Ibid.

15 Claude LefortThe Political Forms of Modern Socigf@ambridge: Polity, 1986), p. 282, cited in Edkins
Op. Cit., p. 3

1% Ibid.
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about its territory being symbolic of an ‘otheratf’. The propagandist rhetoric touted
loudly on the international stage concerning s@donomic conditions inside Iraqi
Kurdistan point to an emboldened awareness of haw'the Kurdish political’ has
shifted since the 1970s and 1980s. This bold aptimfor a bright future in the
Kurdistan region is partly an expression of a newdfl ideological coherence within the
KRG and between the main Kurdish political parties.

This ideological coherence hints at the presenca l&gitimisation process (or
transition) under way that is shaping both powet social order inside Iragi Kurdistan.
Here lies a difficult problem for international sety in that Iraqi Kurdistan is rapidly
developing and advancing the legitimacy ofoten social and political order outside of a
framework dictated by either the Iragi state omm®taid down in international law. The
propaganda emanating from the KRG and its repraseas can be understood as the
manifestation offantasy which often accompanies transition from one sofam to
another after contestation and struggles for pdveee subsided. Thiantasyis linked
to a symbolic ideal of Kurdish independence, yeisiinot essentially secessionist of
separatist in rhetorical terms. This realisatiakes us beyond notions of unrecognised
entities as criminalised separatist badlands andrit an appreciation of subtle dynamics
which appear at the creation of new states. TdegHdkins:

...what is important about power is that éstablishesa social order and a

corresponding form of legitimacy. Power, for Lefatoes not “exist” in any sort of

naked form, before legitimation: Rather, the idgadal processes of legitimation

produce certain representations of power. Forlégiqad analysis, in the broadest

sense, what needs to be called into question a&edhditions of possibility that

produced or made conceivable this particular regmtegion of power. The question
is, “What change in the principles of legitimacyhat reshaping of the system of
beliefs, in the way of apprehending reality, endlslech a representation of power to
emerge?*®

" The Kurdistan Development Corporation’s “The Othiag” Campaign of 2006 provides an interesting
snapshot of changing political narratives surrongdiutonomy in northern Iraq and the development of
public diplomacy aimed at marketing Iragi Kurdistman attractive investment opportunity. The websi
of the campaign carries the following text, “Hawmiyseen the Other Iraq? It's spectacules.peaceful.

It's joyful. Fewer than two hundred US troog® stationed hereArabs, Kurds and westerners all vacation
together.Welcome to Iragi-Kurdistan!” http://www.theotherir@om/index.html (Accessed 17.05.2010).
18 Edkins, Op. Cit., p. 3
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To answer Lefort’s question it can be argued thatdifference between ‘representations
of power’ and the ‘conditions of possibility’ whicdlow such representations to emerge
resides in the tactics pursued, not in the stratedior instance, the idea that the
unrecognised state has some kind of political nesibdity to the metropolitan ‘parent’
territory from which it has informally seceded -atlis a strategic question. The question
is whether or not the unrecognised state goes dbhsuprocess of withdrawal in order to
arrive at the functioning representations and ald@toons of power which are often seen
in these situations at the tactical level.

Maintaining a functional autonomy in the absencdejfurerecognition is, in the
short term, about tactics and the overall stratfgwhich they form a part. Separatism
(taken in its most literal sense without emotivgateity) is a tactical process insofar as
it is one which does not always need to be coughatrategic narratives of recognition
or legitimacy from the outset. This is a key powttich forms a continual stumbling
block for political science discourses on unrecsgdientities in the international system.
The value judgements placed upon unrecognisedemntiy normative assessments of
legitimacy and recognition automatically exterralend disarticulate our understanding
of the problem. It becomes difficult to escapeitiegtia ofde jurethinking on statehood
and unconsciously, narratives on unrecognisedientrievert back to discourses which
are biased in favour of territorial integrity.

It matters little that the fortunes of a particutase (for example Kosovo's part
recognition) may indicate a gradual mellowing dftatles toward unrecognised entities,
or that ‘the image that dominates in the mediafoneign ministries and in the limited
academic literature is very much a negative dhas neither signify a paradigmatic shift
in our understanding of separatism or secessiohe field of study is, as implied
throughout this thesis, constrained by continualdptization over old paradigms when,
in fact, a Copernican revolution in thinking is ded which transforms the basic
frameworks of our understanding of unrecognisedtiest International responses,
policies, conventions, interventions, agreementd laws represent the external - the

peripheral - and are not, as can so easily be askuthe locus around which the

9 Nina Caspersen, ‘From Kosovo to Karabakh: Intéonal Responses to De Facto StatSsitlosteuropa
56:1, 2008, p. 6
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ideological and psychological roots of separatisnd @ecession are formed. The
assumption that legitimacy ami# jurerecognition form the ideological backbone of the
de factostate problem not only puts the cart before theséndut perpetuates the myth
that statehood, in all its forms, is considered@sanct by peoples who have often been
at the receiving end of egregious abuses enactdtetiname of statecraft and statehood
respectively.  Put simply, international relatioa®id political science discourses
invariably opt into a condescension which, if iedaot play the ‘ethnicity’ card, chooses
to essentialise unrecognised entities by emphasiieir subaltern status through a
mythologised hunger for legitimacy. Certainly, rdnenay be bureaucratic elites within
unrecognised entities who court (or are courteditgrnational society at a level which
suggests that powerbrokers in such regions aspitbet same level achuthenticityas
other states, but it is misleading to suggest tiég defines the phenomena of
unrecognised entities globally.

Area Studies specialists and political scientises gften guilty of adopting such
theoretical conservatism and choosing to ignoreerotvays of understanding the
unrecognised entity. Robert Jackson’s statemexttTlo be a sovereign state today one
needs only to have been a formal colony yesterdag, a standard minimalist dictum of
the type so often encountered in the scant litegattn unrecognised entities. Such
statements are of questionable utility when disogspower and ideology in highly
ambiguous scenarios of this type and are reprasent# analytical discourses which are
rapidly becoming anachronistic because of the gualorld-views upon which they were
founded. There is a categorical bias in Jacksostiatements which belies a Eurocentric,
imperialist heritage which, it seems, remains emhed in international relations
discourses on sovereignty. This ambivalence rontscognised entities in their specific
gravity as problematic objects in the internatiosgdtem for they remain grounded by
the space onto which they are mapped - both inrgpbéral, political, ideological and
security terms. Given that political and regiosalcurity contexts are inevitably a
significant ingredient in what might be assumed ke the functionality of an

unrecognised entity, it might be telling to ask hawtonomy could be more than a

20 Robert JacksorQuasi-States: Sovereignty, International Relatiand the Third WorldCambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1990), p. 17
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conceptual ideal for these entities, and whether nimerous forms and narratives
through whichde factostates and the unrecognised entities are concewtadh are a

function of necessary focus or the insecuritiethefinternational society of states.

Asymmetries of Power and Ideological Development

The relationship between sovereign states andrhecagnised entities in their midst is
characterised by an extreme asymmetry of poweiis dagymmetry of power is a strong
influence on ideological formation in unrecognisatities and has a direct bearing on
the conflicts which emerge and the political naves which surround them. 1t is
important to note how the asymmetrical relationdfepiveen the sovereign state and the
unrecognised state is reproduced in mainstreankitignon the issue through the
overarching use of conceptual connotations symlwdlitegitimacy. Both parties to this
uneven relationship construct narratives on legitiynwhich symbolise their inconsistent
ideological stances. As Zizek remarks, in ideoltme can have one’s cake and eat it
and nothing could be closer to the truth in theecakstate-like entities. International
relations arguments such as Dov Lynch’s assertiah‘there are states and there is little
else® in the international system remain pregnant witteological notions of
sovereignty which conceal an essential bias. Awdfd Walker pointed out in 1998
‘The Chechen Government calls Chechnya “The CheBtegrublic of Ichkeria” and may
reconstitute itself as “The Islamic Republic of Cheya,” Karabakh calls itself “The
Republic of Nagorno Karabakh,” and is often reférte by Armenian nationalists as
“Artsakh,” while Abkhazia’s self-designation is “€hRepublic of Abkhazia.*® Such
self-designations are indicative of grassroots latgoal formation in the service of
separatism which, in the context of an asymmetricdhtionship with proximate
sovereign states, defines the unrecognised ergityod just a contested political space,
but one in which legitimacy ultimately lies in tigeeological coherence which underpins
secessionist ambition.

21 glavoj Zizek The Plague of Fantasidsondon: Verso, 2008), pp. 95-96

% Dov Lynch,Engaging Eurasia’s Separatist Stai@¥ashington DC: United States Institute for Peace,
2004), p. 18

% Edward Walker, ‘No Peace, No War in the CaucaSesessionist Conflicts in Chechnya, Abkhazia and
Nagorno Karabakh,” Centre for Science and Inteomati Affairs, Occasional PaperFebruary 1998, p. 3
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The situation is modified in the case of Iragi Kstdn. Factional fighting
between the PUK and the KDP reached a settleme®epyember 1998 and the parties
received not only public recognition by the Clintadministration but a framework for
cooperation set out in the Washington Acébrof the same year. The status quo has
been maintained despite the ongoing fragility o ®ituation in northern Iraq. The
benefits of the Oil For Food Programme and US/UKtany enforcement of the ‘No-Fly
Zone' over the greater part of the Kurdish con&wlprovinces, allowed for alteration of
the asymmetry which had previously existed betwberKurdish polity in northern Iraq
and Saddam Hussein’s regime in Baghdad. In theewékhe Washington Accord (and
being insulated from direct political interferenf®m Baghdad) thefantasy of an
independent Kurdish state was able to flourish thiedentente between the KDP and the
PUK provided fertile soil for notions of Kurdishedtity and nationhood to be articulated
in new, ostensibly state-centric, ideological terms

Political intrigue between the Kurdish politicaaries and other actors in the
regional and international politics of the MiddladE is not of primary concern when one
considers the problems of power and ideology intiteire discussions of non-sovereign
state-like entities. In Iragi Kurdistan there rsexplicit dualism contained in the rhetoric
of the political leadership and this, it can beuad) is not only an aggravating factor in
the relationship between the KRG and the sociesttémpts to govern, but is also a
contradiction which bedevils Kurdish nationalistt@tion. The problem is outlined by
Carl Dahlman in a paper entitl@the Political Geography of Kurdistaf2002). In this
paper Dahlman identifies the locus of the dualishictv resides at the very heart of the
KRG mandate. He writes ‘Thus, while northern Inander the Kurdistan Regional
Government would appear to be a pseudo-state, anithhas all the trappings of a
sovereign territorial government except internaalamcognition, its political leadership,
the KDP and PUK, appears to give no indication thaill emerge as a separate stéte.’
Dahlman goes on to suggest in a footnote that @adfhoother analysts (in this case
Kolossov and O’Loughlin, 1999) have preferred tenitfy Kurdistan as guasi-stateéa

% For a full text of the agreement see Michael Gyritee Kurdish Predicament in Iraqg: A political
Analysis(New York, NY: St. Martin’s Press, 1999), pp. 1008

% carl Dahlman, ‘The Political Geography of KurdisteEurasian Geography and Economid8:4,
(2002), p. 25.
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chaotic and ephemeral space, often involved initilfiows and “half-institutionalised”
control®®, he argues that spaces such as Iragi Kurdistabetter described under the
pseudo-stateoncept due to their unsettled political statuse Very fact that the KRG
gives no indication that the territory it governsl wmerge as a separate state, yet at the
same time promotes itself in ideological terms Wha&mphasise a societal ascent to
autonomy, self-governance and the trappings ofelstetd creates a paradoxical
antagonism between the inhabitants of Iraqi Kuatisatnd what ZiZzek terms ‘a cause
which in itself does not exist - [a cause] whiclpresent only in a series of effects, but
always in a distorted, displaced way.’

Zizek here is presenting us with his summary amalgstheLacanianReal— a
‘brute, pre-symbolic reality’ which, along wigymbolicorder and thémaginarycreate a
three tiered cake of ‘structural effect’ (displaaaits) which account for the ‘distortions
of the symbolic structure,” distortions which, in Hegelian sense, lead toward the
realisation that it is senseless attempting tordetee when the Kurdish “state” will (or
will not) materialise in northern Iraq due to tleetfit must be ‘presupposed’ or, as Zizek
states, recognised as constituting a ‘fantasy serfd The unrecognised entity, then,
like the Lacanian Real, can be constructed as tity @rhich, although it does not exist in
the sense of ‘really existing’ as a state (or tgkitace in reality as a stat&)nonetheless
exercises what Zizek defines as ‘[having] a sedégproperties...a certain structural
causality...it can produce a series of effecthignsymbolic reality of subjects”’

It is not difficult to illustrate how the unrecogeid entity in Iragi Kurdistan
occupies a space whereby the symbolic realitieschwvisurround it such as those in
adjacent Arab provinces, Turkey, Syria, Iran (adl s the intra-societal dynamic
between interest groups within the ethno-politicahke-up of northern Iraq) are
destabilised by the very fantasy or desire for adiGh state in their midst. This is the
effect on a particular geopolitical location of exritory which harbours the ‘structural

causality’ of a state — and is anchored in thelatgoal rhetoric of statehood through the

% |bid., footnote, p.25; See also Kladimir Kolossmd John O’Loughlin, ‘Pseudo-States as Harbingers o
a New Geopolitics: The Example of the Trans-Dniekteldovan Republic (TMR),” in D. Newman, ed.,
Boundaries, Territory, and Postmodern{Bortland, OR: Frank Cass, 1999)

7 Slavoj Zizek,The Sublime Object of Ideolo@yerso, 1989), p. 184

% |bid., pp. 182-183

2 |bid., p.183
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public diplomacy pronouncements of a coalition goweent, yet, at the very point of
establishment it dissipates, dissolves, and leavés place the Lacanian Real revealing
the premature ideabf independent statehood - a state which onlytediat asymbolic
and rhetorical levels within the political imagiiat.

The unrecognised entity is therefore a paradoxioatept due to the vicissitudes
of its precarious existence and the ways in whicls iable to blur the conceptual
parameters which govern sovereign organisationhim international system. It is
symbolic (in its illegitimacy and ambiguous statw$)unacknowledged ethno-political
ambition; it is capable of creating a state-likeerwhich can be said to be illusory; it
contains the structural causality to affect the lsglic order of states and territories
around it, yet may still exist formally as partasfother country or polity; and it exists as
an imaginedstate through the representations and fantasiets @feoples, parties and
leaders — yet they can deny its actuality at tmeesame. To some extent this paradox is
apparent in unrecognised states the world overifldreht stages and levels of their
political existence. This contradictory and pardadal dialecticism (which often
accompanies the ethno-political ambition for state) can be framed in terms of those
dominant strategies necessary to construct staedialities in what are often fragile and
unstable political situations.

We return, then, to the title of this chapter fbisi here that we come closest to
identifying thefiction of ideology in unrecognised states. It is notneéad that ideology
in unrecognised entities is in any way a fictitigpreenomenon but rather that the creation
of symbolic ‘state-like’ order in ideological termsterms which suggest an otherness
which is not commensurate with observable reality, places @polkt the level of the
fictive in unrecognised entities. That is to sagology (symbolic representations of
order and the fantasy of ‘a state’) and realityli{@pal outcomes as they are observable in
the here and now) have separate trajectories alitiesitin this context. Often the two
appear utterly divorced on a theoretical level ahds differential relationship is
replicated at the formal level. For instance, aoaid inquiry often ignores the symbolic
narrative eschewed by parties and leaders of ugnesed entities in favour of the
‘physical’ structures of elections, politics, regab relationships and conflicts. We are

then left with an empirical silence on issues sashideological change and ethno-
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political tensions inside unrecognised entitiesntbelves. This was the case in early
2006 when riots erupted in the south of Iragi Kstah inside the town of Halabja.
Kurdmedia gave the following description:

The disturbances occurred on the morning of thevarsary of the gas attack that
launched the town's notoriety. About 7,000 demarsts protested that they have
been forgotten by the central government [KR@}pse officials make a once-yearly
appearance to commiserate with them about the thadput allegedly forget about

them the rest of the yearhe security forces are reported to have opeinedkilling

a 14-year-old boy and injuring several othrs.

Although evidently sensationalised through joumstali franchise, the salience of the
Halabja riots, and the significance of Halabja he identity of the Kurdish peoples,
should not be overlooked. The town of Halabja rnesithe most infamous symbol of the
Iragi government'sAnfal Campaigns during the late 1980s and now experserce
political existence inside an unrecognised entity.

On 16" March 1988, Iraqi forces conducted a bombardménitiaabja with
chemical weaponr§ which resulted in the deaths of approximately 56@@ians. As
Stansfield correctly highlights, ‘Halabja was afsat an isolated incident, but the assault
on the town remains the single most emotive membdhow the Kurds have suffered at
the hands of the Iragi governmefit.The memory of Halabja has motivated Kurds to
pursue autonomy with conviction and vigour, seizeéugh opportunities as they arise.
Kurds the world over see Halabja (and the widerogete of which it was a part) as a
symbolic justification for their right to self-detaination and autonomy in their historic
homeland. Few would disagree openly with suchréinudation of Halabja’s symbolic
externality, and its powerful effect on shaping #ish nationalist ambition. It is, to
qguote Louis Althusser, a poignant illustration ofah“ideas’ or ‘representations’...which
seem to make up ideology do not have an iddah(e, idéell@ or spiritual existence, but
a material existencé® Although it can be argued elsewhere that the svent6" March

1988 have a ‘spiritual’ resonance for all Kurdseatbgically the representation of

31Extract from online article published Asia Timesntitled ‘The Kurdish Defection’ by lason
Athanasiadis, kttp://www.kurdmedia.com/article.aspx?id=1124&8ccessed 06.05.2008. Emphasis
added.
32 See Gareth Stansfieldaq (Cambridge: Polity, 2007), p. 115
33 H
Ibid.
* Ibid.
% Louis AlthusserEssays on Ideologiondon: Verso, 1984), p. 39
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Halabja has a material existence which, as thentaga&est suggests, is not successfully
co-opted by the relatively novel ideological coostrons produced by the KRG. That
the residents of Halabja are alleged to have dath#éye memorial sculptuigto the
event which holds such gravitas for the cause aflish self-determination, suggests a
strong social antagonism between rank-and-file Kurmhd their administrative
leadership. Such antagonism is explicitly ideatagin that themageof progress within
the unrecognised entity has found itself in thespnee of a material, pre-symbolic
representation, its own critique, in the form o€dbised socio-political antagonisms —
antagonisms focused on perceptions of prog@ssopposed to civic nationalism,
territorialism and political bureaucracy.

A Marxian critique of ideology is applicable heae rank-and-file Kurds who are
fiercely ambitious and loyal to their ethno-polgiccause have traditionally been
participants in defining thessenceof their national struggle. They are not, however
participants in defining the essenckthe unrecognised entity in which they now find
themselves a part. Marxists would argue that ag las social relations inside Iraqi
Kurdistan are dominated by Capital (and the diatidn of resources by a political and
familial elite), such antagonisms and tense ratatibetween social groups will persist
and lead to further expressions of political aneoldgical frustration. At the level of
ideology, it can be argued that the symbolic fateureptitious statecraft - the image
created by the KRG of a progressive, stable andnoencially ascendant entrepot
Kurdistan — is antagonistic both internally andeemélly for a number of reasons.

Firstly, the KRG is complicit in the creation ofethfalse consciousness, or
ideological fantasy that it functions astategovernment. This ideological condition is
subverted by the lack of legal recognition attaibgdragi Kurdistan as an independent
entity in the international system. As soon asfymabolic order of statehood is crafted
around such a false consciousness, the graduablutis; of fantasies surrounding
representation, equality, and prosperity startedour, thereby exposing the promise of
bourgeois freedoms to critique from the politicallgn-affiliated amongst those with the

least stake in the elite’'s ideological narrativiequally important is the impact of

% See article by Khalid Khayati, ‘Newroz: When “Laig de vivre” and suffering coincidélhe Kurdish
Globe No. 102, March 19, 2007, p. 2
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economic predation by actors forming the politietite within unrecognised entities.
Very often corruption and other predatory behawddoy elites in unrecognised entities
take the ‘states in all but name’ thesis beyondgar This is the danger of applying
ideological universals to fragile socio-politicahveronments such as those found in
unrecognised entities. As Zizek explains:

...every ideological universal — for example fremdequality — is ‘false’ in so far as
it necessarily includes a specific case which tBdek unity, lays open its falsity.
Freedom, for example: a universal notion comprisingumber of species (freedom
of speech and press, freedom of consciousnesgjofreef commerce, political
freedom, and so on) but also, by means of a stalagcessity, a specific freedom
(that of the worker to sell freely his own labour the market) which subverts this
universal notion. That is to say, this freedonthie very opposite of effective
freedom: by selling his labour ‘freely’, the workkrses his freedom — the real
content of this free act of sale is the worker'slamement to capital. The crucial

point is, of course, that it is precisely this mhical freedom, the form of its

opposite, which closes the circle of ‘bourgeoigftems™’

Zizek identifies here a paradoxical constructiorfreedom similar to one that resides at
the heart of the new socio-economic order insidgilKurdistan (something which shall
be discussed in the following chapter). The KR@Jswedly committed to pursuing the
freedom of commerce associated with free-marketn@mwacs, but this freedom to set an
economic agenda independent of the lraqgi stateoss + its falsity exposed as an
ideological fiction — by the intense antagonismd anteractions which exist between the
KRG and the government of Iraq. It is at this pdimat the concept of Iragi Kurdistan
symbolising the ‘Other’ Iraq is laid bare and exgabss a fiction created in the public
domain by the ‘pseudo-state’ ideological apparatuhe KRG. As the 2006 unrest in
Halabja reveals, the attempt to suppress rejeatiothe ‘new’ symbolic order inside
KRG controlled territory will lose its force in tHace of its material critique.

To further complicate the paradox within which tlggvernment of an
unrecognised entity finds itself, it is importaateéxamine the overall locus around which
many of the problems of unrecognised entities reolCentral to any new appreciation
of the vicissitudes of governance in an ambigudatedike predicament is an aspect of
legitimisation which has so far eluded most dismuss of the problem. This is the
problem of how government (or the ‘art’ of govermtjeis enabled to function

independently of sovereignty in an unrecognisedtyerand whether this necessitates a

37 Slavoj Zizek, Op. Cit., pp. 16-17
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form of governancead libitum in response to political games and the desire for
favourable strategic outcomes. The unrecogniséity es possibly the barest and most
exposed of geopolitical concepts. Put plainlythed myriad forms of governance and
statecraft in the international system, it is theompleteness — the burden of illegitimacy
— experienced by unrecognised entities which cseat@tuation whereby the government
and political parties have often little more thahne-territorial claims to back-up their
continued presence in the international system.es&hethno-territorial claims must
maintain a fundamental integrity in the eyes oéinational law and, by necessity, must
also have crystallised what Foucault called thasom of statérather than a vague
reliance on popular support.

This ‘reason’ is a primary component (or ‘preocdigd) of sovereignty and is
highly relevant in the context of ambiguous stéte-skcenarios. Foucault argues that the
‘state is governed according to rational principldsich are intrinsic to it and which
cannot be derived solely from natural or divine da@r the principles of wisdom and
prudence®. This observation is an important point of depatfor any analysis of
unrecognised entities. Firstly, international tielas and political science analysis does
not often place a sufficient level of emphasis @wwhthe asymmetric position of
governments in unrecognised entities necessitdtes deployment of an ‘art of
government’ which utilises what Foucault identifi@s thoseational principles which
are intrinsic to the realities of governing (with without sovereignty). Secondly, the
case for recognition made by unrecognised entiéspgecially those in Eurasia and the
Caucasus, is often based on an ethno-political amms@vhich enables legitimacy to be
rationalised in terms of affiliations with surround states (parent and patron states alike)
which, in turn, ensures a longevity that far suggasvhat would be achievable through a
more antagonistic secessionist agenda or armedliatonf To some extent, then,

unrecognised entities are able to deploy the ‘m&i@amd divine law$® of ethno-political

3 Michel Foucault, ‘Governmentality,’ In G. Burchei al. (eds.)The Foucault Effect: Studies in
Governmentalitf{Hemel Hempstead: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1999} .p.

% |bid., pp. 96-7.

0 Foucault, Op. Cit.
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affiliation in order to fill the gap left by the ®h occurring absence of ‘rational
principles** which justify the separatist agenda.

Iragi Kurdistan is a good example of how the art gdvernment without
sovereignty (and direct ethno-political affiliatida another proximate territorial entity)
makes its position particularly problematic. Ird€irdistan cannot pursue an overtly
separatist agenda without the support of an extgoeer or plurality of regional
advocates. In the absence of the break-up ofrélgg state it is highly unlikely that Irag’s
Kurds would be supported in the creation of a sEjsrterritorial entity by any foreign
power. What Iraqi Kurdistan lacks, therefore, he texternal support of a proximate,
ethno-politically allied, sovereign entity whichlinsupport and accommodate a Kurdish
separatist agenda. The geopolitical matrix whighrainds Iraqgi Kurdistan is, in this
way, extremely disadvantageous from a secessipeispective. The Kurdish nationalist
Mahabad Republic, it can be argued, fell-apartda6lonce the support of Soviet Russia
— a proximate guarantor of the project’s survivalas withdrawn, and the way left open
for the forces of the Iranian state to reassertrobover this breakaway Kurdish entity.
Developments over half a century ago illustrate hoyortant it is for any attempt at
fashioning an independent Kurdish state to havercximate guarantor ophysical
protection from conflicts arising as a result ofrgtes created with surrounding regimes
by such an exercise. Support for secession, icdke of Iraqi Kurdistan, remains highly
unlikely to materialise given the disadvantageshef political landscape into which an
independent Kurdish state would have to be placed.

The concept of an unrecognised entity requiringreximate ally or ethno-
political guarantor was highlighted by Pal Kolstw his work The Sustainability and
Future of Unrecognised Quasi-Statg006), in which he argues that somqeasi-states
become dependent upon support from an ‘externabman order to defend themselves
‘against states with a well-functioning state appas, a solid economy, and good
defence capabilitie$? However, Kolstg’s analysis of the behaviour ofttpa’ states in
relation to their unrecognised clients assumes ttiatsituation is one of expediency in

order to survive (on the part of the unrecognisetityg, and offers us little insight into

41 H

Ibid.
“2 P&l Kolstg, ‘The Sustainability and Future of Wrognised Quasi-Statesournal of Peace Research
43:6 (2006), p. 733.
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why a sovereign state may adopt a position whettedy are willing to act as an advocate
for the autonomous entity. In fact, Kolstg asséntst quasi-statesare often far from
pliant and often ‘wag the dotf’in order to pursue agendas of their own. Kolspmit

of departure for his analysis of the relationshgtvieen unrecognised entities and their
external ‘patrons’ is very much the now contestatda thaguasi-statesn the Caucasus
are ‘states in all but name’. The criteria uponichhhe bases the development of his
argument could be mistaken for representing anoetlatic romanticism whereby the
existence of the entity as a hegemonic ethno-palistructure (with the alleged popular
support of its denizens [sic.]) is all that is negdo fulfil the ‘reason of state’. Such a
view precludes our understanding of the ties andtiomships between proximate
sovereign advocates and separatist movements \pheclate the pursuit of statecraft or
the secessionist agenda itself. In this way, Kddsénalysis of the relationship between
the unrecognised entity and its external ‘patrerahistorical as it removes itself from the
patterns of political economic history in which tl®olution and formation of the
unrecognised entity is nearly always grounded.

Recent tensions between Russia and Georgia oveh Sssetia and Abkhazia
illustrate the dilemma faced by the Kurds as thiggnapt to fashion an ideology around
political developments in northern Iraq. Unlike therecognised government of South
Ossetia, the KRG has no powerful regional advofmte separatist agenda. It instead
relies on close ties with Washington and its Euaopallies to vouchsafe its continued
status as an autonomous Kurdish enclave inside [fhg governments of Turkey, Syria,
Iran and Iraq are historically opposed to the eomadf an independent Kurdish state and
this scenario isolates the ambitions of the KRG aadi nationalists from the ethno-
political support necessary to pursue a sepageshda. This again illustrates how Iraqi
Kurdistan is dissimilar to many of th#e factdunrecognised states in Eurasia and the
Caucasus. Even the Kosovo option lacks an eskemitity in our discussion of Iraqi
Kurdistan’'s predicament. Kosovo has a unique,ohist ethno-religious status as a
Muslim enclave in the former Yugoslavia which, inetcontext of this discussion,
provided the territory (in its pre- and post- indedence forms) with the necessary
regional status to strengthen its ‘reason of staféis crucial determinant of viability —

* Ibid.
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or ability to secede — is absent in the case dfi IKurdistan, and whilst support from
Washington and other international powers is pralty advantageous and strengthens
the position of the Kurds regionally, it makes pewbhatic the case for secession and
reinforces the danger of the KRG being perceivedegsonal belligerents, as well as
creating an image of the Kurdistan region as ayldad for foreign interests in the
region. Equally, pro-Kurdish policymakers in thee®¥ must tread carefully and avoid
the forceful promotion of Kurdish ethno-political ®rritorial exceptionalism in northern
Irag as it could further destabilise an alreadytaivie Iraqi political environment.

The ‘reification’ of the KRG agenda at the intefontl level, and its rhetorical
camouflage in the borrowed robes of neo-liberaliposes a threefold problem when the
ideology behind the ‘reason of state’ is exposedritique. Firstly, there is the problem
of ethno-political ‘back-up’ in the form of the abige of any proximate territorial
advocate or sovereign affiliate. This reality pueles the creation of an ideological case
based on ethnic affiliation to a political powertexal to the Iragi state. Secondly,
territorial claims are frustrated at the level ofedlogical production by the trans-
nationality of Kurdish ethno-politics. This tranational dynamic frustrates the case for
an independent Kurdish state in northern Irag asatiyument can be put forward that
Iragi Kurdistan is but a part of a greater geogiegdhregion that composed historic
Kurdistan. In the same context, the human geograjtthe region suggests that the
majority of the Kurdish population resides outsiddraq’s borders in Turkey, Syria and
Iran (as well as the wider Kurdish diaspora). Trekes it difficult for the KRG to rely
on the legitimising properties of ethnic nationalisentiment without creating a
transcendentatonstituency for an ideological agenda which amonéges the sovereign
states which surround it. In this case, such amiaghs are often predicated upon the
destabilising potential of an independent Kurdistritory. If territorial nationalism is
pursued too forcefully in northern Iraq, the temial specificity of the Iraqgi context
becomes bogged down in wider theoretical questimmgerning regional entitlement to
ethnic separation, and the essential ‘reason té’'stalost in a fog of emotive national
idealism.

The third problem which confronts the KRG’s attes@t constricting the

ideological basis for their ‘reason of state’ liasthe pursuit of the commercial, free-
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market liberalism that has become the modarson d’étrefor a progressive Kurdistan.
As examined previously (and in the following chaptehe ‘bourgeois freedoms’
heralded by the adoption of the market principte fihat has historically been a pre-
industrial society) are very difficult to guaranteeall Kurds in a society whose social
stratifications are symbolically and figurativelytieulated within the administrative
model of the KRG and the KDP / PUK axis. So, a¢é¢hevels we see the way in which
the situation in northern Iraq makes a highly peotitic backdrop for the creation of an
ideology that reinforces what Foucault called theason of state’. At these levels the
problem also reveals how Iragi Kurdistan can beassdpd from those universal
classifications which once drove our understanaihgnrecognised entities, or so-called
de factostates. It is, as has been illustrated here, mesieading to promote a normative
vision of unrecognised entities in the internatiosgstem as there are hitherto
unexamined variables which distinguish and sepalem all. These variables are the
product of a continual process of flux and adaptativhich in turn is a response — a
dominant survival strategy — deployed in the absesfcthe formal protections afforded
by legal sovereignty.

Althusser’s analysis of Marxist theories of thetest@n Ideology and Ideological
State Apparatusesl994) points us toward a number of useful congdptlefinitions
regarding state power which, in the context of siomal ‘reason of state’ discussed
previously, suggest the presence of other paradasssciated with power and ideology
in an unrecognised state-like situation. In hisagsentitiedThe Stat&" Althusser argues
that ‘the State (and its existence in its appajdtas no meaning except as a function of
State powei* His argument here makes a key distinction betvetateapparatusand
statepower due to the fact that the two are not necessaolgrminous. So, in the
context of an unrecognised entity, a similarityhwilthusser’'s model can be discerned.
There is, on the one hand, a key difference betvgéstie power(s) (as it/they appear in
their mutated form in entities lackirdg juresovereignty) and the state apparatus created

in the absence afe jurerecognition of such powers. This contradictiomglicit in the

44 Louis Althusser, ‘Ideology and Ideological Statpparatuses (Notes towards an Investigation),’ in
Slavoj Zizek (ed.Mapping IdeologyLondon: Verso, 1994), pp. 106- 113
“ |bid., p. 108
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relationship between Iraqgi Kurdistan (as a concaptuambiguous state-like ‘object’)
and the other realities over which such an ‘objecsuperimposed.

A problem which frustrates the realisation of adependent sovereignty in Iraqi
Kurdistan is that state apparatus and political grovemain in a state of ideological
disarticulation. Neither the civil bureaucraticrnthe political elite have, in fact,
successfully managed to develop a coherent idemdbgiarrative around statehood that
unifies the two positions. So how does this latkannectivity between the pseudo-state
apparatus and pseudo-state power affect the neddtiip between Iraqi Kurdistan and the
ideological dreams of Kurdish nationalism? Therawehing problem lies in the fact that
the KRG has, in its attempt to achieve legitimaoy its autonomy agenda, created a
virtual state apparatus — the machinery of gover@eaand state coercion — that, as
Althusser points out ‘may survive political eventhich affect the possession of State
power.*® Therefore, in the setting of a federal Iraq — siimg which the KRG remains
in favour of at the rhetorical level - the collapsedecline of the virtual ‘state power’
attained by the KRG (either by the strengthenedipal power of the Iragi Government,
Turkish opposition to an independent Kurdistantifeal and tribal infighting between
Kurdish political factions, discredited Kurdish lg¢rency and so on) could be effected
whilst leaving the physical apparatus intact indndgi Kurdistan. The potential for such
an outcome suggests that not only can state pawekstate apparatus be distinguished in
unrecognised entities (as they can be in soversigtes) but, as can be seen in Iraqi
Kurdistan, the potential remains for the pseudtesaé@paratus to survive the ideological
power currently held by the KRG and the Kurdistatidhal Assembly (KNA).

The Marxist theory behind this interpretation oétet power in unrecognised
entities is explicit. Althusser summarises the kst theory of the State’ in terms of the
defining theoretical claims that Marxist classiesé& used to define state apparatus:

(1) The State is the repressive State apparatu§téPe Power and State apparatus
must be distinguished, (3) the objective of thesglatruggle concerns State power,
and in consequence the use of the State appargttisebclasses (or alliance of
classes or of fractions of classes) holding Stateep as a function of their class
objectives.?’

“ Althusser, Op. Cit., p. 109
" bid., p. 109
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If state power and state apparatus are distingdishdine with common theoretical
identifications of Marxist analysis, it then becapossible to highlight another aspect of
the problematic situation encountered in Iragi Kstiah's ambiguous-status scenario. At
the informal level, power in Iraqi Kurdistan is dled coterminously between the
coerciveapparatus of the KDP and the PUK, and the forrealigo-state apparatus of the
KNA and KRG administrative and legal structureshefe is a functional intertwining of
these political apparatus at many levels — inclgdihthe ideological level. At the level
of physicalpolitical structures it is nearly impossible tmpoint the exact location of
Althusser’sideological State Apparatusithin the frameworks of the KRG and KNA.
Therefore, it is necessary to consider here thereality of such ideological state
mechanisms from those physical political articalasi associated with functional

governance inside Iraqi Kurdistan.

Althusser suggests that a problem inherent in d&oas surroundingdeological
State Apparatusegor ISAs in their abbreviated form) appears whea igdentify the
distinctiveness of theideologicalfunctions in relation to the (coercive) State appss
exemplified by the Army, the Police, the Courts ®risons and so &h Althusser goes
further by explaining that ‘while there mne (Repressive) State Apparatus, there is a
plurality of ISAs. Even presupposing that it exists, thigyuthat constitutes this plurality
of ISAs as a body is not immediately visibfé.What Althusser achieves here is the
identification of other apparatuses which exert@qund influence on ideology outside
of the formal coercive apparatus of the state. ehaks a list, Althusser’s ISAs take the
form of religious, educational, familial, legal, lpical, trade union, communications, and
culturalideologicalapparatu®. Althusser also makes the further distinctiort thiaereas
the state apparatus dominates public domain; ideological state apparatuses form a
significant part of theprivate domain>* Althusser here points out that the apparatus of
reproduction in capital’'s economies includes ndy dhe reproduction of the means of
production but also the reproduction of ideologyotlgh apparently autonomous

mediating institutions:

“8 Althusser, Op. Cit., p. 110
“91bid., p. 111

* |bid., pp. 110-111
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The ideological cannot be read off from the ecomomi vice versa. Under
particular historical circumstances, an articulatidbbetween these relatively
autonomous practices can produce an overdeterminalf ideology is seen as a set
of practices, it can be regarded as being mairdaized reproduced by what
Althusser calls ideological state apparatuses (JS#chools, the family, and so on.
The development of historical forces takes placepant with the ideological

dominance of the ruling class reproduced throughrtechanisms of the ISAs...
[Althusser] is concerned with how ideologies operttrough the unconscious as
representations of the imaginary relations of imlials to their real conditions of
existence?

The distinction that state apparatus function ahlibe coercive and ideological
levels, and at the levels of the public and privd@mains, brings us closer to
understanding the problematic nature of ideologwrmecognised entities. Where this
two-level dynamic manifests itself in the exampfdraqi Kurdistan is quite clear. The
KRG and parliamentary KNA have control over the lpullomain in so far as they
purport to have control over the means of coer@nd production within the pseudo-
state apparatus (i.e., what Althusser terms th@éssive’ state apparatus), but it is clear
that in the private domain of religious, tribal,ltawal, ethnic, educational, commercial
and financial ideological apparatuses; societyragil Kurdistan is deeply fragmented
ideologically with no single actor or mechanismeatal construct a dominant narrative or
identity which presupposes the ideological fourmaiof an independent Kurdish state-
like entity. Furthermore the ‘State’ of the Kutdisuling classes in Iragi Kurdistan is
rooted firmly in the private realm (in terms of ithedeological production) as is
demonstrated by the often tense relations betwhenKDP and the PUK as they
negotiate power-sharing and the distribution of irelbetween their respective fiefdoms
in Iraqi Kurdistan (a relationship also symbolidgdthe distribution of leadership roles
between Kurdish statesmen in Iraqi politics). Stitd specifically raises the question
of how the effect of ‘new’ regionalism in Iraq sifies a ‘passing of thresholds’ in Iraqi
politics. This raises a serious question, notaHiyw will Kurdish leaders respond to the
ideological challenges associated with pursuingiratependence agenda in Northern
Irag? How will they respond to ideological changesiated from within the private
domain of society in Iragi Kurdistan? Consideritfte future effect on Kurdish

nationalist ambitions:

*2 Jenny EdkinsPoststructuralism and International Relatioms 35.
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...does the fact that throughout Iraq’s modern onyst several powerful and
prominent Kurdish tribes and leaders (includinghbbtassaoud Barzani and Jalal
Talabani) have sought alliance with the Iraqi goweent, thereby weakening the
Kurdish nationalist movement, mean that this wilppen in the future when
difficult choices perhaps have to be made? Or hagl¢ factostate in Kurdistan
now become so institutionalised within Kurdish podil culture that it is now a
permanent feature of the political map, and botladani and Barzani now have to
factor this change into their policies and strate@f

Stansfield’'s appraisal of the political challend@sing the Kurdish elite is of interest for
our discussion of ideology insofar as he crystadlisiow powerful members of the
Kurdish elite have pursued agendas which were patndetrimental to Kurdish
nationalist ambition. If repeated, such actions/rakso create further ideological rifts
which could not only result in the destabilisation collapse of civic apparatus in the
pseudo-state, but the re-fragmentation of the agohl apparatus of Kurdish society at
the private level. The danger inherent in the Kalrdeadership placingersonalinterest
above national interest (in the context of an unrecognised Kurditate) is that it
undermines the operation of ideological state agiparin thepublic domain. There is no
way of predicting what the future holds in terms pdlitical stability within Iraqi
Kurdistan, but it is safe to say that any futureakemning of Kurdish nationalism at the
hands of tribal or familial self-interest contaitie potential to derail the dream of an
independent Kurdistan — regardless of how instihdlised and entrenched the Kurdish

unrecognised entity appears to be within the Ipadjtical landscape.

The Empty Gesture

Althusser’s expression of how ideology is shaped fotmed in a complex interplay
between the coercive and the non-coercive, thataiand the public domains, dovetails
perfectly with Zizek’'s commentary on ‘the extermialial which materializes ideology/

— a ritual which is exemplified in the case of wugnised states by what Zizek describes
as ‘the empty gesture’® Before attempting to explain Zizek's concept, st worth
revisiting one of the central paradoxes visibleéha behaviour of unrecognised entities
(including Iragi Kurdistan) in the international ssgm. Having established that

mainstream international relations discourse séelksst thede factostate (as one of a

% Stansfieldrag, pp. 202-3
% Zizek, The Plague of Fantasiep. 5
% |bid., p. 36, (Emphasis Added)
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number of ways in which unrecognised entities avaceptualised) in terms which
connote a strategic desperation to attain sovereignd legitimacy by any means
necessary, be it through mimesis and ideologic@roduction, or by achieving
prerequisite standards and status, we are stifr@oted by a number of contradictory
empirical facts. These facts undermine the catytraf the thesis proposed during the
1990s that the unrecognised state is perpetuatiyupnt of statehood regardless of how
illegitimate it is. Such narratives perpetuate thmage of international society as a
hierarchy of states, with sovereign states at thexeof the pyramid of legitimacy
followed by failed / quasi- states and at the battmrecognised entities and aberrations
of the logic of statehood. This stratification @iternational order reveals the
internalisation of the ‘end of histor} thesis within international relations and the
perpetuation of an image of international orderchhilefines the place of unrecognised
entities with extreme asymmetry. Besides theibfmmatic conceptual parameters, the
unfortunate effect of such discourses is that thedify the production of simplified
theoretical stereotypes of international societyrformative ends, somewhat similar to
categorising states in the image of the three MBArathers - with ambiguous and
unrecognisedtate-like entities taking on the metaphoric forintHarpo’s imbecilic silent
presence in the pecking order.

However, the search for legitimacy and sovereigngy only be one of many
tactical devices employed by unrecognised entdied to assume that the attainment of
either option forms a singular existential purssitundamentally misguided. If we look
at Iragi Kurdistan, for example, there is the amrabf technical systems of government
without the overt secessionist agenda of proclagnain independent Kurdish state with
sovereignty over itself and legal recognition ire tinternational system. Kurdish
statesmen exercise profound self-censorship orssiae of Kurdish separatism in Iraq, to
the extent that there is nearly no projection afhsan agenda at the international level.
In ideological terms, a great deal of impetus anppsrt for an independent Kurdish
homeland comes from Kurdish nationalists outside riggion, but the powerbrokers of
the Kurdish cause inside Iraq remain remarkabbnsibn the issue of secession from the
state of Iraq itself. At a similar level we cark&lse question whether there is now a need

%% Francis Fukuyama;he End of History and the last méxew York: Perennial, 2002).
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for South Ossetia to pursue the prerequisite stdsdaecessary for international
legitimacy and recognition following Russia’s shoWstrength against Georgia and her
de juresupport for the ethno-political absorption ofedlin South Ossetia and Abkhazia.
Likewise, can we assume that the Turkish Repubbidathern Cyprus (TRNC) requires
diplomatic recognition from sovereign powers ottiean Turkey given that Turkey is a
geopolitical and military guarantor of the unrecesgad entity’'s continued existence?
What these examples (and many others) have in commdhey illustrate how the
assumption that unrecognised entities strive fgalleecognition by any and all means is
not only misguided, but also indicative of poor pgdgy. Clearly there are many
situations in which legal recognition and indeperwe could be disadvantageous and
highly destabilising from a tactical perspectivige tinference here being that such
agendas are not being pursued by all unrecognigéees as their survival strategies may
in fact be rooted in remaining illegitimate and agolous so as to exploit fissures in
international geopolitics between and amongst siger entities. This brings our
discussion on to how unrecognised entities mairgaith perpetuate their illegitimacy at
the tactical level, and how attempts at conformtimgnternational standards and norms
may signify the use &mptygesturesn attaining wider strategic aims.

The ‘empty gesture’, as described by ZiZek, anclons understanding of the
dialectic surrounding unrecognised entities suchragi Kurdistan which, on the one
hand, purports the seeking of legitimacy and reitmgmnat the rhetorical level whilst, on
the other hand, avoids direct engagement with #ny game activity at the level of
action. It points out how the legitimacy vs. iligmacy dichotomy that we often expect
to be hallmark of an unrecognised entity is potdiytia conscious and tactical subversion
of international norms and procedures. This staténmplies that unrecognised entities
possess the capacity to invoke the authorisaticheif own functional existence within
frameworks set-out by the club of sovereign stated the international institutions
created to oversee the maintenance of internatsinattures and norms. This gives the
impression that the unrecognised entity seeks sdonm of rehabilitation with
international society whilst at the same time pdowy a positive foil against political
forces detrimental to the autonomy enjoyed by egegroups within the unrecognised

entities’ territorial delineations. The fundamérgignificance of this is that it allows for
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the maintenance and perpetuation of an autonomynesmc within a specific territorial
area which could cease to exist attual legal recognition was attained by the
unrecognised entity.

The maintenance of a situation whereby sovereignglways sought but never
attained provides internal and external actors #ighpolitical (and ethno-political) cover
to maintain an autonomous enclave within a sovaereitate over the long-term by
remaining one step short afctual or physical secession. In this way the actual or
material reason for conflict is mitigated by the aguous territorial status of the
unrecognised entity. It can be argued that by reimgillegitimate and non-sovereign, a
pseudo-state can be created and maintained insi@@ang sovereign states without the
potentially disastrous consequences associated paaitiaiming independence from an
existing legal sovereignty. Thempty gesturef pursuing statehood is, therefore, one
possible tactical device which can often empowé&srast groups who seek to maintain
and perpetuate long-term control over a definedtdeial area in a range of politically
volatile scenarios. Such gestures also open thg wa create the premise, for a
proximate territorial ally, advocate, or guaranimexert political influence across trans-
national boundaries in a way which would not othiseibe possible.

The threatening unpredictability of exactly whatllwissue from Kurdish
nationalism organising around a symbolically indegent Kurdistan in northern Iraq
likely accounts for the current lack of overt seqist projection by the KRG. Yet the
nationalist impulse is not undermined by officiahldvalence regarding the different
ways in which the impulse may develop, and consetiyiehe rhetoric of statecraft
remains in place due to its ideological significarand utility. At the official level this
provides a backdrop onto which thempty gestureassociated with the pursuit of
legitimacy is superimposed and also reveals howgdsture’s utility lies outside simple
guestions of ethno-nationalism. Such gestures halee more pragmatic utility for the
continued existence of what remain illegitimateiters. Zizek frames thempty gesture
in terms of choosing, or actively seeking, the isgible for the purposes of ‘symbolic

exchange’. He describes this paradox as:

[The] paradox of willing (choosing freely) what ia any case necessary, of
pretending (maintaining the appearance) that tleeefree choice although in fact
there isn't, is strictly co-dependent with the patiof an empty symbolic gesture,
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gesture — an offer — which is meant to be rejecteuhat the empty gesture offers is
the opportunity to choose the impossible, that tvimevitably will not happen The
need for the phantasmic support of the public syolmoder (materialized in the so-
called unwritten rules) thus bears witness to ffstesn’s vulnerability: the system is
compelled to allow for possibilities of choices afimust never actually take place,
since their occurrence would cause the systenstotdgrate, and the function of the
unwritten rules is precisely to prevent the achaion of these choices formally
allowed by the syster.

Zizek gives examples afmpty gestureand unwritten rules in operation by examining
and critiquing everyday social mores and interpaaboelationships in Stalin’s Russia.
However we can adapt his critique to illustrate hanwvecognised entities also utilise a
similar array of ideological tools to fashion thpiesence in the symbolic ordafrstates
andwithin states.

The pursuit of legitimacy and the symbolic gestu(es symbolic exchange)
inherent in such a pursuit may be offers to inteomal society (from unrecognised
entities) which are specifically intended to beeodgd in line with the ‘unwritten rules’ of
statecraft. Thempty gesturef seeking to become a legally recognised soversigte
lies in the fact that such recognition is often asgibly unrealistic in a particular
geopolitical reality — its inevitability is that will not happen and may not even be
intended to happen. In line with Zizek’'s arguméhné, ‘phantasmic support of the public
symbolic order’ transforms into the notion of therecognised entity seeking qualitative
recognition in the symbolic frameworks of interoakkl order (an order which is arguably
‘symbolic’ in terms of function) as a result of thgystem being compelled to
accommodate thpossibilityof an unrecognised entity becoming a sovereigre seaten
if such an outcome may never actually take pladarecognised entities are, therefore,
maintained and sustained by these ‘unwritten rwdégiternational order which allow for
a perpetual state of illegitimacy to be maintaimetefinitely.

This gap, or space, created to accommodate unrseagstates points to the
existence of so-called ‘unwritten rules’ governiagtonomy movements, as well as
pointing to the tactical advantage of fielding eyngéstures. However, once fielded such
gestures become operational at the symbolic lewelpgrovide a disincentive for military

or other such threats from metropolitan and paséates. Cathartic as it may seem, the

°" Zizek, Op. Cit., pp. 36-7, (My Emphasis)
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unrecognised entity may never intend to pursuesktiession and legal sovereignty, but
may opt instead for the adoption of the symbolicesoof either a proximate regional
ally or a range of sympathetic international ac{@sin the case of Iraqi Kurdistan). At
the tactical level, gestures toward legitimacyndeds and status from unrecognised
entities preclude belligerency from parent staseglf as Iraq) who are often constrained
by their own fragile geopolitical and diplomatic giions. In many cases, once the
gesture has been fielded that the unrecognisety eatilonger wants to be a criminalised
badland and aspires to engage with internationango any attempt to remove or
suppress the autonomy movement by force or othanmeften invokes the spectre of
‘ethnic cleansing’ and other derivatives of ethmditpral conflict. Thus the circle is
complete and the advantages of makemgpty gesturetoward international norms and
standards reinforces the fundamental ethno-pdliiaeonomy which is often a far more
important goal in regional politics than soverejgand the physical attainment of an
independent state. The Georgian government felemactly this trap in 2008 when, in
its desire to prevent the territorial separationSoluth Ossetia, it ignored the symbolic
prerogatives which already existed for Russia terirene militarily (in her capacity as
the South Ossetian government’s proximate advacatéhe empty gesturen this
example lay in the fact that South Ossetia’s ersteas an unrecognised entity, and its
case for independence, endured regardless of tttetliat the actualisation of an
independent South Ossetia was always rejected tbynational society (especially the
United States). However, Russia ratified the etpalitical case upon which such an
independence gesture was based under the aegisig gecognition and diplomatic
support to a Slavic ethno-linguistic and geopdditiaffiliate. Thus thecasus belliwere
already in place if the Georgian government threadethe continued autonomy of the

South Ossetian unrecognised entity within its owrdbrs.

Conclusion

Analysts often ignore or overlook the fact thaegitimacy (illegitimate claims to
sovereignty) can be sustained almost indefinitetywioled that fissures of ambiguity in
international and regional geopolitics can be exgdbtactically. The pursuit of the long-

term maintenance of an unrecognised territoriaityetviecomes possible insofar as the
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rules and norms of sovereignty and internationaleprare often tolerant of such
mutations and are capable of accommodating thesgmce. This challenges our most
fundamental understanding of states as singulds whisovereignty in the international
system. The implication here is that it is possitar the conceptual opposite to occur.
States can fragment, unrecognised entities canganeonflicts can ‘freeze’, and it
remains possible for prolonged and durable sitnatto unfold in which interest groups
within a particular territory can securitize thawn technically illegitimate agenda
through a wide range of means. It can be arguatl shch securitization without
sovereignty is a methodological technique of ungecged entities in that legitimacy is
not sought in order to justify the existence of atipular ethno-political or ethno-
territorial claim or agenda. That interest growpshin an unrecognised entity are
capable of creating a scenario which leads intemnak relations theorists to the
conclusion that they are witnessing the creatioradhew’ state, or a state ‘in the
making’, reinforces the argument that analysts imaye been misled by the ideological
rhetoric and tactics employed by unrecognised iestids they attempt to maintain a
status-quo scenario — one which guarantees poélgioaival in the short and medium
term, and purchases time for the pursuit of lortgam strategic aims. We should,
therefore, avoid presuming that unrecognised estitire some form of embryonic or
primordial precursor to the sovereign state. kqgacupations with sovereignty and
legitimacy are taken to their logical conclusiohert we arrive at the notion of tlue
facto state striving for legitimacy to be bestowed itop-down manner, or waiting for
international society to engage with them and eéelithem from their Manichaean
struggle between legitimacy and illegitimacy.

Such images are fictive in that they presume thateognised entities are part of
the conventional wisdom of statecraft. The majarcess of many unrecognised entities
is that they have mastered the rhetoric of gedpsland international norms, and have
exploited enmities between and within sovereigtestaver the long term. They have
also exploited a weakness residing at the very obtiee concept of sovereignty - that in
the international system sovereignty is not a dargwniversal, or normative concept,

but rather one which has myriad forms and can bgured and adapted in an
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evolutionary sense over time. The creation of a state, however, is a figurathission
glimpsed so furtively in many unrecognised entitiest one begins to wonder whether
such ambitions are the primary motivations of gowents and populations who already
experience the same level of autonomy as that oltestowed by formal legal
sovereignty. The central theoretical challenges lia the disarticulation of the
unrecognised entity from the concept of the ‘Stateboth its sovereign and illegitimate
manifestations. If we look closely at the conflieind political situations that have led to
the creation and maintenance of unrecognised entitithout assuming the presence of
state creation, it is possible that we will comeselr to understanding how territories and
regions can be maintained without sovereign, leg@bgnition over the long-term, and in

what political situations such an outcome is likilyoccur, endure, or fail.

%8 For an in-depth historical analysis of sovereigntinternational relations, and a critical appio&s the
many misunderstandings surrounding the concepiStgshen D. Krasner, ‘Abiding Sovereignty,’
International Political Science Revie@2:3, 2001, pp. 229-251.
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5. Economic Liberalisation in Iragi Kurdistan

As stated within the introduction to this study,e tmotivational role played by
economics, and the impact this role has on politdecision-making, represents a
significant gap in political science analysis ofpaatism and the formation of
secessionist aspiration in the context of unrecegientities. The significance of Iraqi
Kurdistan emerging as a new trade entrep6t withenwider political economy of the
Middle East remains largely unexamined. The enmargeof a political economy of
marketisation within Iraqgi Kurdistan raises som@artant questions which enhance our
understanding of the theoretical issues discusséaei preceding chaptets. the case of
Iragi Kurdistan we do not yet know how current msd# liberal economic strategy will
eventually position the region internationally, ielation to the many political and
economic issues currently challenging Iraq, or Wwaethe Kurdish economic experiment
is reshaping Kurdish civic nationalism and fuelliag ideological desire for secession
among Kurds regionally and in the international disin diaspora.

Another consideration is whether or not the stiategf the Kurdish political elite
represent an economic logic ideally suited to theirecognisedenclave in Iraqg, or
whether the illegitimacy associated with having esognisedstatus hampers current
attempts at economic reform and instead condemag Kurdistan to remaining a
dependent territory of Iraq or, at its most blesknething akin to a Kurdisteservation
This chapter engages with the political economylrafli Kurdistan from a critical
perspective which attempts to dissect and elucitteeelationship between the current
economic autonomy harnessed by the KRG, and prabéssociated with implementing
the free-market principle in the economic settifiguo unrecognised entity. This chapter
does not provide a quantitative survey of emergnagkets or patterns of commerce and
wealth distribution in the region, but instead p®sjuestions regarding Kurdistan’s
economic development with a clear focus on theorggisocio-political environment,
and its current status as an unrecognised entity.

Some scholars remain ardently sceptical of theipalieconomic significance and
impact of de factostates and unrecognised entities like Iragi Kuadist Scott Pegg

argues:
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The impact of de facto states on political econdsmglatively modest. This can be

explained by a combination of factors including ithkmited numbers, their

generally small size, their often impoverished dbods due to the devastation of

war, and their lack of juridical standing — whicbtsaas a substantial deterrent to

foreign investment and international economic iraéign. That qualification aside,

however, these entities do affect the global maliteconomy...in spite of their lack

of juridical status, business is done with de fasties and similar such entities and

this business may produce negative consequénces.
Recent economic developments within Iraqgi Kurdigbamt to the fact that the regional
government has attracted foreign investment witte\eel of success not normally
associated with unrecognised entities, and symddblithe post-2003 consensus has
promoted the view that Iragi Kurdistan is very mumben for business. The chapter
which follows is a response to a dilemma of sowprsi which has been identified as
grounded in political economy. As argued by Naekrayatullah, sovereignty is
challenged by the expansion of the capitalist @wisof labour and demands that
‘territorial states pursue projects that constihetir identities as states as well as their
differences with other states. Such projects giression require wealth. In capitalism,
wealth is the product of a global division of laband, therefore, discussions of
sovereignty obligate an understanding of a wealtithpcing division of labor® This
chapter highlights the crucial dual relationshipaA@en political economy and the lack of
sovereignty experienced by unrecognised entitiedraqi Kurdistan’s economic
development since 1991 is selected as the primmamedwork of the study in order to
examine the medium and long-term implications o¥ellgping capitalist divisions of
labour and principles of marketisation within tearial enclaves that lackle jure
sovereignty. The chapter also addresses questiteiting to the sustainability of free-

trade mechanisms in such an environment.

! Pegg, ‘De Facto States in the International Systistitute of International Relations — Univessiif
British Columbia, Working Paper No. 21, 1998, p. 3

2 The climate of optimism which surrounds econongeelopment and regeneration in Iragi Kurdistan is
best illustrated by an official publication by tKerdistan Regional Government entitl€tle Kurdistan
Region: Invest in the Futur@Vashington: Newsdesk Media, 2007) in which theeaognised entity in
Iragi Kurdistan is unambiguously portrayed as araetive investment opportunity and a trade zone of
great potential. As a marketing exercise this dueut is absolutely unique in so far as it represantv an
unrecognised entity can promote ambiguous statas @sonomic benefit for the purposes of generating
foreign capital inflows.

% Naeem Inayatullah, ‘Beyond the sovereignty dilemqasi-states as a social construct’, in J. Bidest

& Weber (eds.ptate Sovereignty as Social Constr{i&ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), p.
51.
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Economic Liberalisation in Historical Context

Tim Niblock puts forward two generalisations whielitempt to account for why
liberalisation is pursued by underdeveloped coestriFirstly, that there exists an
international dimension which motivates underdepetb countries to look toward the
integrative qualities of international capitalisas opposed to suffering the difficulties
associated with autonomous economic developmedtsacondly, the fact that the social
structures of underdeveloped countries contairuiii-tendencies toward the transitional,
so that the reformist state gradually transfornts ambourgeois-bureaucratic state whose
interests lie in liberalising the economy and dreatopportunities for investmeht
Niblock explains that the two are not mutually estve, and this point is corroborated
by the KRG’s desire to make best use of internati@xpertise and the fact that the
KRG'’s bureaucracy concentrates much of its efforisthe accumulation of funds and
seeking inward investment. However, the potentiadigative consequences of economic
liberalisation and its effect on the Kurdish unmgaised entity have not been analysed in
sufficient depth. It is therefore necessary to labkhe broader economic trajectory of the
Kurdistan region in order to examine multiform isswf this nature.

As described in an article by Edmund Wnuk-hgki entitledThe Vicissitudes of
the Market Principle the command economy in communist Poland, liketyipe once
found in Iragq, was incompatible with democratic eréhnd was, he writes ‘often the
strategy of choic&within an exclusively authoritarian political ensmment such as that
which controlled Iragi Kurdistan pre-1991. Althdugonceptually related to the Soviet—
type systems which evolved in the former commuo@intries of central and eastern
Europe, Iraq’s Ba’athist command economy left maesidual barriers — institutional,
structural and psychological — within the Kurdiskfeshaven which required ‘creative
political and economic solutions’ to overcomeSuch creativity is a key feature of
economic planning in Iragi Kurdistan. Although eidanging privatization was initiated
in the late 1980s, Niblock describes Baghdad'shgite during this period as limited in

terms of liberalizing the Iragi economy, for thenple fact that ‘liberalisation in Iraq

* Niblock and Murphy (eds.Economic and Political Liberalisation in the MiddEast(London: I.B.
Tauris & Co. Ltd, 1993), pp. 56-57

® E. Wnuk-Lipiaski, ‘The Vicissitudes of the Market Principlégiternational Social Science Journdl40,
1994, p. 185.

® Ibid., pp. 186.
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since 1987... remained strictly within the limits ththe government has seen fit to
tolerate”. It is unlikely that the effects of such measunese felt at all in the Kurdish
north.

Irag’s command economy, therefore, remained firmly place despite this
peripheral and limited experimentation with the kearprinciple. A critical problem
now facing Iraq is thatits recent shift toward a market economy is paldidy
challenging because the features that made Iracfifumas a command economy are
precisely the opposite of those needed for a magkenhomy. Irag as a command
economy lacked any of the legal, regulatory, pmditi and economic institutions that
form the basis of market econonfies This situation closely mirrors the social and
political dilemma of those former communist cousdriin central and Eastern Europe
who were faced with the task of making the traosito a market society after the demise
of the command economies which dominated the fognermunist bloé For many of
these independent states it was far from a smoatisition. Many of Wnuk-Ligiski's
observations of the Polish experience during tl@goa of economic dysfunction and
experimentation are highly relevant for a compaetnalysis of the current Kurdish
predicament and will therefore form the criticarfrework of this chapter.

The economic situation inside Iragi Kurdistan pb381 was complicated by a lack
of communication between non-governmental orgaioisat (NGOs) and agencies
operating within the theatre of humanitarian aasis¢. The political coherence of the
nascent Kurdish administration was also an aggraydactor during this peridd In
addition, there was also a lack of coordinatiormieein NGO led projects in different
regions of the northern safe haven. This led twolfused and incoherent situation
whereby ‘the presences of many NGOs, often witleifpr funding, pose[d] the risk of
creating a parallel government and underminingefeeted administratio.  In the
event this did not manifest to the extent anti@gdatout it served to illustrate just how

institutionally and structurally vulnerable the i@y was (at that early period of

"Niblock and Murphy (eds.), Op. Cit., pp. 77-83.
8 See Bathsheba Crocker, ‘Restructuring Iraq’s EngnoThe Washington Quarter|27:4, 2004, pp. 73-
93.
° E. Wnuk-Lipiaski, Op. Cit., p. 186
19°A. De Boer and M. Leezenberg (ed#ragi Kurdistan: The Need for Durable Developméamsterdam:
Netherlands Kurdistan Society, 1993), p. 5
11 H
Ibid.
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autonomy) to the influence of privatized non-goveemtal apparatus in the vacuum
created by the destructive capacity of Saddam’sncand economy following the

infamousAnfal campaigns of the 1980s. It should be emphasisgdciic government

was not sufficiently well developed in northerndréor Kurdish political parties to

assume any form of national governance immedidtdiywing events in 1991.

In the divided world of Kurdish politics which enged thereafter, the effect of
sanctions, internal by the government of Iraq axteéreal by the UN, had a deleterious
impact on the economic development of the regiahthe quality of life experienced by
its people; and this in turn made the task of fognan administrative apparatus all the
more difficult®. As pointed out by Stansfield, factional figlfihetween the Kurdistan
Democratic Party (KDP) and the Patriotic Union afrdlistan (PUK) came to fill the
vacuum left by the absence of Iraqi forces on toeigd:

The economic situation of this period is most ubgfseen as one of coming to
terms with a unique set of conditions presentedhypolitical environment. As

well as coping with the impact of the Anfal campa@nd the aftermath of the Iran-
Irag war, Iraqi Kurdistan was now under internatdioand internal sanctions and
isolated from the rest of the country. The intépalitical situation was unstable,

with internecine fighting breaking out several tgreuring this period, and ferocious
fighting taking place between the KDP and PUK.

Factional fighting between the KDP and PUK evenyustiibsided around 1997 and since
then Iragi Kurdistan has enjoyed a period of retatpolitical stability accompanied by

the slow regeneration of the economic and sociov@eic infrastructure of the region.

This relative stability has, however, been the ltesua dual mechanism of self-rule by

the KRG, the support of international relief agesct the latter a persistent reminder of
the refugee containment strategies of the 1990sd-the notorious influence of aid

distributed under the United nations Oil-For-Foodod?Pamt* (upon which the

12 See Stansfieldragi Kurdistan: Political Development and Emergddemocracy(London: Routledge
Curzon, 2003)
3 Ibid., p. 50

¥on 14 April 1995, acting under Chapter VII of tbaited Nations Charter, the Security Council
adopted resolution 986, establishing the "oil-food" programme, providing Iraq with another oppnitty
to sell oil to finance the purchase of humanitagands, and various mandated United Nations aietsvit
concerning Irag. The programme, as establishetidgecurity Council, is intended to be a "temporary
measure to provide for the humanitarian needsefrti people, until the fulfilment by Iraq of the
relevant Security Council resolutions, includindaimy resolution 687 (1991) of 3 April 1991"”; “lime
initial stages of the programme, Iragq was permittesell $2 billion worth of oil every six monthsith
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autonomous Kurdish administration later came tg fet its economic survival). The
US led invasion of 2003, and the subsequent fathef Ba’ath regime appear to have
reinvigorated the commercial spirit of Irag’s Kuraisd their leaders have pushed ahead
with what is fast amounting to the most ambitiousgpam of reconstruction and
economic development that the region has witnesskdng memory.

To the casual observer it would appear that theketaarinciple has been adopted
as a form of state ideology by the KRG, promisiogturn Kurdistan into a land of
opportunity, free trade and deregulated commerdehyif it does not herald an ascent to
the status of a regional trade-hub or entrep6t Dkeébai; will certainly uphold Iraqi
Kurdistan as an example to the rest of Iraq of veaatbe achieved through foreign direct
investment, and the forward planning of liberalissmbnomic development. That the
Kurdistan Development Corporation’s (KDC) sloganetatice inward investment from
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and DeveleptiMOECD) member states is
‘The Other Irag™ reveals, in an ominous yet futuristic context, aoly the advantages
of political liberalisation for Kurdish economic mabe, but an ideological departure from
the strictures of dependency economics and a nawartl increased regional autonomy
and commercial viability.

As Wnuk-Lipinski argues, ‘[the] market principle may be defireslone of the
key driving forces feeding the dynamics of a sgciebt only in the economic sphere,
but also in other domains of collective life...The rket principle fulfils at least two
basic functions, ideological and regulati?e’ When we apply this conceptualization to a

historical analysis of the dynamics which have @#d the Kurds transition from

two-thirds of that amount to be used to meet Irbgimanitarian needs. In 1998, the limit on the le¥e
Iraqgi oil exports under the programme was raisedbt@6 billion every six months, again with tworttg

of the oil proceeds earmarked to meet the humaanitareeds of the Iraqi people. In December 1999, th
ceiling on Iraqi oil exports under the programmeswa@moved by the Security Council. Seventy two per
cent of Iragi oil export proceeds funded the hurtgai@n programme, of which 59% was earmarked fer th
contracting of supplies and equipment by the Gawemt of Iraq for the 15 central and southern
governorates and 13% for the three northern govates, where the United Nations implemented the
programme on behalf of the Government of Iraq. Békance included 25% for a Compensation Fund for
war reparation payments; 2.2% for United Nationsiadstrative and operational costs; and 0.8% fer th
weapons inspection programme.” Text from Unitedidiet Office of the Irag Programme / Oil-for-Food,
website:http://www.un.org/Depts/oip/background/index.htfAtcessed 18.05.2009).

15 See Kurdistan — The Other Irdutp://www.theotherirag.com(Accessed 19.05.2009).
18 E. Wnuk-Lipiaski, Op. Cit., p. 185
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agrarian and transhumant pastoralist modes of ptmofuto the current experimentation
with free-market principles, we see that in reckistorical periods collective life in
Kurdistan was characterised by regional or geodcapiodes of trade and exchange
rather than sedentarised subsistence. In termspafial geography, Kurdistan is
conveniently located at the crossroads of tradesdxt east and west whilst, in global
terms, Kurdistan’s strategic position has place the centre of North-South and South-
North trade since antiquity. The impact of statetdc restructuring, initiated after Iraq
was removed from the Ottoman Porte by the Britishoting the First World War,
brought the Kurds into direct conflict with the ¢ess of centralization. The newly fixed
borders, and the problems associated with allegiandhe centre, not only imposed a
new national status upon the Kurds, but threw tfamticularly after the discovery of oil
in Kurdistan in the 1920s) into a completely nevoremmic paradigm — one of statist
intent andde jureauthority from British controlled Baghdad.

The impact of centralization, and Kurdish resis&ato centralization, is a model
feature of the turbulent historical relationshigvioeen Iragi Kurds and the central state in
Baghdad. It can also be argued that the auth@artarommand economics pursued by
Saddam Hussein and the Ba’ath Party were the logicécome of statism and
centralization policies designed to ensure the econ viability and survival of what has
historically been a fractious and divided countJhe authority of the centre over the
periphery became not only symbolic of the extextaracter of Iraqi politics between
1958 and 2003, but crucially, it was symbolic ofiaternal dynamic which produced a
culture of fear, terror, and repression for genenst of Iragis. If anything, the recent
Kurdish move toward the market principle may repmtsa regression, or return to
autonomous modes of production and market exchavigeh, although seemingly
counterintuitive, are not perhaps as alien to #gn@pjes of this region as may first appear.
The ideological function of the market principles argued by Wnuk-Lipski, can be
observed no matter how different a societies’ eognoorganization is in relation to
others. In the case of Iragi Kurdistan the markehgple may be regulating the
unrecognised economy of the region and legitimizougrent formations of socio-
political order. This inescapably brings into dicas whether the new political economy

of Iragi Kurdistan (arranged as it is around an lgaraation of oil revenue, external
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assistance and neo-liberal market experimentaisomerely a vehicle for elite interests
and the institutionalization of revenue streamselyp linked to networks of patronage; or
whether it is in fact economic development in thieliest of the rank-and-file population
of the Kurdistan region (as opposed to developrizanthe fly’).

This question becomes increasingly important gitrencontribution being made
by the private sector and the KRG’s evident williegs to embrace privatization. By
opening up Kurdistan to the forces of privatizatiemmd foreign direct investment, the
regional government is ensuring that knowledgehnelogy and expertise is now
reaching an area that has for decades been dettedsato even the most rudimentary
services and technological expertise. In theirspir of inward investment and
cooperation with the private sector, the regiorategnment is potentially able to bring
international expertise to bear on the developroéessential services (water, electricity,
healthcare, education, logistics, transport, cocsibn, and engineering) and conduct
projects that, if left to the meagre technologicababilities available to the Kurds
without external assistance, could create seriowblgms for the management of
resources and delivery of services, as well amngasafety and environmental hazards.

By engaging with international and multinationataas, the KRG has, in theory,
adopted a free-market strategy for the developnwntragi Kurdistan’s industrial
infrastructure and this may, over the course ofetifflow into regeneration of the
agricultural sector of Kurdistan's economy. Howetbkere are problems associated with
leaving development to the private sector and mgmkeciples alone. Private companies
will be looking to maximize profit, therefore itlfows that Iraqi Kurdistan will have to
ensure it is an attractive, safe, and profitablestiment opportunity in both the long and
short term. The ever present problem of regiomstiaibility is likely to provide obstacles
to foreign direct investment, as are the diplometimplexities of investing and operating
inside a Kurdish unrecognised entity whose relatiaith the governments of Irag and
Turkey are often nebulous and problematic. Thesmbles will inevitably form part of
the risk profile associated with investing in tihagi Kurdistan region. A further concern
with regard to reliance on the private sector & thcrucial services become privatized,
that in itself creates the potential for an inhdstof competition within Kurdistan. Thus,

market expansion and economic growth may beconigciatty constricted unless the
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regional government implements careful regulatorgci@nisms for the activities of
private companies inside Kurdistan. At the timevoting, the health of global financial
systems and mechanisms is being called into questinid concerns of widespread
global recession and the knock-on effect of inéitghin the world’s financial markets.
This creates a very uncertain picture of futureneooic growth and reconstruction in
Iragi Kurdistan as well as the KRG's ability to @er more than rhetoric to a regional
population who have been promised so much. A gteakt depends on how well placed
the KRG are to ride the transformations which depein the regional and global
economies and markets over the coming decades.

It is highly feasible that global political and ocsomic trends (in the present)
characterize and influence the operation of bothranand macro level political and
economic institutions in the current period: thecu® of this analysis being the
articulation of this relationship within the ‘newbolitical economy of Iraqgi Kurdistan.
Therefore, the development of viable economic tastins will be crucial in order for the
KRG to consolidate a meaningful program of civiovggmance across the region. A
theoretical framework proposed by Acemoglu and Redm (2006) considers how
economic institutions in the present have, on the loand, a direct impact on economic
performance and, on the other hand, a direct impathe distribution of resources in the
present. This model highlights two key problems tfte KRG in that both economic
performance and the distribution of resources remalatively obscure in the context of

Kurdistan as an unrecognised entity. AcemogluRokinson argue:

Economic institutions matter for economic growtltdmgse they shape the incentives
of key actors in society. In particular, they ughce investments in physical and
human capital and technology, and the organizatfgroduction. Although cultural
and geographical factors may also matter for ecim@arformance, differences in
economic institutions are the major source of camsitry differences in economic
growth and prosperity.

Iraqi Kurdistan faces the huge challenge of devatppeconomic institutions of the
calibre necessary to overcome the stigma of illegity which accompanies the

unrecognised status it currently experiences.

D. Acemoglu and J. A. Robinson, ‘Paths of Econoanid Political Development,’ ifihe Oxford
Handbook of Political EconomyB. R. Weingast and D. A. Wittman (eds.), (Oxfo@kford University
Press, 2006), p. 264
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The relationship between a lack of juridical stednd the creation of political and
economic institutions highlights one of the majoolgems in analyzing the political
economy of unrecognised entities. In nearly evaaye, this lack of legal status is a
factor which inhibits economic equilibrium due tovwh political power within these
entities often emerges from, and is reinforced bgnflicts of interest over the
distribution of economic resources. Equally impattis the problem that it is often not
easy to draw either an economic or a spatial baynoetween the unrecognised entity
and its differentiated metropolitan frame (in tbé&se the modern Iraqi state). Dov Lynch
argues that, in the case of Eurasinfactostates, international society should agree on
an economic framework that helps to break dowrctiminalized political economies of
de facto states to bring an end to their economic isolatiobynch proposes a
multidimensional approach to the problem which doetsrely on economic cooperation
betweende factostates and the metropolitan states from which Hesk independence;
but instead involves assistance from internatiofiaancial institutions to the
metropolitan states, some of which should be edepddior thede factostate. Extremely
important for our analysis of relations between KRG and the government of Iraq is
Lynch’s proposal that the metropolitan state shaudthly allow thede factostate to
develop privatized relations with other states, lating the Taiwanese mod&l On the
part of the unrecognised entity however, this carly dbe achieved through the
development of viable economic institutions, ndobe.

Following the previously discussed framework oedatby Acemoglu and
Robinson, we may ask the question of how, exaclse equilibrium economic
institutions to be determined and constructed withiagi Kurdistan as it strives to
implement a methodology of economic liberalisatiomplicit in any answer will be the
fact that political power in the present inevitaldgtermines the efficacy of domestic
economic institutions in the present, and the jaliteconomy of Iraqi Kurdistan clearly
symbolises this highly nuanced inter-relatedne3sis functional inter-relatedness is
further complicated by a notable distinction betwée jure (institutional) andde facto

18 Dov Lynch,Engaging Eurasia’s Separatist Sta@¥ashington DC: United States Institute for Peace,
2004), p. 131
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(in its purest socio-economic / regional / informeense) political pow&t This
bipolarity of political power is clearly identifidéd within Iragi Kurdistan as the visible
contradiction exists between tde jurepolitical authority of the KRG and the#e facto
authority of the KDP/PUK axis, local / regional exst, and patronage networks
throughout the political landscape in northern lIrathis contradiction stems from the
problem that Iragi Kurdistan remains a perennidtipaork of regional and provincial
interest groupings under tlde jureumbrella of the KRG, despite efforts to the cortra
Acemoglu and Robinson also argue that the distobubf resources in the present
translates intale factopolitical power in the present, and ttie factopower of a group
depends on its economic resouféesThe main thrust of this analytical thread may,
therefore, be summarized as follows: that the eminttions betweede jureandde facto
political power within Iragi Kurdistan reveal thiats economic interdependency and the
distribution of resources which currently deternsirpolitical relations between groups
inside Iragi Kurdistan and, on a macro policy lewalations between the Kurdistan
region and the rest of Iraq. These points arenoftaderstated in analysis of the
relationship between Iraqgi Kurdistan and the resiraq — a situation in which the
distribution of resources (financial, economic,séyg, and natural) forms a major topic
of negotiation between the respective actors aniiepa

Iragi Kurdistan’s current attempt at economic ldeation and transition to a
market society may, in this context, be represamadf the unrecognised entities’
attempt at engaging in privatized relations witlheost states and wider international
society. The KRG appears to be attempting to apdraspoke economic systems as a
means of achieving a maximal level of economic frastelence for the Kurdistan region
as well as formal international recognition of tlegion’s economic autonomy. Such a
strategy may, over time, exacerbate a wide rangersions and ongoing disputes both
inside the Kurdistan region and Iraq as a wholegréat deal depends on which ethno-
political or ethno-national cutting edges are dgetbby Kurdistan’s political groups in

response to political developments in Iraq as alefhoas well as the extent to which

19 See Acemoglu and Robinson, ‘Paths of EconomicRatitical Development,’ ifhe Oxford Handbook

g)of Political EconomyB. R. Weingast and D. A. Wittman (eds.), (Oxfo@kford University Press, 2006)
Ibid., p. 676

% See J. RothschildEthnopolitics(Columbia University Press, 1981), pp. 1-5
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Kurdish political decision-makers in the north gatain political coherence and unity in
the face of a rehabilitated Iraqi state emboldebgdpost-conflict settlements and
stabilisation efforts.

Kurdistan’s political economy is now characterizeg both relative political
stability and the coalescing of once disparatetipali factions around an economic
program which contains, at its heart, the util@atiand application of the market
principle in one of the world’s poorest and mositeynatically underdeveloped regions.
As described by Leezenberg, the KDP and the PUK maturned to their prior role as
economic middlemen to supervise this elaborateepfdjand naturally the spectre of
corruption and maldevelopment is never far frons thebate. The resort to neo-liberal
market economics, however, may not ensure a dafdesor democratic future for Iraq’s
Kurds. Przeworsky argues that democracy always\ag when a society is sufficiently
wealthy, and what really matters in poor countigesot the rate of growth per se but the
impact of economic crises on per capita incomes.takes this model further and argues
that ‘democracy can survive in poor countries mly ander special conditions, namely,
when the distribution of income is very egalitarianwhen neither the rich nor the poor
have the capacity to overthrow?t’ In a historical context, egalitarian governaimside
Iragi Kurdistan has been extremely limited in thestpBa’athist era, and the notion of
fundamental civil and economic liberties is beimgety tested by the cumulative effect
of those political, social and economic disasteag has experienced since the Iran-Iraq
war of the 1980s, the genocidAhfal campaigns which ran parallel, sanctions, and
predatory activity by elite actors within Kurdisbljics itself.

The relative autonomy, and indigenous capacity eepeed by the Kurds after
1991 allowed for radical economic change to be idemed. This process was
accelerated by the presence of the UN and NGOsinwitbrthern Irag’s protected
territory. In turn, the economy of aid and humarnén assistance effectively dismantled,
or neutralized the administrative legacy of #status quo antepaving the way for the
implementation of the market principle to be coasédl within a relatively short space of

22 M. Leezenberg, ‘Urbanisation, Privatisation, amtrénage: The Political economy of Iraqgi Kurdistan,
in The Kurds: Nationalism and PoliticE. A. Jabar and H. Dawod (eds.), (London: SaqikBp2006), p.
174

% A, Przeworski, ‘Self-Enforcing Democracy,’ the Oxford Handbook of Political Econonf/ R.
Weingast and D. A. Wittman (eds.), (Oxford: Oxfafdiversity Press, 2006), pp. 318-319
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time. It therefore appears that between 1998 &G3 2he Kurds, finding themselves in
an institutional and administrative vacuum with itex choice, viewed pursuit of the
market principle as an economic strategy which donffer Kurdistan a number of
development advantages. As argued by Wnukaklpj the replacement of the
administrative remnants of a command economy ideeaafter dismantling the
authoritarian system and establishing a democgltical order. The economic and
political strategies of the KRG appear to incorperthis logic. Similarly, Przeworsky
argues that in the context of the post-communisPexperience:

...radical programs are more likely to advance furtieder democratic conditions

even if voters would have preferred to start witln@e gradual strategy. Hence, if
politicians are concerned about the progress afrmef, they have an incentive to
impose a radical strategy even against populareeées and even when they know
that this strategy will have to be moderated umpdgaular pressuré.

It follows then that some form of, or attempt atlifpcal democratization and
liberalization was necessary in Iragi Kurdistandoefthe KRG could pursue any radical
reform agenda aimed at injecting the market priecimto the regional economy.
Stansfield argues that the currently divided systeas shown itself to be reasonably
successful at maintaining some semblance of peatstability in a region more used to
violence and political instability®, therefore, in this unusual paradigm of pragmatic
unification for the sake of economic benefit, thertls have achieved a level of political
polycentrism and stability which has created theessary political space for their current
experiment in economic liberalism.

Entrenched political actors in Kurdistan are, ppshaconstrained by the very
institutions of governance that they have creabecitempted to create), and this may be
identified as a subtle by-product of elite levelpetitiorf®. It has been argued that
representative elite competition is one key toghecessful introduction of both market
reform and democracy due to the elites mutuallydingl each other in check and

generating incentives to appeal to broader comstiie$’. Although there is

2 A, Przeworski, ‘Political Dynamics of Economic Refs: East and South,’cited in E. Wnuk-Ltigki,
‘The Vicissitudes of the Market Principldriternational Social Science Journd40, 1994, pp. 28-29
% gStansfield, Op. Cit., p. 176

% See A. Gryzmala-Busse and P. Jones Luong, ‘Dertipatian: Post-Communist Implications,’ ithe
Oxford Handbook of Political EconomB. R. Weingast & D. A. Wittman (eds.), (Oxfordxford
University Press, 2006).

" Ibid.

141



considerable fragmentation among elites and camsidies in Iragi Kurdistan, the threat
of replacement and elite turnover is extraordigdolv and this has enabled cooperation
and mutual checks to institutionalize despite desgited ideological differences between
political factions within the KRG.

Whnuk-Lipinski identifies three barriers which will confrothtet application of the
market principle in the wake of a command econoiidg. argues that when applied in its
‘strict’, neo-liberal version, the market principfaust overcome (1) institutional; (2)
structural; and (3) psychological barriers which davide the political scene into roughly
two camps: (1) those who support neo-liberal urtdaing of the market principle and
(2) those, who believe that a market principle enpénted in a post-communist (or in
this case post-Ba’athist) environment must be éohiby state intervention in order to
equalize the burdens of economic transformafiort has yet to be seen how this these
conflicting perspectives may be replicated in thed{sh political environment, however,
it is clear that many within the KRG understandt th@herence to the market principle
may be the best way to capitalize on United NatiSesurity Council Resolution 986
(UNSCR 986) which had an immense impact on theldpugent of the current Kurdish
administratioR® and its ability to transcend the legacy left bypctions and Saddam’s
command economics.

There will, however, be those on all sides of tHeG<s political spectrum who
guestion the government’s ability to anticipate atah for the as yet unseen burdens and
pitfalls of free-market transformation in Kurdistaifhe Government of Iraq’s former
command economy left little or no industrial infrasture behind in Kurdistan and the
agricultural sector of Iragi Kurdistan’s economynagns decimated by the depopulation
of rural areas and the wholesale destruction ¢hgals, towns and smallholdings which
had once serviced an agrarian economic base. Theer@ment of Irag, unlike
comparable socialist regimes, left no industriangs for the Kurds to inherit other than
an ostensibly ill-managed olil infrastructure. Quan therefore posit the idea that the
market principle is possibly the most appealingiaptfor the transformation of the

Kurdistan region given the current state of indastinderdevelopment in the region. By

2 E. Wnuk-Lipiaski, Op. Cit., p. 186
#3ee Stansfieldragi Kurdistan: Political Development and Emergddemocracy 2003
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adopting this approach, the KRG reveal their ogiiwipolitical vision of turning the
Kurdistan region into ‘the other Irag’, with a distt political economy of free trade, and

a seat at the table of global economic markets.

Socio-Economic Constraints

Since the disintegration of the Soviet Union analysave highlighted the constraints
inherent in any transition from command societi@snarket societies. Wnuk-Lifski
points out that many peculiarities can arise fromechsa transition, particularly the
phenomenon of ‘antinomy’ which he describes ascedificy versus justice in the context
of social inequalities®. It is to this point that we shall now turn. htis been said that the
historical plight of the Iragi Kurds provides ustliva constant reminder of the artificiality
of the Iraqi state and those structural weaknedkas have haunted it since its
formatior’™. To this extent, years of neglect and repressfectively kept Iragi Kurds
caged within the vicissitudes of command econonaidsiinistered by several Arab
nationalist regimes. Once relative autonomy amtgpendent administration had taken
root following the 1991 Gulf war, a key open questivould have been which strategy
was most appropriate for accomplishing the econameonstruction of this shattered
region.

Reliance on agriculture was perhaps never an optioe to the fact that
development based on the free-trade of agricultymadducts would bestow no
comparative advantage compared with industriabmati inward investment and
liberalization of goods, services and prices. Aguad by Rune Skarstein, ‘empirical
evidence indicates that poor countries do not haveomparative advantage in
agricultural goods, and that they have an absalisedvantage in the trade of agricultural
as well as industrial goods. Further liberalizatiof trade in agricultural goods will
therefore harm rather than help the poorest casitfi Skarstein’s analysis recognizes
that industrial goods and services have higher meccelasticity of demand than

agricultural goods, therefore making the developmeh an industrial baseover

30 E. Wnuk-Lipiaski, Op. Cit., p. 186

31 Liam Anderson and Gareth Stansfielthe Future of Iraq: Dictatorship, Democracy, or Bion? (New
York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004), p. 155

%2 Rune Skarstein, ‘Free Trade: A Dead End for Unelestbped EconomiesReview of Political
Economy19:3, 2007, pp. 347-367, (Abstract)
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agriculture a far more attractive proposition fodardeveloped countries. It follows that
international institutions responsible for globahde and development such as the
International Monetary Fund (IMF), The World Bamd the World Trade Organisation
(WTO) have favoured free trade as a vehicle fomeouc development in so-called
developing countries; and this rationale has nowwea in unrecognised political
enclaves such as Kurdisfdn The reality is that the attainment of higher remic
growth is somewhat premised on long-term techrébaihge and industrialization, often
at the expense of the agricultural sector and d@skferce. Because of this, the transition
to a market society may, in both the long and stesrh, create new social and political
problems for Iraqi Kurdistan.

Problems which may arise in Kurdistan’s transittora market society include:
(1) preference for short-term over long-term insésge (2) the emergence of monopolies
(and oligopolies); (3) the production and reproducbf social inequalities; (4) inability
to satisfy certain types of demands (law and onahass education, fundamental research,
etc.); and crucially, (5) the dominance of ‘partisuinterest’ over the ‘common
interest®® - especially with regard to the political influenof the private sector. Another
problem is the final version of the Kurdish marksbciety which emerges.
Democratization and political liberalisation mayt have sufficiently advanced to a point
where the benefits of the market principle will $een by all Kurds. Therefore the
Kurdish administration runs the risk of creatingemonomic system that will, over time,
run contrary to the interests of the majority ohdr Kurds who are still relatively
unfamiliar with the requirements of a market ecogomUnder this new economic
rationale, potential for the systematization ofrpaage and corruption in Kurdistan is
seemingly boundless. Equally, more freedom andcehia public life may, in the long-
term, undermine the temporal identity of the KDPUK axis, and the main axiom of this
entente cordial@mongst rank-and-file Kurdfs Other social and political pressures may

also manifest due to the practical application aefket principles, as Offe suggests:

...property must be privatized, prices must be lilieed, or ‘marketised’, and the
state budget is to be stabilized in order to relistrong inflationary pressures....but

33 bid.
3 E. Wnuk-Lipiaski, Op. Cit., p. 189
% bid.
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stabilization, if strictly pursued, does not ecoimemon cost, but leads tocreases

of costs of a special kind, namely ‘transition’ to$e.g. the social costs of the

closing down of unprofitable enterprises, or ofscint social expenditures), thus

generating political resistance to marketisatiod privatization®
It is, therefore, likely that if the market prin@pis pursued too forcefully in Kurdistan,
serious political resistance, instability and aotty may evolve in the long run as a
response to ever growing socio-economic and saglitigal dysfunction. If we return to
the concept of ‘psychological’ barriers, Wnuk-Lipki argues that as soon as the general
model of economic transition has passed from tladnreof discourse to the realm of
practical implementation, radical market-orientatetbrm will face constraints which
can be seen as legacies of the former commandnsysteThese constraints may be
legacies of a transitional ‘non-system’ (as experesl by Iraqi Kurds between 1991 and
2003), an institutional vacuum, blurred social (gpalitical) identities amongst the
people, fluctuating rules of economic life, andragtdinary levels of uncertairify

The KRG must also take further risks insofar asrtstrategy for the creation of a

market society must be delivered in a top-down reammto an institutional vacuum left
by the departure of the Ba’ath regime’s commandheot in 1991. Even though the
command economy generated under Saddam was replacesd sanctions regime,
historically the destruction of infrastructure withparts of northern Iraq largely
populated by Kurds was, in itself, a form of ecomomvarfare which required its own
institutional logic and rationale. The institutadninfrastructure created by the Kurds
since 1991 may be insufficient for the type of gporous marketisation being initiated
and this may, over time, lead to maldevelopmenthef Kurdistan region. Ironically,
once such a reality starts to manifest, the KRG finay that it must resort tétatist
methods of market regulation within its own temyto This again raises the spectre of
future political conflict. Further still, Wnuk-Lipski raises the issue that group interest
creates a paradox when the transition to a madaety takes effect. Iraqgi Kurdistan is a

palimpsest of group interest ranging from the pmitparties, ministries and departments

%, Offe, ‘The Politics of Social Policy in East Bpean Transitions: Antecedents, Agents, and Agenda
of Reforms,” Bremen: Zentrum fir Sozialpolititimeo (1992), cited in E. Wnuk-Ligiski,' The
Vicissitudes of the market principldhternational Social Science Journd40, 1994, pp. 185-200

37 E. Wnuk-Lipiaski, Op. Cit., pp. 185-90

% Ibid.
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within the KRG to notables (Aghas and the Sheildiss), strongmen, private militias,
black-marketeers, Islamists, religious establishisyearmed factions and so on. The

following issues, therefore, become increasingligent:

The protection of such group interests slows dowonemic transformation and

prolongs...economic crisis. On the other hand, imgprthese group interests

increases social resistance to change, which im also brings about a slow-down of

economic transformation and the increase of thailpoity of radical populist parties.

This very phenomenon is also an underlying causetvad other serious

contradictions. The first one is between the daui@ economic sphere which may

be expressed in the following wathe structure formation function of a market

economys. an old étatist structurd’
This is a very important conceptualization forrégents us with the realization that in the
context of Kurdistan we have not only the remaifithe ‘old étatist structure’ in close
spatial proximity to the Kurdish neo-state, butalse endurance of traditional societal
structures which transcend Iragi Kurdistan’s teriél boundaries.

If we follow Wnuk-Lipinski’'s argument, the Kurds, in order to build a &diase

for economic growth, would have to ‘suspend’ traxtial group interests for the sake of a
better future, a more efficient economy, and mawc dreedonf®. Something rarely
considered in any analysis of the current econdnalesformation of Iraqi Kurdistan is
how the introduction of market rules may bring abatinat Wnuk-Lipiiski terms the
‘well-known Weberian mechanism of economic class amddle class formatioft.
However, this process takes considerable timek®e ¢ffect and the formation of a new
Kurdish middle class and nouveau riche is stithi@ making. Nonetheless, in the case of
Kurdistan, when support for transformation basedrejection of thestatus quo ante
expires, further transformation loses the necessactyal base and can hardly sustain
forward momentum within the logic of democraticnuiples?. The result of this is
limited politically led expansion and competitiontwo key driving forces for any market

economy.

% |bid., p. 190. Emphasis added.
0 E. Wnuk-Lipiaski, Op. Cit., p.191
“1 1bid.

“?E. Wnuk-Lipiaski, Op. Cit.
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The Poison Chalice of Marketisation

A considerable socio-economic hurdle for Iraqi #iatan will be a problem which faced
some former communist countries in the wake ofSbeiet Union’s dissolution. This
hurdle is signified by the fact that many of Kutdiss population, outside the
bureaucratic, political, and economic bourgeoisiéll have had very little or no
experience with what Wnuk-Lipski describes as the ‘every-day functioning of akaet
economy®. This point is particularly relevant as Kurdisicision makers will have to
accommodate the fact that their region is stilbkeging from the traumas inflicted by the
past, at the very centre of their development ager@ver time, rank-and-file Kurds may
come to realise that ‘more freedom (particularlythe economic sphere) will probably
bring about less equality, more personal risk, saspility for one’s own life, as well as
more difficult choices®. Also the number of people able to adapt quidklythe new
rules of a market society will be proportionallysmall that it hardly makes a convincing
model for success. The KRG will have to make $hat it has the necessary legal and
regulatory checks and balances in place to preaensing minority of entrepreneurs
from amassing quick fortunes by exploiting gapshe transitional framework exposed
by the limited supervisory role of the KRG and thastence of lucrative informal and
second (shadow) economies. If not, suspicion asdntment may surface which then

transforms into heightened political tensions.nStald puts forward the view that:

In this depressed scenario of a weakened agrialilggctor, mass unemployment
and dependency on imports, the informal sectofflbasished, making a few people
extremely wealthy and channeling significant furtds the political parties of
Kurdistan and the KRG. This has resulted in ameex¢ly vibrant informal sector,
creating an uneasy dichotomy in Iragi Kurdistanwestn the majority who are
destitute and a minority of merchants who are exttg wealthy*
For the KRG this may be a price worth paying fa tbvenue benefits associated with
transition to a market economy and increased adltive An alternative approach resides
in whether or not the KRG can introduce the conagghe dynamic entrepreneur as a
widely accepted model for success, and an attedlternative to the post-Ba'athist,

post-sanctions, post-aid dependence mentality; veimether this new dynamic can be

* Ibid.
* Ibid.
“ StansfieldJraqgi Kurdistan: Political Development and Emergémocracypp. 58-59
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balanced against initiatives to target unemploymant poverty in an egalitarian
environment. If the KRG does not target unemployim@nd the current lack of
dynamism in the stagnating industrial and agricaltgsectors) the transition to a market
society is unlikely to bring about substantial Bmses in human development, or
improvements to the standard of living inside Katdn, without reliance on the private
sector and welfare mechanisms.

It is probable that a number of benefits of madetion are already beginning to
trickle down to some upper strata of society ingirKurdistan. As enumerated by
Gomulka, the first stage of market reform can oftesult in positive initial outcomes
heralded by: (1) the disappearance of shortagesrasult of price liberalization; (2) a
wider spectrum of choice, higher dollar wages aattelb access to imports; (3) better
access to foreign know how; (4) improved incenti&% improved product composition;
and (6) increased creditworthiness of the Kurdiseagion of Irad®. For the majority of
Kurdistan’s population, however, household puramggower remains depressingly low,
manpower productivity remains low due to minimalsaiption by agriculture and
industry, unemployment stands currently above 70cpef’, domestic products are of
inferior quality when compared to imports, and Hamking system remains rudimentary
and lacks the capacity to deal with the demandsroarket economy.

The problems associated with these bitter truthsalls take the form of
maldevelopment, unemployment and social frustrtioKurdistan runs the serious risk
of exacerbating unemployment, rural-urban migratonl emigration as its experiment
with marketisation advances. Such limiting factomsse questions about the KRG's
ability to move away from dependence on aid andesénues, as well as their ability to
create a truly free-standing economy in the lomgtelt remains to be seen whether or
not an already problematic situation is, in facada worse by the application of the
market principle prior to the necessary linkagesdpeut in place for such radical
economic reforms to take effect. Greater sociehiralities can only lead to a rise in

political opposition to the KRG from other quartes$ Iragi Kurdistan’s political

g Gomulka, ‘Economic and Political Constraints iDgrTransition,"Mimeo(1993), in Wnuk-Liphski,
E. ‘The Vicissitudes of the market principlégternational Social Science Journdl40, 1994, pp. 185-200
7 Stansfield, Op. Cit.

“8 E. Wnuk-Lipiaski, Op. Cit.
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landscape, including rising antinomy within the @&t populace. As highlighted by
Seddon, the correlation between economic inequéies popular protest is never far

away in underdeveloped countries. He argues that,

In virtually all cases, significant increases ip ttosts of basic goods and services (or

the threat of these on top of increases alreadgreeqced) have preceded and may

be said to have precipitated...outburst[s] of popplartest. The price of bread or

flour and other staple foodstuffs appears to béquaarly significant. This is in part

because of the importance of these goods in holgsexpenditure, especially for

the urban poor, and in part because of their crsgimbolic value (particularly of

bread) in Middle Eastern soci€ty.
In Iragi Kurdistan, such tensions would most likehhibit the planned economic
transformation and could actually slow change wipi®longing the region’s political
and economic instability. A critical factor remaihow the dominant political factions
respond to the emergence of grassroots societalsdjgm to the maldevelopment of
Iragi Kurdistan and perceived mismanagement byKR6&.

The creation of a deregulated free-market econposgs a considerable threat to
social cohesion in Iragi Kurdistan despite the nwoue benefits which can be associated
with economic decentralization and liberalizatiolnagi Kurdistan has entered radically
unfamiliar economic territory, not because of aagkl of necessary qualifications, but
due to the fragile and relatively recent natureswicesses experienced since the end of
internecine fighting in late 198% By unleashing the unfamiliar forces of a market
driven system, the KRG must take responsibility dging Kurdistan as an economic
laboratory for the trial of hitherto unfamiliar nhetdological principles. As highlighted
by Wnuk-Lipinski, the introduction of a market regulated econergnd one which, by
contemporary standards, exceeds all proscriptiaits down in the 1983Vashington
Consensus- nearly always brings with it the problem of inatities and inequities,
particularly in the socio-economic sph&re This, he argues, is caused by the fact that

even if moderated by state intervention, ‘the frearket inevitably leads to higher

9p. Seddon, ‘Austerity protests in response to epvadiberalization in the Middle East,’ in Niblocdnd
Murphy (eds.) Economic and Political Liberalisation in the MiddEast(London: I. B. Tauris & Co Ltd,
1993), p. 106

*0 Stansfield, Op. Cit.

L E. Wnuk-Lipiaski, Op. Cit., p. 197
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differentiation of incomes, hence to deeper ineitjealin the standard of livingf. In the
context of Kurdistan, this form of socio-economi@ldevelopment could lead to the
further marginalization of the disenfranchised amplaced populations already within
the region with potentially disastrous consequenaeesonly for the region, but also for
the credibility of the KRG. Considering the fragifinancial and economic balance
which underpins the Kurdish unrecognised entityrag, the KRG has limited resources
for the radical redistribution of wealth neededettsure social justice and democracy.
The danger is that existing social stratificatiom#l, over time, be ossified by the
addition of personal income as a determinant atistan a Kurdish market society. This
may entrench unemployment and the under-utilisatiolabour potential as a permanent
feature of social life in Iraqi Kurdistan.

Another important feature of transition to a moitgetal market economy has
been identified as the way in which some sectidnsociety face serious problems in
adapting to social and economic chatigeThe KRG faces a crucial question: is a
society, which suffered at the hands of Arab natish governments for over three
decades, and witnessed the destruction of its basst infrastructure, prepared to live in
a more efficient economic system at the cost ofasamuality? Wnuk-Lipiski first
asked this question in the context of post-commuPadand, but it is no less relevant to
the situation of Iraqgi Kurdistan as it questione #galitarian ethics of the KRG and the
KDP / PUK entente. He proposes that the actuavansnay be misleading because
responses will differ over time as the implementatof market rules is completed.
However, there remains a stark warning for the KRGVnuk-Lipinski's analysis: ‘For
some (with low cognitive flexibility, usually reled to the lower level of education and
older age group) it may be an unbearable burdens.i§ha potential social foundation of
the ‘escape from freedom’ syndrome, which may tesulsome kind of a populist
movement under authoritarian leadersHip’ Dov Lynch argues thafe facto states
should be better integrated into international hoitasian networks as they face
insurmountable problems such as departure of thg/gopulation, ‘brain drain’ and

loss of knowledge and skills, corruption, crime amadequate medical services. Lynch

>2 |bid.
%3 bid.
¥ E. Wnuk-Lipiaski, Op. Cit., p. 197
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suggests that the international community must ginoee help to unrecognised entities
like Iraqgi Kurdistan so that they may confront thetallenges. However, he also admits
that a different international mechanism will néede constructed for each case

By creating a framework for democracy and seledetnation, Iraq’s Kurds have
shown that they will not be constrained by theebitegacy of the past and that their new-
found freedoms ande factoautonomy will not be surrendered without a figiihe KRG
has already shown that it has the tenacity angbdigcal will to implement reforms for
the benefit of its people, whether or not it has #pproval of the government in
Baghdad. Iraqi Kurdistan, as an unrecognised \erttiis shown that it can not only
provide a unique model for reconstruction and eodnaedevelopment in the wake of
sanctions and recent hostilities, but that its éeagnd statesmen are capable of moving
Iragi Kurdistan towards the global economy and ihi® 21st century. Kurdistan is now
in the grip of rapid economic change spurred on ooty by inward investment,
marketisation and reconstruction, but by a behe&ibetter future for a society that has
suffered untold damage and human tragedy. Thereoisever, a long way to go and
economic reform is still in its initial experimehttage. Kurdistan remains held back by
poverty, lack of essential services, unemploymamd the effects of migration and
dispossession. Potentially hostile external foroesy also hamper the process of
economic regeneration. Further still, an unrecegphiKurdish region has the potential to
destabilise the existing regional state systememmhomic relations between proximate
sovereign states. As Michael Gunter points ouhe'Kurdish future in post-Saddam
Irag...will depend on the willingness of the Arab ordly in Iraq to accept federalism, as
well as the position of the United States and soeighbouring states as Turkey and
Iran’®®. This situation is further complicated by the Rish stance which would see the

creation of an independent Kurdistan as a potecgisé for military adventurism.

Conclusion

As has been noted throughout this chapter, profauadketisation could have a very

negative impact upon different socio-economic atspet life in Iragi Kurdistan and, if

* Dov Lynch, Op. Cit., p. 132
% M. Gunter,The Kurdish Predicament in Irag: A Political Analy$§London: Macmillan Press, 1999), p.
86
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this is a road the KRG wishes to take, there agsoles which can be learned from the
experiences of transition societies in other paftthe world which may help Kurdish
decision-makers avoid some of the traps other gowents have failed to avoid.
Development in Iragi Kurdistan cannot come aboutldgving everything to market
forces, or a policy of liberalization and reliara®oil rents. The KRG should aim, on the
one hand, to follow a strategy which uses the peivgector to bring much needed
knowledge and expertise into Iragi Kurdistan foe thevelopment of essential services
and, on the other hand, follow a strategy whichimizres the potential for social and
political conflict caused by corruption and thevaligon of private interests above all
others. The KRG would be wise to build policiesctmunter social injustice into its
framework for rebuilding the regional economy, ahdse policies should be aimed at
transcending political and socio-economic dispesitoetween the Kurds themselves and
other regional ethno-political structures. Onlytlns way will Iraqi Kurdistan avoid the
spectre of maldevelopment and political turbuleimcne long term. Unrecognised status
in such a situation could prove to be both a biggand a curse for Iraqi Kurdistan as its
lack of juridical standing precludes full accounliég and confers a high level of
autonomy to economic actors within the region.

On the one hand the Kurds have achieved a leveldafinistrative autonomy
unparalleled in their modern history and on theeptthe illegitimacy experienced by
remaining legally unrecognised may inhibit investtpeassistance and privatized
relations with other states. Without the assistaat international society and good
relations with metropolitan Iraq, the KRG will sgigle to create equilibrium between its
economic institutions (which are often so critital growth) and the creation of wealth
and the fair distribution of resources to the peopho reside within the territorial limits
of the unrecognised entity. The pressures whidorapany unrecognisestatus will
severely test the limits of political resolve imdi Kurdistan unless greater political and
ideological coherence can be achieved. A gredtwd#laest on the ability of notionally
anti-Kurd regional powers to enter into mutual cagpion with the KRG for the future
stability of the autonomous region. Unless thipgens the unrecognisedhtity in Iraqi

Kurdistan may, if it loses its current politicabbtlity, lapse into the predicament of a
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non-viable Kurdish controlled outpost, and the pti& for new internecine conflict over
economic resources inside and outside the regibbbevincreased.

The pursuit of economic liberalisation by the KRGhighly significant in that it
represents a clear tactical and strategic methgglollor the maintenance of the
unrecognised entity which it controls. By achiayian impressive level of economic
development in such a short space of time, the IskRi@stepped the central government
in Baghdad and enfranchised itself through judisiage of international negotiation and
expertise. This not only facilitated the econoama infrastructural redevelopment of the
region, but it also established the relevance ef KIRG (and other Kurdish political
groups) in the geo-political landscape of the Med&last. Economic liberalisation has
become one of the ideological tropes of the KRGtaseeks to promote itself as a
progressive advocate of neo-liberal freedoms andrig in the region. The adoption of
such an ideological “role-play” has guaranteedshert to medium term survival of the
KRG as an ally of Washington and a key player giaeal geopolitics, but it has fallen
significantly short of bestowing additional sovegrdy andde jure legitimacy on the
politics of state-building in northern Iraq. Thésundoubtedly related to improvements in
the security situation inside Iraq as a whole, &l as the gradual stabilisation of the
economic and infrastructural apparatus of the statkits provinces.

As the Iraqi state is rehabilitated within inteinatl society, the Kurds and their
pseudo-state in the north of the country face soitaek realities. If the Iragi state
strengthens and rehabilitates itself (and its ttmial sovereignty), the case for an
independent Kurdistan is severely weakened andyimbolic transition to some form of
de factosovereignty without violent conflict appears remotlf the Kurdish attempt at
state-building stalls in the presence of an embwdeand rehabilitated Iraqi regime, the
retention of the region’s economic gains and inftacture may come to define the
political identity of the KRG in such a way thaethegion becomes a free-trade entrep6t
and little else. This would result in Iragi Kurtdies coming to resemble something of a
socially bifurcated Kurdish fiefdom in the north tife country, with all the negative
implications such a picture entails. In the opmadf this author such an outcome would
be highly divisive from a nationalist perspectivigey that the Kurds have experienced

autonomy and self-rule over an extended periods probable that the KRG and interest
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groups within Iragi Kurdistan are already considgrihe implications of a regression
from current levels of autonomy and economic setednination at the tactical level,
given that the wider strategic objective of attaghisome form of international legal
recognition and sovereignty appears to be in almyahlow this will manifest politically

is unclear but the potential for political tensiared ethno-political conflict, should such

a regression arise, must not be ignored.
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6. Sovereignty, Secession and the Question of
“Stateness” in Unrecognised Entities

One of the recurring problems faced by scholathas unrecognised state-like entities
are highly resistant to categorisation, typologieuction, and the formation of formal
theories and models. These entities exist andatgevith varying degrees of autonomy
but arguably not in the unitary way they have bpertrayed in academic literature so
far. The perennial debates on how best to stdisathe terminology used to describe
such phenomena, or whether the next best conwibwti the field will take the form of
the empirical, the comparative, the theoreticall ao on, merely indicates the level of
apprehension and disarray present within the stlidynrecognised entities today. This
problem is self-perpetuating due largely to thet fdi@at unrecognised entities are an
increasingly relevant research area within seleetdamic disciplines at the time of
writing. A point has been reached where depictiminkegitimacy and sovereignty have
received continual multidisciplinary treatment anedision without any significant shift
in our understanding of how international relaticared political science theories can
work with conceptually indeterminable forms likerecognised entities. It is as if the
field of study into unrecognised entities has comded its scholars to the fate of cooks
tasked with the unenviable chore of repeatedly gmiag different dishes with the same
limited ingredients. Taken another way, one caadily be forgiven for feeling that the
limited body of literature on unrecognised entities commanded uncritical deference in
subsequent scholarship, with the result that tihelléctual diet of scholars researching
the field has largely become the same conceptuat wi¢h different conjectural gravy.

In the preceding chapters of this thesis tensioasewntroduced in order to flag-
up areas of concern, and to identify areas in wttielretical discussions of the problems
posed by unrecognised entities were either absenbwud be taken further than they
already have. The previous chapter’'s discussioramnomic liberalisation in Iraqi
Kurdistan served to enhance our understandingeobfferative - the act of engaging in
‘the political’ - whilst enmeshed in a complex iy between the possession of
autonomy and illegitimacy at the same time. Ceénitrahis argument is the hypothesis

that the attainment of recognition and statehoattsas several scholars have implied, a
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universal goal for unrecognised entities; and thason of state’ discussed in the second
chapter is not reducible to either the developmeainfpluralistic democracy or the
adherence to standards and virtues esteemed bgnattmal society. So far the
unrecognised entity has been problematised sontbatan probe deeper into why such
aberrations in the logic of statecraft endure jpegpetual state of illegitimacy yet exert
considerable resilience in their asymmetric refetlop with sovereign bodies. This
thesis contends that unrecognised entities havesdme time, been a key part of the
symbolic infrastructure of international politicetyour ability to conceptualise the
substantially dynamic attributes of these phenomieas been poor within scholarly
discourses. These entities, it can be arguedppareof a spectrum of autonomous
structures which operate and exist in a manner lwliften subverts the rules of
international order, but nonetheless become accatated due to a wide range of
unwritten rules and idiosyncrasies built into thiexps of international relations and geo-
politics at the formal level.

This chapter explores how the functions of secesaitd autonomy coalesce in
ways which give unrecognised states traction amerégge in international society.
Methodologically, the following analysis carriesv@rd the analytical approach adopted
in preceding chapters by analysing and giving tedtatonsideration to political science
and international relations theories in ways whielre so far been absent in literature on
unrecognised states. Built into this approaches recognition that radical theoretical
expositions are not necessarily complete withoatigding them in the necessary range
of conceptual contexts specific to the processeagugstion. To achieve this synthesis,
the chapter provides analysis of political sciermerspectives on core concepts
surrounding secession so that the operation ofcogresed states at the functional level
becomes more apparent. This chapter highlights Hwavstructural and functional
processes of unrecognised entities manifest in ddfgrent contexts to those in which
the dependent variables of government, populatsord cartographic disambiguation
dictate the outcome of state level interaction$lie rest of international society. It also
furthers the discussion of how scholars have gtuainrecognised entities in political

science theory.
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Positioning the Object

Unrecognised state-like entities in the internatlosystem are inherently ambiguous.
This structural aspect has long been downplayedternational relations and political
science analysis as it is a realisation which &stleconducive to the integration of
unrecognised entities into theoretical conventiamsl normative schema. The few
attempts made by researchers to solve problemsenung terminology and structure,
which bedevil the study of these phenomena, aralggdisrupted by the ambiguous
nature of these political units. The denial ofstaédundamental ambiguities, and ongoing
attempts to define, categorise, rationalise andngsdly ossify the conceptual notion of
unrecognised entities have merely led to more @ofuand division between scholars
focused on this issue. The question is why?

Be it Jackson'Quasi-StatePegg’'sDe Facto Stateor Kolstg’s rehabilitation of
Jackson’s quasi-state, the oversight that all tleeseeptual stances have in common is
that they are complicit in treating unrecognisetities as arobjectvis-a-vis an existence
as aunit in the international system. It is assumed frém outset that unrecognised
entities are states ‘in all but name’, but thisuaggtion attributes far too much conceptual
solidity and formality to what is an inherently aigimous object. Considered from a
different angle, the question may be asked repbatddy such aberrations in the logic of
statecraft do not represent internatioparsonalitieslike the sovereign nation state.
Answers to this question most often take the fofmam analysis of international law
concerning definitions of statehood under treadigsh as thdontevideo Convention on
the Rights and Duties of States1933. The use of such an approach in the wofks
Scott Pegg firmly embedded international relatialiscourses into the analysis of
unrecognised entities as a standardised framewddwever, at a time when the formal
logic of statecraft in international relations thgowvas also undergoing significant
refiguring and theoretical questioning, the congitiuuse of comparative political
methods in attempts at defining the ambiguous pBysihich allowed unrecognised
entities to survive brought researchers no neavetatkling the many unanswered
guestions. The preoccupation with explaining wtie unrecognised entitgctually

represents, via the application of ill-fitting inmational relations and political science
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frameworks, symbolises the problematic and disgmintelationship between academic
inquiry and theobjectwhich is its focus.

The treatment of unrecognised entities as objediechwmust somehow be
habilitated or rehabilitated, placed, contextualiser defined in terms dictated by
conventional wisdom (or contemporary salience)his source of the inertia which
currently plagues academic inquiry into this poéti phenomenon, and the canon of
literature devoted to it. The warrant which enaltités author to put forward this claim is
based in no small part upon one of the centrangilbf this thesis — namely, that the case
presented by Iragi Kurdistan undermines establistieglories and stretches the
frameworks and definitions in early literature da facto/ unrecognised entities due to
factors of case-specificity which exclude the Iragample. The problem here is that
Iragi Kurdistan can be considered an unrecogniséity &losely fitting the definition of a
de factostate, yet its developmental trajectory has exadud from the very field of
research from which its case demands so much iattenfThis marginalisation of the
case of Iraqi Kurdistan points to an already welablished problem within the field.
What we see is no unconscious oversight but theesygic exclusion of a case which
disrupts some of the fundamental assumptions angecres upon which our
understanding of unrecognised state-like entiteedased. Iraqgi Kurdistan’s example
alters the parameters of early definitions whicima@ well established within the
literature on unrecognised states. This ambigwityambiguous and problematic status
within the literature, is here identified as thee s3f a significant theoretical challenge as
there is no agreed conceptual framework or dedinito accommodate Iragi Kurdistan
and the status of the KRG in the international theof unrecognised entities.
Essentially, Iragi Kurdistan challenges tnathesisof state function depicted in existing
works by Pegg, Lynch, Kolstg (and others), therebyndering the politics of
unrecognised entities specific to dynamics obsdevah a narrow range of cases.
Equally, through the challenge Iragi Kurdistan’sedields toward existing theoretical
and conceptual schema, the explicit coverage aérothhses (such as Taiwan and the
TRNC) within earlier definitions is also broughtarmuestion.

Iragi Kurdistan, as an unrecognised state-liketgnéxists in the international
system but should not be assumed to represenit ar objectof the international system

in the same respect given to fully sovereign badi€se space occupied by the territory
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and government in question, if treated accordingotoventions of realist theory, lacks an
essential stability (or coherence) which is demdnbg and for the definitions which
govern our understanding of the physics of thermatgonal system. Iragi Kurdistan
therefore resides in what has already been idedtifis an existential paradox. As
multidisciplinary scholarship on unrecognised ésdithas hammered away at the
problem, the disparate approaches involved haveladmifferent pieces of the puzzle in
a methodologically diverse manner — producing amaby diverse range of theoretical
proposals. This has led to a fragmentation of uheecognised states debate — a
fragmentation which has created a largely irrelévaarphological preoccupation with
the designations used to label the object in goestather than tackling the now eclectic
theoretical divisions which continue to undermikwanced discussion of the problem in
guestion.

We can assume the existence of dynamic processkespinning and reinforcing
the function of ambiguous political entities in tiiernational system. The reduction of
the unrecognised entity to the levelaf objectwithin a categoryof disparate entities,
however, masks the processes which this thesiesi@ne far more vital, subtle, nuanced,
and (potentially) more revolutionary in terms off amderstanding why functional space
exists in the international system for ambiguoteteslike entities to operate. If there is a
dynamic system underlying the function of unrecegdi entities, then it underlies the
state system; if it underlies the state system thpatentially underlies everything in the
international system (assuming the applicabilitygtdbalisation theory and neo-realist
theory), or at least everything that rational intgional relations scientific thinking
concerns itself with. In this way we are forcedagk what the unrecognised entigy
where doedt ‘exist’ in the international continuum, and, mduadamentally, what does
it do? And perhaps a more important questiowlsat are the paramete?s

Ambiguous political entities always have parameteithin which they evolve
and establish themselves. A truism this may be&,abgreat many contributors to the
unrecognised entities discussion have assumedhigiarameters lie within questions of
sovereignty and formalised definitions of statecaddne. These parameters however are
but an adjunct to the subversion of conventiondindmns which best describe the
function of the unrecognised entity. This is alissgion which has scarcely received

mention in the body of literature that concerns U=or instance, sovereignty is best
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understood as a secondary or tertiary consideratitmt the unrecognised entity is often
highly established in terms of its functionalitydaprocesses well before such theoretical
preoccupations become at all relevant. Ambigutatedike entities are convenient test-
beds for the application of theories of sovereidigiyen that sovereignty is not a static,
singular concept), but the theoretical parametésowereignty are not vital to either the
formation or sustainability of an unrecognised tgnti Unrecognised entities have
displayed time and again that a lack of sovereigatyno impediment to existence.
Therefore, the ‘quest for sovereignty’ thesis whialsts statehood and recognition as the
ultimate objective, the ultimate existential ratte and methodological purpose
underlying the function of the unrecognised stdte-lentity, falsely establishes the
primacy of attainingde jurestatehood at a level which reduces, simplifies iamdres
other parameters in which such entities function.

Stephen D. Krasner's works on sovereignty providewith a wide range of
valuable insights into the nature of sovereigntgt how it can be adapted and applied in
a diverse array of forms, to a diverse array ofseadd outcomes. The concept of
sovereignty, he argues, is not an ‘inseparableosatles as we often witness it
deployed to define the position of unrecognisedtiest but rather a more complex and
evolutionary system for interactions between actorsnternational society. Krasner
concludesAbiding Sovereignty2001), a paper designed to illustrate the complexi
sovereignty as a historical concept within inteioval relations, by urging us to consider
sovereignty as far removed from representing &stainventional norm. He writes that:

New rules could emerge in an evolutionary way agsalt of trial and error by
rational but myopic actors. But these arrangemeiats instance, international
policing, are likely to coexist with rather thanpglant conventional sovereign
structures.Sovereignty’s resilience is, if nothing else, da@fon of its tolerance for
alternatives
This ‘tolerance for alternatives’ at the heart bé tquestion of sovereignty reinforces
some of the core hypotheses presented here, hgestiehich propose that it is not the
object (apropossovereignty which is of primary importance for solving the mya

theoretical problems concerning ambiguous statediktities.

! Stephen D. Krasner, ‘Abiding Sovereigntlyiternational Political Science Revie®2:3, 2001, p. 248
?lbid., p. 248, (emphasis added).
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Article 1 of theMontevideo Convention on the Rights and DutiestateS1933
promoted the following dogma: ‘The state as a pefdnternational law should possess
the following qualifications: (a) a permanent paiidn; (b) a defined territory; (c)
government; and (d) capacity to enter into relatiaith the other stated.The problem
inherent in bringing such normative qualificatidosbear in a discussion of ambiguous
state-like entities is that the historical convens of international law (in which the
morphology of sovereignty is enshrined) represém logic of distinct periods of
international relations thinking, as well as resggmto thezeitgeistof the period. Such
gualifications are of dubious utility in a contemgky era which Krasner and others have
recognised as having unique attributes which reftdallenges to statehood and new
organisational methodologies for the practice ditigs and authority. That is not to say
that we are witnessing the irrelevance, or devgluih the state as a unit in the
international system, but rather the developmemiesf parameters for statecraft, politics,
organisation, and mobilisation.

Applying the criteria of the Montevideo and otheongentions to more
ambiguous political entities results in the inelvigaidentification of deficiencies apropos
definitions laid down in international law. Theffsu ‘-state’ is consistently applied to
unrecognised entities in cases of extreme ambiglagpite the fact that representational
government, population, cartographic boundaridafioms with other states, and internal
sovereignty are visibly indistinct and contestedmmany cases. By interpreting the
presence of ambiguous state-like entities as eithsurreptitious statecraft, or 2) a quest
for de juresovereignty (with respect to the conventions aoamns of international law)
relies heavily on the strong resemblance betweetaineaspects of the function of
unrecognised entities and the realist theorysydtem structure and thebalance of
power, which promotes the view that the state is thetrmoportant actor in international
politics, and must therefore be desired by unreisegh illegitimate entities as a default
position.

Part of the problem with over-“stating” ambiguoestities such as lIraqi
Kurdistan, and describing them as semi-states, i-gt@#®s and so on, is that the

metaphorical nature of this form of ethno-politicepresentation becomes lost and the

3 Article 1, Montevideo Convention on the Rights dhaties of States (1933), Signed at Montevideo, 26
December 1933.

161



symbolic processes that allow the entities’ ambigustatus to nonetheless endure are
obscured by the formalisation required by converstiof politics and scholarship. The
processes at work in an ambiguous political ettty Iraqi Kurdistan go far deeper than
a superficial resemblance to the structural fumstiof a sovereign state. There are
corresponding physical elements which indeed sttlase entities within the theoretical
structures of statecraft but, in symbolic term® link which would allow ambiguous
entities like Iragi Kurdistan to be governed oligaalised in terms of internal, domestic,
Westphalian sovereignty, are purely metaphoridahdt absent). The use of the term
‘metaphor’ here is used in a familiar sense, tatto explain the problematic use of
‘state’ as a way of explaining what an ambiguoulitipal entity is by means of another
concept which is not directly related to it. Timderence here is that the processes and
functions of an unrecognised entity are not asctireelated to those encountered in the
legitimate state, as is so often assumed, therebiing its relationship with the
sovereign state a metaphorical one. There areopiopally very few configurations
available in the accepted typology of states whempared to the vast proportion of
configurations available to ambiguous politicaliges. It is improbable to suggest that
to be ‘state-like’ today signifies that one will ke state’ tomorrow. The two are not
coterminous given the differentiated systems inclvlthe actors exist.

By infusing ambiguous and unrecognised entitieth vproperties of statehood
when the necessary parameters for statehood havieera established, creates a very
acute problem for this field of research. Unregéegt entities are exactly that —
unrecognised They have not attained admission to the clulstafes and remain in a
state of ambiguity and illegitimacy precisely besmauwf their status and latecomer
position on the political continuum of statecratt international society. It has been
demonstrated in the Caucasus and elsewhere thatifeaa unrecognised entity fulfils
many of the formal criteria necessary for statehaloed complex geo-political situations
in which they function often leave no obligationr fecognition, and even if recognition
is attained (such as in the case of Kosovo) it neayain disputed by other states who do
not recognise the political basis on which suclogedion has been bestowed. Outside
the best-case scenarios, other ambiguous poligosities are even less appropriate
examples for application of the suffix ‘-statetrad)i Kurdistan, for example, is not a state
in any formal sense and it is highly dubious whetitrenot such a state could ever exist in
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northern Iraq given the numerous constraints ie$acTherefore, it is a serious error to
assume that the entities in question can, or shdaddobjectified as states ‘in all but
name’, states ‘in waiting’, or evedeée facto states. In this way, the argument presented
here rejects the established morphology assignétieéqroblem of unrecognised and
ambiguous political entities. The proposed altBveais one which does not attempt to
redefine or re-categorise the unit or object instioa (which seems to be the perennial
preoccupation of many analysts), nor an attemptadwocate the rehabilitation or
recognition of these entities; but rather the dassrgued that the function of ambiguous
political entities, as a process of the partitignof political space in the international
system, is far more important for the future exaation of the problem.

Monte Palmer, in a review of Scott Pegg’s béaternational Society and the De
Facto Statéfor the International Journal of Middle East Sasi{IJMES), took issue with
Pegg’s ‘implicit assumption that de facto states mwore effective than the states from
which they are attempting to secede.” He also @dB&ectiveness in opposition is a
poor guide to future performance.’Palmers critique points to problems in assuming
equivalence with statehood in the study of unretsmghpolitical entities. The subject is
too diverse, and generalisation far too difficidt is to cast unrecognised entities as
unitary actors involved in the pursuit of coherantl consistent nation-building projects.
Equally problematic is the depiction of civic natibuilding in unrecognised entities.
The thesis thatle factostates operate more effectively than the metrtgolarent state
represents an extreme form of equivalence wlghjure statehood that ignores other
variables which limit civic nation-building, and ast-building in a situation of
illegitimacy and ambiguity. Such a top-down anayequires modification in that it
dilutes or chooses to overlook the demanding natfir@vic nation-building. It again
depicts the object of study as a unitary actor asebs this tableau as a springboard for
advocating an unrealistic array of policy responses

The foundations laid by Scott Pegg for thee factostate have, in this regard, led
to a narrowing of case generality appearing inriregBonal relations and political science
scholarship on unrecognised entities. It is a m#gw to assume that ambiguous or
unrecognised political entities act as monolithiitary actors in the international system

* Scott Pegglnternational Society and the De Facto Stgédershot: Ashgate, 1998)
® Monte Palmer, Reviewnternational Journal of Middle East Studj&3:3, August 2001, pp. 469-70.
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as it is to assume they can be defined throughl kgieria and narrow case selection.
These flawed assumptions (which lie at the veryrthef international relations and
security studies approaches to the problem) liragtk of analysis in the literature and
creates an image of the unrecognised entity in ko mention is made of the
importance of local identities, histories, tradi$o and actors which fuel these political
movements and secessionist agendas. It alsddagive a sense of the varied responses
which can subvert or undermine the official po$itiof the centre surrounding these

ambiguous political situations.

Secession’s Conceptual Complexity within the Stdidynrecognised Entities

Secession endures as a defining feature of thegemes and subsequent formation of
unrecognised entities yet very little theoreticaj@gement with the concept has emerged
from this field of study. Although each case difenarkedly from the next in terms of
the reasons for secession and the methods useddoepseparation from a metropolitan
sovereign, the concept of secession occupies aat@fce in the study of unrecognised
entities. However its complexity is rarely disces Secession as an objective is often
assumed when unrecognised entities are studiedthandoncept is one of the defining
qualities attributed to so-callaetk factostates. The terms ‘separatism’ and ‘separatist’
possess connotations very different to those adsseon due to the manner in which the
preceding terms are often applied in a negativesesessociated with ethnic or ethno-
political militancy. Secession should, therefamet be confused with separatism at the
conceptual level. Very few studies on unrecognisetities pause to examine the
conceptual structures of secession and the terem ifécomes generalised in scholarly
usage. By overlooking the complex conceptual sines of secession and focusing
instead on an international relations perspectivéhe problem, unrecognised entities
have been shaped in relation to sovereign bodiasmanner which distorts the trajectory
of autonomy movements and ignores the partitiommhgolitical space and the causal
relationship between ethno-politics and the desirgecede in each case. By completely
removing equivalences with states, statecraftestss and statehood, the ethno-political
foundations underlying the formation of unrecogdisentities can be restored and
secession, as a conceptual structure central tgseaf autonomy movements and the

break-up of states, is revealed to be a more fuedéahdynamic than the quest e
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jure recognition which receives such primacy in acadestiadies of unrecognised
entities.

Secession has come to possess a political meaniosgly associated with
challenges to formalised territorial integrity, teages which aim to establish the claims
and rights of ethnic groups and autonomy movemeHtsdson Meadwell points out that
this common usage of the term secession is avelatiecent deployment of the concept
shaped by the myriad calls for self-determinatidmoly emerged during the twentieth
century; rather than earlier calls for state right& union or compact (as the term had
previously been usell) Meadwell asserts that the contemporary usagkeoferm often
narrows the broader historical contexts, concepstraictures, and political meanings
associated with secession. Concerning the justiins for secession, he highlights an
equally relevant shift in meaning:

The primary basis of justification for secessioninternational society has been,

since 1945, a national right of self-determinatitinhas replaced the language of

state rights. As the one replaced the other, thgei®f territorial integrity became

more important. There was no presumption of teidtantegrity in the putative

political unions that were the context of compdutaries and of the rights of

constituent states. Territorial integrity is thesidieratum that has driven a wedge

between the right of self-determination and a right secede in customary

international law. The presumptive importance ofitarial integrity has come about

because territorial states became more importamtces of political order than

unions!
It is therefore important that unrecognised erdiiee situated on a historical continuum
which recognises the changed political meaningeogssion after 1945. Throughout the
Cold War the importance of territorial integrity cathe maintenance of existing state
structures in the face of ethnic anarchy, chanded character of self-determination
within a political environment coloured by decoleation and post-colonial movements,
as well as increased political mobilisation arouigthts-based agendas in all parts of the
world. However, Meadwell proposes that ‘Zones afaét seem as plausible a
background condition for the occurrence of secesafodo zones of wérirging us to be
mindful that it is not always the descent into ¢ietfor the thawing of ‘frozen’ conflicts,

which precede the creation of unrecognised entitiesigh the pursuit of secession.

® Hudson Meadwell, ‘Secession, States and IntemaliSociety, Review of International Studiea5,
(1999), pp. 371-387.

" Ibid., p. 387.

8 Ibid., p. 386.
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By abandoning the notion that unrecognised enttiede factostates, or states
‘in all but name’ representing a unique paradignthia formation of international order,
it becomes far easier to place these ambiguousigablscenarios on a continuum which
includes examples of secessionist ambition suchlheashistorical cases provided by
Bangladesh, Ireland, Quebec, the American Southgalde more contemporaneous
examples of secession, political partition and-determination movements occurring in
regions such as the Balkans, Iragi Kurdistan, ChgghSomaliland, the TRNC, Taiwan
and other, less well researched, micro-confli®yg.removing unrecognised entities from
the conceptual lineage of secession, and presettiglg as a uniquely differentiated
object in the history of state break-up, there iggy real risk that research and inquiry
into these entities develops a lack of connectivifth studies of self-determination,
asymmetric federal arrangements, and studies intemporary forms of political
partition that are not expressly concerned witheseignty or the creation of pseudo-
states. There is no reason why any of the unresedrentities currently manifest in the
international system should be recognisedi@gure sovereign bodies when it is quite
apparent that the level of political mobilisationdaautonomous governance visible in
many of these cases confers no causal force diharghysical self-preservation which
can be accommodated and limited, as in the cabagifKurdistan, without reducing the

territorial integrity of the states around them.

Distinguishing Partition and Secession

There are many other issues related to secessimh &te notable by their absence from
contemporary scholarship into unrecognised entitiddrendan O’Leary’s work into
political partition raises some startling questiomgich unsettle a great many of the
presumptions found within research intle facto states. InAnalysing Partition:
Definition, Classification And Explanatio(R006) O’Leary argues that secession and
partition should not be conflated as partition &tjvely divides a previously unified
territorial entity®, whereas secession ‘unwinds time to a previou#dgal order, when
there was no unity® The distinction O’Leary makes is carelessly ovekted by scholars

eager to jump headlong into discussions of thetipali status of breakaway entities.

° Brendan O’Leary, ‘Analysing Partition: Definitio€lassification And ExplanationMFPP Working
Papers 27, (2006), p. 1.
19 1bid.
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Secession is assumed in the case adafactostates, and is built into the very definition
proposed by Scott Pegg. Conceptually this is tamdb and little distinction is made
between the processes of partition and secessmmhhaw these processes define the
status of the separated entities thereafter. [ossible to have de facto partition
without de factosecession (as O’Leary points out to be the cage Taiwart’) but to
then declare a secessionist entity to lae dactostate takes the discussion into radically
problematic territory, as in the case of Iragi Katan, for the unrecognised entity
remains ale factogeographic and political component of an existtaje. O’Leary also
argues that a partition ‘involvesbarder adjustmentbecause there must be a fresh, novel
border, but a secession just involvebaader transformationthe break-up of the prior
sovereign entity converting the previously agre@uefnal) border to a sovereign
demarcation® When one looks at the example presented by Kadistan, it becomes
clear that the representative unit — a self-goveyrautonomous entity — would not be
able to secede from Iraq without what O’Leary teari$resh cut” of the type he uses to
distinguish partition from secession and liberatimovements. Secession and partition
should not be conflated, or treated as coterminouwisit would also be extremely careless
to advocate a model of state break-up where theilbty of such a break-up containing
elements of both partition and secession is exdudEhe conceptualisation of facto
states, quasi-states, and other units as “seceststonities” gives exclusivity to secession
which elevates it to the status of a precursor tedebBood, thereby excluding the
possibility of the “fresh cut” of partition as antérmediate process or outcome. This is
again symptomatic of problems encountered wheritiggainrecognised states with a
level of theoretical uniformity which is absent whesiewed from a historicist
perspective. Thought of another way, the distlack of historical inquiry included in
political science and international relations ass®nts of the status of unrecognised
entities may account for the portrayal of secessi@ntities asle factostates and unitary
actors acting outside the sanctions and constrafriitdernational law when quite clearly
the opposite is the case.

Secession’s complex interplay between the rightagpolitical movement to

withdraw from a sovereign state, and the abilitytloé sovereign state to prevent or

2 bid., p. 7.
12 |bid.
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accommodate such action gives rise to processelvecse in terms of their political
contexts that using secession to define the vesgres of the breakaway territory ignores
not only the idiosyncrasies and political vicisd#s of each case, but also the specific
historical continuum of political developments altad to each case. It is important to
recognise the role of secession as part of a woderess of developing the ‘reason of
state’ discussed in the second chapter, howeverutinecognised entity cannot sustain
itself in a state of perpetually aborted seces&asnis the case with Iragi Kurdistan) and
there is little to suggest that such a strategldgiany advantage for the sustainability of
a self-determination agenda. To define an unreésedrentity as ‘secessionist entity’
however clear from an axiomatic point of view, hat to arrive at its true concept.
There is a deficiency of thought here on the omfickl side given that these ambiguous
state-like entities are far from unified politicadtors.

Policy makers need groupings and unrecognisediesntiave been depicted by
scholars as a grouping of secessionist entitieplajisg an ‘order’ or coherence
attributable to the emergence of structures of gwuece, defined territorial limits and
populations. In addition the qualification of laol representational dialogue with the
international community is normally added to thexmBut there are major questions to
be asked around the existence of such a uniforaoritiprder’ amongst this figurative
grouping of unrecognised and ambiguous politicdlties. Scholars analysing ethno-
political conflict, state break-up, civil war andher forms of intrastate anarchy rarely
consider what it means to advocate a pattern ardcdunrecognised entities. If you try
to reformulate these considerations and questia@ry precisely, you are forced to
consider what sort of order there could be? Therpeal problem with attributing order
to unrecognised entities is that the developmeahtaamics related to secession and state
break-up are not things that can be rigorously @ihdown, or encapsulated in normative
models.

Definitions are enormously problematic in this aey particularly so when
discussing ambiguous political entities. There are endless number of possible

definitions, from international relations and picki science or some related discipline,

13 Scott Pegg, ‘De Facto States in the Internatiogate3n,’ Institute of International Relations, Unisity
of British Columbia, Working Paper No.21, 19981p.
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of what an unrecognised entity is. We can proefghesence of this problem simply by
examining the opening chapters of a wide rangé@erbture on unrecognised entities and
charting the explicit recognition of the terminoicg confusion which permeates the
field of study. To ask the question ‘what is tloisject?’ in relation to unrecognised
entities is seen as a very important question aphdure point for further enquiry.
However the answers fielded to that question argelg conjectural and based on
speculative arguments about the nature of sovdseigriernational order and autonomy
movements. The problem is that you can constratbmal questions around the
similarities between an number of otherwise difféisged cases, but to group them in an
archetype of order (the archetype of theefactostates, the quasi-states, the semi-states
etc.) is to impose a sequential logic to somettiogiering on the paradoxical. This has
far-reaching implications for the study of unrecisgd entities as many intelligent
scholars have fielded predictive conclusions inaaept conflict with the enigmatic and
unpredictable system embedded within the subjedtema In some instances they
themselves acknowledge this unpredictability frowm dutset.

For the reasons stated above it is extremely itapoto further our understanding
of the role played by secession and its myriadtipalimanifestations. Scholars began by
asking whether there is order in the internatiosgétem governing accession to
statehood, and whether or not the mechanics of phacess was enshrined in
international law. The unintended result of thislpng was that the definitions taken to
define and represent international order, in thelysbf unrecognised entities, took order
in any sense and threw it into question. It wasuaged that unrecognised entities were
no longer mysterious, that they could be exactlynde, grouped and categorised. The
works of Pegg, Kolstg, Lynch, Kinggt al claimed to demystify the question of
‘unrecognised states’, but in actuality the unknowgnantities surrounding these
ambiguous objects were merely pushed aside oratiegl

The critical centrality of secession can be refdisted through examining the
work of scholars who have concentrated on the #imad aspects of the processes
behind intrastate conflict. Lawrence M. Andersowsrk on secession delivers several
important insights that have not been adapted fodysinto unrecognised entities.
Anderson points to an underlying mimesis of theesaf the international system which
validates the realist and neo-classical realisivp@nts concerning the centrality of the
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state as the principle unit of organisation in #imeovise anarchic system. Concerning
secessionist movements, Anderson presents theletsgeparatist aspirations are not as
radical a departure from convention as some schala inclined to suggest. Anderson
summarises his theoretical position by arguing ititat

[A] perverse validation of the international statgstem — and the enduring

importance of states within this system — seceisg®aeek to dismember an existing

state to create a new state in which the secessigriup is dominant. Methods of

resolving this type of conflict need to reconcilmtseemingly contradictory norms

within the international political system. On oremt, existing states prioritizing the

norm of maintaining the territorial integrity ofasés will attempt to suppress — often

violently — groups seeking separation. On the mtgmups within existing states

justify their secessionist goals by invoking theb&gnous norm of national self-

determinatiort!
Anderson’s identification of contradictory normsdathe invocation of national self-
determination by secessionist groups complemente@y’s distinctions between
secession and partition. Anderson’s examinatiothefparadox of autonomy recognises
that ‘[under] autonomy regimes, international bcanes are not altered — thus satisfying
the norm of maintaining territorial integrity, artkde group in conflict is able to enjoy
sovereignty over public policy areas crucial tosiisvival — thus seemingly satisfying the
norm of self-determinatiot> The “fresh cut” which O’Leary uses to differeméia
between the act of partition and the act of segetdquires the alteration of international
boundaries. The model of secession which emerges &n analysis of the theories put
forward by Anderson and O’Leary lead us nearedémiifying problems in grouping and
categorizing unrecognised entities.

The creation of the Turkish Republic of Northernp@s (TRNC) can be
historicised as a political partition and not ssa@s. Why, then, is the TRNC regarded
as ade factostate in flagship literature on unrecognised st Scott Pegg describes
the case of the TRNC as ‘The classic example a¥elgtopposing thele factostate’s
existence through the use of international embargmel sanctions.® and goes on to
list a raft of statistics designed to reinforce Hypothesis thatle factostates occupy a

perfunctory position. As much as the statisticatience reinforces Pegg’s argument, he

14 Lawrence M. Anderson, ‘Exploring the paradox ofcamomy: federalism and secession in North
America,’ Regional & Federal Studied4:1, (2004), pp. 89.
15 :

Ibid.
85cott Pegg, ‘De Facto States in the Internatiogate®n’, Institute of International Relations — Usiisity
of British ColumbiaWorking Paper No. 2{1998), p. 4.
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is silent on theoretical complexities surroundirgditical partition in the case of Cyprus
which potentially displace the relevance of the TIRAk a case afe factostatehood. It
appears that marginalisation and exclusion from ititernational community is the
dominant prerequisite in Pegg’s model of unrecagmhistatehood and that such
predicaments (in the present) are of greater ratvathan material dynamics
underpinning ethno-political cleavages and fissurgsgain this tendency within the
literature to advocate a view of secessionistiestand territories, formed out of political
partition, as precursor states ‘in all but nametdmes a dominant feature of earlier
inquiry into unrecognised entities. Despite thelem of partitions such as the one
found between Turkish and Greek Cypriots beingrramere intractable and less likely to
lead to territorial ‘recognition’ than secessignnone of these distinct variations in
outcomes of territorial revision are directly adssed by Pegg and other advocates of the
de factostates paradigm. It is this researcher’s view ¢imaissions of this sort indicate a
purposely one-dimensional treatment of secessioarder to advocate a paradigm in
which ethno-political mobilisation, in a perceivgzkriphery, is given weight and
resonance far beyond its actdal juresignificance and potential.

Secession is sometimes hypothesised as a ‘jusecaaugemedial right of an
existing nation to self-determination, often aggponse to prior injustices. However, in
notable examples of literature ate factostates, the just-cause of secession is often
advocated from a structuralist perspective rathen trights based perspectives. It is the
structure of ethnic and nation-state formationsclwiHorms the basis of most hypotheses
which portray unrecognised entities as stateslfibia name’. The legal and geopolitical
case for secession, independence and recogniticecagnisably weak in a great many
cases, making the rights-based perspective on senegroblematic due to the way in
which international law takes a dim view of secesisit movements, revanchism and
irredentism. A problem with the just-cause apphogcethno-political conflicts and the
emergence of secessionist entities is the potemiaignore the constitutional and
multinational dynamic which surround the unrecogdisntity. This problem is often the
reason why advocating the recognition ohew state remains in a state of perpetual

abeyance. No matter how effective a secessiont#ly@s at governing or creating the

" See O’Leary, Op. Cit.
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mechanisms of democratic administration, the I&gais for recognition need not follow
given the potential for conflict and the negatidnregional peace. lllegitimacy (the lack
of de jurerecognition) in such a situation does not hamperetffiective maintenance of
an unrecognised entities’ autonomy, nor does iledaimise any rights based claims to
self-determination.

lllegitimacy is an omni-present side-effect of ersuit of secession by ethno-
nationalist movements and often delivers a probtenstatus to the territories acquired
by them. Scholars appear keen to ask why illegicyrbedevils these states ‘in-waiting’
without fully clarifying the reality that these arnerritorial gains by secessionist
movements and not states. Indeed, the structestiges of statehood can be fashioned
by these movements in order to further the coheraicheir territorial autonomy and
their ability to interact with and among sovereggates, but secession and secessionist
aspiration is rarely condoned through recognitioess the legal precedent is set in
international law, constitutional arrangements oeopplitical agreement.  The
secessionist claims of unrecognised entities aendhinted in this regard, particularly
following ethnic war, and it is extremely difficuld advocate a just-cause hypothesis in
these situations without recourse to romantic etbmi or self-referential nationalism.

The problem of secession is not just different frother theoretical problems
encountered during analysis of unrecognised estitiprecedegshem. So the problem
of secession ishe problem of unrecognised entities from which masteo factors are
positively influenced. Not all unrecognised eestishould be considered secessionist but
the threat or potential for secession is neverafany (in ideological terms or as a
strategic option). Therefore it is not the enfitgr se which is secessionist, but the
existence of secession as political strategy withinomplex ethno-political game. If
secession poses no rational advantage, it wilbeqiursued as a dominant strategy. That
is not to say that it will not be encouraged byeotparties including the metropolitan
centre. Post-Soviet and Eurasian studies spésigisposed a very basic unitary
conception ofde facto states which attributed too much significance féom and
empirical sub-factors rather than engaging witlevaht political science theories which
can be brought to bear in the study of unrecognesgdies. De facto states are not
necessarily best understood through placing therlabject in diametric opposition to

the sovereign state. The reason is simply thatritediately creates a centre / periphery
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dichotomy within our analysis which then filtergahgh into a simplistic portrayal of
secession as a periphery-based asymmetric endeavé&uch an approach lacks
theoretical nuance, and this lack of nuance isafrtee central charges this thesis fields

against thele factostate archetype which emerged from post-Sovieliestun the 1990s.

Beyond Gestalt

The theoretical problems identified in this thestem largely from the treatment of
unrecognised entities agGestaltobject— existing as a conceptually ‘whole’ and unitary
form. The use of the term gestalt in this contdgscribes how existing academic
approaches treat and view the concept of unrecegrastities as an organised whole or
that which is perceived to be ‘more than’ the sunitparts. For example to take the
view that the state, as an international ‘pers@'the uppermost unit of political and
constitutional mobilisation in international orderto view it as a gestalt. To view the
state as an aggregation of polities, ethno-natidaeitities, multinational interactions,
ethnospheres, ideosphefeand individuals would be to view it as a sum oftpar
multiplicity. A more rational model is required ander to understand the complex forces
which act upon unrecognised entities. There atengic errors with our ‘gestalt’
understanding of unrecognised entities. These=amensic errors of categorical logic,
including a number of definitive assumptions whictay be regarded as empirical
falsehoods which promote a simplistic but erronemaslel of unrecognised entities in
the international system. The eadg factostates model proposed by Pegg and the
guaststatesmodel proposed by Kolstg formalise a categoricataje understanding
which has evolved into a pervasive and habitualntbgn academic approaches to the
issue ofde factoindependence and secession.

Many empiric errors stem from approaching categtine as a matter of
pragmatism. Categorisation is necessary for deugdoa typology of systems and their
functions, but nonetheless this is a pragmaticgssc The unrecognised entity is treated
as a new object, or as a continuum with the soger@bject. This results in the
production of a gestalt understanding which incoapes a dogma of the ‘excluded

middle’ in thinking on unrecognised entities. Tlescluded middle logic represents a

18 James N. Rosenatihe Study of Global Interdependerftendon: Pinter, 1980), p. 301.
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highly Aristotelian approach toward the object uregtion by adopting an either/or logic
to develop an understanding @ factostates. In such an approach there are no grey
areas — only black and white. The entity is eitmessionist or it is notde factostate

and so on. This false logic has had powerful impaderms of the development of
gestalt models within the field. Sovereignty lsoatreated as a conceptual ‘whole’ far in
excess of its actual attributes. Contrary to é@stalt significance in literature ae facto
states, sovereignty has no magical essence - theme biological destiny given by
sovereignty. Therefore, to attempt to remove pasge unrecognised entities from the
multiform complexities of the state system is paod confused pedagogy. The same
can be said for the gestalt understanding of sexessthede factostates model.

Josep Costa identified three broad theoretical gmnms on secession which are
useful for deconstructing the concept. He assesnlileese as:National self-
determination theoriesChoice theoriesand‘Just-cause’ theorie§’ Costa argues that
the National self-determinatior ‘nationalist’ theories of secession are thet k@swn
as they make the most explicit association betwéemation and the right to self-
determination vis-a-vis the right to independerdatedtood. Costa also highlights a
distinction between ‘derivative right’ and ‘basight’ theories on secession, arguing that
‘the former appeal[s] to the fact that nationalisenves important values — such as social
justice or democracy — whereas the latter strasgaisic value of individual autononfy.’

These ‘nationalist’ theories, Costa argues, faoeetimain challenges:

1) The impossibility of deciding which groups countredions and who bears the
right of self-determination.

2) There are more potential nations in the world thassible viable states.

3) The objection that the right of self-determinatiprivileges national groups

over other kinds of cultural groups or communitiest are at least as important
for the well-being of individualé*
These challenges are patrticularly problematic duéhé way in which many scholars
have adopted a gestalt understanding or approadhetanation in their analysis of

unrecognised states. The following extract illatgs this problem:

19 Josep Costa, ‘On Theories of Secession: Minorilggorities and the Multinational Stat€RISPPR
6:2, (Summer 2003), p. 64.

2 |bid., p. 65.

“ Ibid.
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All nations in today's world are proclaimed as oatstates. Rightly or wrongly,
state leaders invariably claim to represent theatibn’. In a similar way, the
leaders of [unrecognised] quasi-states speak oalfbehthe Ossetian nation, the
Somaliland people, the people of Dniestria, andoso Like other states, they
strenuously try to foster a sense of common iderditd destiny among the
inhabitants of the territory they contrdi.

The projection of an essentialised, nationalisbthef secession in the work of scholars
focusing on unrecognised entities in Eurasia aedducasus is very often coupled with
a gestalt model of state-building which proposest the construction of the nation is
coterminous with the construction of the structanadl ideological apparatus of the state.
Kolstg’s work tends to base such an argument ornypethesis that the populations of
unrecognised ‘quasi-states’ have been ‘homogertizenligh population exchanges and
ethnic cleansing that preceded or accompanied écession® This national self-
determination model of secession penetrates litezain unrecognised entities to such an
extent that the gestalt image of a homogenisee,stdtheit unrecognised, renders more
complicated ethno-political factors an insignifitastraction. Endurance by any means
following ethnic war and ethnic cleansing may be ttominant strategy pursued by
unrecognised entities in many cases. Howeveantes as little surprise that recognition
and legitimacy remain in abeyance given the praaesiet by this form of state building.
Given the problem that there are more potentiabnatin the world than viable states,
the model which emerges out of advocating the etfatmnalist self-determination
model, no matter how compelling, requires the beoadtceptance of state break-up as a
just-cause The reluctance of international society to atdts model through its
general opposition to the recognition of secesstoentities leaves a considerable
guandary for the leaders of these pseudo-states.

Edward Walker describes this as a ‘no peace, no*Wscenario, at the centre of
which lies the reluctance of the international camity to fast-track settlements on legal
status in cases where a secessionist entity seeieak away from a sovereign body.

Walker implies that the ‘no peace, no war model iis part, an outcome of the

22 p3| Kolstg, ‘The Sustainability and Future of Wognised Quasi-Statespurnal of Peace Research
43:6 (2006), p. 730.

2 |pid.

#Edward, Walker, ‘No Peace, No War in the CaucaSaesessionist Conflicts in Chechnya, Abkhazia and
Nagorno Karabakh’. Centre for Science and Inteomati Affairs,Occasional PaperFebruary 1998,
Introduction.
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international community’s fear of ‘promoting sedessst wars around the glob®’
Walker also suggests that ‘having won on the Hattebut not at the negotiating table,
the secessionists therefore find themselves iate sf “no peace, no war.” This is not to
say that the likelihood that “no peace, no war’lpérsist is equal between cases. On the
contrary, the risks of both renewed fighting angh@apunities for a political settlement
vary considerably?® Walker's model identifies a very important issu€he failure to
gain recognition at the negotiating table persagsone of the more enigmatic issues
within studies of unrecognized entities. Sometrabgut unrecognized entities, it seems,
violates the basic conditions and conceptual fraamksvon which international society
negotiates legitimacy and status. Sovereign statkis, therefore, not coterminous with
secession unless successfully negotiated. Agldtgt8erg.entities ‘behave as sovereign
statesbecause other states allow them to do By accepting them as equals they make
recognition a pivotal element in the institution swvereign statehood... it is not only
facts that take the lead in formal recognitionhs statehood but rather norms that create
the facts.?’

Given the ethno-political dynamics which underpine desire for self-
determination, and the numerous instances whereds@rmination has found its
political articulation through secession, sepanatiethnic conflict and ethno-political
mobilisation, the idea of an unrecognised entitigting as a world-unto-itself, subsisting
independently of international society’s relatianit, is an absurdity. At the theoretical
level, unrecognised entities require a distincttonbe made between legitimate and
illegitimate units of organisation in the intermatal system, but such distinctions become
problematic if extended deeply into questions ehfofunction and composition. The
whole issue of unrecognised state-like entitiesnisrsubjective and lacks consensus,
particularly when viewed through the lens of intronal norms. Secession and ethnic
war are very closely linked regardless of the fdwat not all self-determination
movements or secessionist agendas are potentsystatfor ethnic conflict. Threats to
the territorial delineation of the sovereign state rarely, if ever, tolerated in the eyes of

international society either before or after theaicsecession, or in any of the otlperst

% |bid.

%% |bid.

27 Eiki Berg, ‘Pooling Sovereignty, Losing Territoitg? Making Peace in Cyprus and Moldova’,
Tijdschrift voor Economische en Sociale Geogrddig3, 2006, p. 228. Emphasis added.
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facto forms which can emerge following state break dpis sanctity of the sovereign
body, according to Weller, has led to a system lwldenies choice and harbours the
potential to perpetuate conflict:

The international system has ‘balanced’ the competims of accommodating the
ideology of free will against the purported aimrpéintaining stability, order and
peace... those who operate the system have enswaethéhvery doctrine of self-
determination that purports to enfranchise peoptaadly serves to disenfranchise
them, in the interest of maintaining peace andilétatRather than offering citizens
a choice, the doctrine of self-determination hasnbeonstructed in a way that limits
or denies choice. In fact, generally self-deterramais a rule that empowers those
who oppose choice, even by violent means, wherdeirdorial definition of the
state is concernéd.

Weller's argument is a pointed attack on a systdrithy rightly or wrongly, he sees as
generating ‘a dynamic which sustains conflfét.” However Wellers' argument is
strengthened by the potential for an autonomousydntemerge out of the ‘free-choice’
option of self-determination into a ‘system’ whigkinforces the indissoluble primacy of
the de juresovereign body. A wide range of studies into pheblem of unrecognised
entities are symptomatic of a preoccupation witlifédences’ between entities — the
illegitimate object defined in relation to ide jure signifier — to the extent of this
approach becoming an orthodoxy within the litereapon on the subject. Comparative
analysis of empirical data on unrecognised entiiésn attempts to innovate from this
starting-point. Equally striking is the tendendyscholars to reify either the system of
sovereignty or the illegitimate object exclusivalynoring what Weller calls ‘the trap of
self-determination’ — essentially, a stigma whiattc@mpanies secessionist aspiration,

mobilisation, conflict and unrecognised status. \aller argues:

...those who seek to assert their identity are foliognl an absolute position... As
the international system privileges the intereghefstate over the position of groups
challenging its territorial unity, most central gomments feel under no pressure to
accommodate demands for change... Compromise cdimstdl settlements that
might maintain the unity of the state, while petmg a greater expression of diverse
identities through the legal and political systdraye therefore often been denied.
Instead, the state will tend to label groups tlggtiage for a more pronounced identity
secessionists and rebels. Under the cover of iatiemal rules, it will attempt to
suppress them. However, in most instances, thisbiaed to a disappearance of the
problem®

2 Marc Weller, ‘The Self-Determination TrajEthnopolitics 4:1, March 2005, p. 4.
29 :

Ibid.
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If such a system as the one proposed by Weller a&cta force on the subsistence of
unrecognised entities, it presents a quandary dep@ates and opponents of secession
alike. On the one hand it is possible that thbtaghased approach to self-determination
carries with it considerable force when negotiatedcompliance with the norms of
international convention; but on the other hand, ghnctity of territorial delineation and
integrity opposes the utility of such strategiegegardless of how much territorial
autonomy resides with an illegitimate territory ait&l governing regime. This is the
system/object dualism which challenges gestalt hsode secession and characterises
many of the theoretical problems encountered indfuely of unrecognised state-like

entities.

Centrally Propelled Secession: A model for Iragq?

For all their various differences, scholars whoedho the post-Cold War definition of
the ‘unrecognised’ orde facto statecan be said to share one fundamental conviction:
that the unrecognised state, existing independeasftlinternational norms concerning
legitimacy andde jure sovereignty, is asecessionist entityor an articulation of
secessionist antagonism, in a geo-political perypph&gainst a geo-political centre from
which it seeks separation. This representatiosegkssion is highly conventional and
adopts a classical view of secession which is dantinn both public opinion and
international relations. Thae factostate is defined by Pegg as a ‘secessionist eatity
this definition contains the precondition that #rgity must be seeking to separate from a
geo-political centre of some shape or form. Inreagmany ways the concept of the
secessionist entity is the linchpin which holds tiveoretical structures of unrecognised
‘states’,de facto'states’, and quasi- ‘states’ together. This foonsecession originating
in an ethnic or territorial periphery is, in a senghe reigningloxa of post-Cold War
scholarship and philosophy on unrecognised stiteelntities

Having argued throughout this thesis that thes#iesnare not states or states ‘in
all but name’, it is necessary to examine how threcept of the ‘secessionist entity’ is an
impoverished abstraction whose meaning supervemestoghly rigid and conventional
representation of secession which has outlastedtilis). To refigure the meaning of
secession (in the context of unrecognised entitilee) following section will discuss

Daniele Conversi’s analytical concept @fentral Secessiorpresented in his work
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‘Central Secession: towards a new analytical cottcephe case of former Yugoslavia’
(2000) in order to examine whether or not concdptiwams concerning secessionist
entities are now challengeable; and whether orQutversi’s model aids and enhances
our understanding of relations between the unigoyernment of Iraq and the Iraqi
Kurdistan region. This will represent an analyjticantinuation of the preceding
section’s challenge to the gestalt understandingesession which permeates literature
on unrecognised entities. The analysis which ¥adlaloes not intend to compare or
contrast the former Yugoslavia with Iraq, but rathe evaluate Conversi’'s analytical
concept of central secession in relation to unreisagl entities.

From the outset Conversi challenges the ideaalhatcession is of a ‘peripheral’
format (i.e. as originating in the ethno-politigaériphery and mobilising against the
‘centre’) and that in a small number of cases storscan beropelledby a dominant
nationalist group which controls the geo-politicantre’ of power in order to achieve
desired separation from peripheral compon&htsThis shift in emphasis from the
periphery to the actions of the centre is a radidaparture from conventional
ethnocentric approaches to secession. Convesss @k a point of departure the implicit
assumption thagxit originates in a peripheral movement, that thisiaggion is one of
the defining tropes of secession in internationalitigs (‘In international politics the
norm is ‘peripheral secession’, namely a movementbbping somewhere in the ethno-
territorial periphery and aimed against the cefiffe.and that this portrayal of secession
ignores the key role in the development of antagronplayed by dominant nationalist
groups in defining and promoting the act of sepamain all its territorial and political
manifestations. Conversi contends that in somesc#se ‘strongest input’ leading to
state break-up can originate from the dominant comee the imposition (or re-
imposition) of hegemony becomes unfeasible. Caivengues that, in the case of the
former Yugoslavia:

Slobodan Milosevic and his circle opted for a pecojevhich, though cautiously
disguised, in practice amounted to secessionisrturflly, the unfolding of events
led to a relationship between Belgradetgpto-secessionismn the one hand, and

31 Daniele Conversi, ‘Central Secession: towardsva aralytical concept? The case of former
Yugoslavia’,Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studie®6:2, April 2000, pp. 333-355.
32 :

Ibid.
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the more explicit secessionisms of Croatia and &l@von the other. Yet, | claim
that the process was triggered in Belgride

Other peculiarities of ‘central secession’ are fednthrough the Yugoslav conflict:

One of the peculiarities of “central secessiors héthe discursive level and warrants
clarification here. By seizing the central statee secessionists do not necessarily
develop a secessionist vocabulary, and therefaneacta from a secure under-the-
table position. With this face-saving gimmick, th@mpunity’ is granted. In the case
of Yugoslavia, Belgrade’s rhetoric throughout thenftict remained eminently
“unitarian’. This strategy was adopted by the miists in order both to preserve
the international community’s support for the regiemd to enlist the unconditional
assistance of the Yugoslav Army (JNAJdgoslavenskaNarodna Armijg, which
was the last remaining unitarian institution intestifrom Tito’s years?
The essence of Conversi’'s argument is that it ssite for the central state to secede
from its periphery without adopting the rhetoric discursive positions commonly
associated with secessionist antagonism.

The aforementioned conceptual shift, proposed bwyv€rsi, has far reaching
implications for the study of unrecognised stake-lentities. The archetype of tde
facto state requires an entity to be explicitly secesstonThere exist other scholarly
definitions of the secessionisbject which require this intent to have been formally
expressed and codified within rational frameworks ration building and the
consolidation of mechanisms of statecraft. Whhstse qualifications have done a great
deal to marry empirical events in post-Soviet spand other regions with existing
frameworks for understanding political mobilisatiah the end of the Cold War, the
overarching linearity of such approaches has predua one-way flow model of
secession which portrays the origins of secesgi@mtagonism as emerging in one (or
more) peripheral locations and being targetedeatémntral (unitary) state.

If we superimpose this model onto the question wfdish autonomy in northern
Irag we are left with a one-way cycle of Kurdishtagonism toward the unitary
authorities as they attempt to pursue an ethnamalist, self-determination agenda.
Such simplified models are easily falsified throuie examination of enmities and
corresponding actions by both sides of an ethndigalldispute. In the case of Iraq it is
often assumed that the Kurds seek to break-away fine state. In fact the opposite can

be argued given that in 1991 the Iraqi Governmatiidsew its forces and administrative

% |bid.
% Ibid.
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apparatus from most of what we now call Iragi Katadih and then followed this action
up by laying down an internal embargo against thedk in the north. Applying
Conversi’s model of ‘central’ or ‘centrally propetl’ secession to the actions of Saddam
Hussein’s government during this period, it becordlesr that the dominant national
government (representing a dominant nationalityjaged in a project of withdrawal
from northern Iraq triggered in Baghdad — not ie thar-ravaged Kurdish north. It is
argued here that this action amounted to a secegsiocrypto-secessignby the
government of Iraq which paved the way for the ghment of Kurdish controlled
provinces in the north of the country. Unable tgpose its hegemony over the entire
country in the wake of defeat and coalition miltamtervention following the first Gulf
War, the government of Iraq effectively secedednfroomponent parts of its own
territory. In this way the government of Iraqcén be argued, set the precedent for the
establishment of an autonomous Kurdish enclaveegsganist or not) in the north of the
country. This is a point which does not appeahave been fully explored by Iraq
specialists as subsequent Kurdish nationalist pt®jeonducted in the north of the
country are often framed in terms of peripherahgatism toward the unitary authorities
in Baghdad, despite the fact that Baghdad itselttse precedent for proactive Kurdish
nation building in the early 1990s. This thesisitends that secession hakeady
occurred in Iraq between the central authoritied #ie regional polities in Kurdistan.
The problem is that it has not been recogniseduak as it does not conform to the
ethnocentric conventions and norms of internatiaditics which demand that secession
be directed toward the dominant centre. Whereasnttrmative view of peripheral
secession is presumed to encompass antagonismdttweacentre, the reverse is never
assumed to be the case.

Conversi argues that the notion of a centrally pliepl secession is essentially a
‘missing concept’ within political science. Thegtton of the state in international
theory is privileged by norms which cede little mo ground to the possibility of the
unitary state opting to secede from componentssafwn territory. Conversi takes great
care to emphasise that the occurrence of centcalssmn is a rare event with very few
examples present in history. Although rare, Cosiveontends ‘they can happen when

the dominant group perceives a feeling of threat iannvested by revanchist and self-
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victimising nationalism® The embarrassing rout of his armed forces infitise Gulf
war caused Saddam grave concern over the legitimilis regime and the assertion of
Ba'athist hegemony across the state.lt can be argued that for pragmatic reasons
Saddam withdrew his forces from Kurdistan in ordefocus on keeping control of core
territories and to maintain regime survival. Tinghdrawal, combined with the UN
Security Council Resolution 688 authorising humanngin assistance to the Kurds, re-
drew the political map of Irag as now the Ba’atvggmment’s writ did not run in several
of its northern provinces:

Saddam, content that the Kurds had been stopped tiiceatening to secede from

the state and aware that the international commanitarge, and Turkey and the US

in particular, had no desire to see them indepeandeiraq, withdrew his forces

from Kurdistan. His motives were pragmatic as dmognised that his forces would

be needed to ensure that his regime remained widhded in Baghdad in critical

mor_1t27s to come, and he also needed to have thakaldgan case the Shi'i rebelled
Saddzgr?’lsnlwithdrawal of his military forces and adistrative apparatus from Kurdistan
enabled a Kurdish political consolidation which Wwbatherwise have been unimaginable
under the constant threat of oppression and rétomdrom Iragi forces. No matter how
effective the Kurdish insurgency in the north hdckady been in destabilising and
weakening Saddam’s force projection, without thet@ised decision to withdraw
military forces from Kurdistan, and a lack of odsi support for an independent
Kurdistan, subsequent political development ingikdedistan would have required a
radically different set of contingencies.

It is crucial to understand that Conversi’s anaBftiof central secessionperates
at the discursive level and is just as much abloeitnhanagement of hegemony as it is
about the re-drawing ofle jure covenants underscoring the shape and function of a
unitary state. Critics of Conversi’s analyticalncept could put forward the argument
that the analytical concept of central secessioncasinterintuitive and radically
contradicts conventional wisdom on the ethnic asditorial facets of state break-up.
However, central secession operates at the saned tdvcausation, necessity and
contingency as more common ethno-political disputesan be argued that the spectrum

of secession is situated on a continuum wherebyprthgmatic drive to secede can be just

% |bid., pp. 334-5
% See Gareth Stansfieldaq (Cambridge: Polity, 2007), pp. 129-130
" bid., p. 135
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as advantageous (in terms of payoffs) to the ce#tieis to the periphery. The same can
be said for the risks involved as well. Saddamla¢aevithdraw from Kurdistan without
adopting the rhetoric or vocabulary of secessids.Conversi points out, this enables the
project of a central secession to be conducted fmosecure under-the-table position’,
and with ‘this face-saving gimmick their ‘impunitig granted® It is also important to
modify our understanding of the ‘disintegrative Ipugsually associated with dissolution
of states and the post-facto emergence of secesbiaihe case of Saddam’s withdrawal
from Kurdistan, the ethnic antagonism necessafprige one of the key weapons in the
secessionist arsenal (from a Kurdish perspectivay the ever present legacy of
genocide. Thus the antagonism directed towaradenéral authorities can be framed in a
traditional periphery vs. centre model. However Kurds were not pursuing an overtly
dissolutionist, irredentist, revanchist, or seamsist campaign against Baghdad.
Therefore, the effect of Saddam’s withdrawal frorardistan and subsequent internal
embargo, was to remowke factocontrol and administration of Kurdistan from thenie

of Baghdad, handing it over to the UN and Kurdigilitigal factions, but retaining
control of thede juretitle to Kurdistan as part of a unitary Iraq arat an independent
state. However the flaw in this example @fy/pto-secessionisns that the central
authorities in Baghdad would never regdenfactopolitical control of Kurdistan.

There is, however, a problem with the direct aggion of Conversi's conceptual
model in the Iragi example. The assertion in tiscussion that a form afentrally
propelledsecession occurred in Iraq around the end ofiteeGulf War is tempered by
recognising that Iraq still exists as a unitarytestand that ngost factosecession has
occurred in such a way as to alter the cartogragghthe Iragi state. Instead, what is
argued is the possibility that a form ofypto-secessionigbroject was undertaken by
Saddam for reasons of pragmatism and political éepey. To understand how such a
manoeuvre is possible (tactically or strategicailyis necessary to avoid the literal and
rigid interpretations ascribed to the concept a@kssion in international law, but rather to
flux and bend the concept in ways which better @xpwhy a central regime can
renounce control (by way of its actions) over timirety of its own territory, thereby
propelling the feasibility of independence, autoyand self-determination in a political

3 Conversi, Op. Cit., p. 334
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periphery such as Kurdistan. Such events appeguenn international politics with
little comparability between examples.

Conversi puts forward the theoretical notion thatc@e ethno-national or
ideological component of a state (the ‘centre’) roay to relinquish control over part of
its own territory in order to solve ‘financial apdlitical disputes’ and get rid of burdens
by allowing secession rather than conceding motenamy>° In Iraq’s case we have
more of a retreat of central authority thadeafactosecession, but nonetheless it can be
argued that Saddam’s strategy was more an abandbnonerelinquishment of the
projection of Ba'athist hegemony in order to getaf political burdens and drains on his
military resources which would be better place@wlsere. Thus, the strict application of
Conversi’s concept of eentrally propelledsecession is something of a misnomer in the
case of Irag. However, what was historically seenhe Iraqi example is a form of
closely relatedcrypto-secessiorwhich is perhaps better explained in terms of the

‘ejection™®

of Iragi Kurdistan from the rest of the Iraqi gtatin the absence pbst facto
secession by a dominant nationalist core (a faCtmversi uses to limit the definition of
‘secessionism by the centre’) Saddam’s actionsesgmted the ejection of a peripheral
component of his own territory, thus making autogdait accomplifor the Kurds and
their political parties. The motivations for suabtions are highly complex and the
nearest we come to understanding them through C@sifssenodel is through the notion
of pragmatic and secretiva@ypto-secessionisrgiven the withdrawal of the dominant
centre from a peripheral territory in the Iraqgi ey#de. It is, however, far from an exact
match with Conversi’'s analytical concept given taity of central secessions in
international politic§! Conversi’s concept of central secession may becomee
relevant in the setting of Iraqi politics dependimigether or not the country witnesses the
re-emergence of a strong ethno-nationalist core wéek a symbolic split with, or
secession from, the Kurdistan region (or vice Versa

The analytical concept of ‘secessionism by thereérg important to the study of
unrecognised entities for the way in which it dbstses the now rigid assumption that

peripheral ethno-political antagonisms are alwdngsdecessionist precursor in the chain

% |bid., pp. 336-7.
% bid., p. 338.
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of events leading up to state break-up. Conversiscept equally destabilises the
assumption that secession is always directed atehte from the periphery by way of
antagonism, anti-constitutionalism, ethnicism amddentisi?, factors which Conversi
identifies as central to Caney’s widely accepted eproduced definition of secession
which encompasses it as ‘a territorial communityteakaway from its erstwhile host
state and the founding of its own separate andiqally sovereign entity”® Caney’s
definition of secession is exemplary of the suliyecbias which has allowed scholars
like Pegg to assert that unrecognised entities g intrinsic secessionist properties of
their own (i.e., the qualification of secessionistent and the pursuit of political
sovereignty) which are established upon linearifgtery versus centre’ notions of
political mobilisation which do not contain spaaw fanalytical concepts such as the
‘secessionism by the centre’ proposed by Convelss can be seen in the example
provided by the relationship between Iraqi Kurdistand the rest of metropolitan Iraq,
there are so many shades of grey governing relatietween groups in these situations
that the need for an intersubjective consensushendefining theoretical qualities of
unrecognised entities becomes increasingly irreleva

In the search for a logically consistent narrat¥eéhe emergence and function of
unrecognised entities in international politicserth has not yet been a theoretical
admission of the complexity and sheer unprediatghilf how secession manifests and
functions in the dynamic relations between unremghentities and their parent states.
In this regard it is particularly hopeless to agérto impose theoretical uniformity on
such a nebulous analytical concept through the Isingstillation of empirically
observable attributes and qualities (such as tkbasfmn secessionist intent in Pegg’s
definition). Inevitably, continuous change in imtational politics harbours unlimited
potential to contradict, falsify and destabiliseedictive narratives emerging from
scholarly enquiry into these issues. It can beiedgtherefore, that a culture of pastiche
exists within political science and internationalations on the question of illegitimate
and unrecognised state-like entities. The conbaptnot been problematised to a level

where analytical concepts (such as those put farwar Conversi) are given due

“2|bid., p. 334.

3 Conversi takes this definition from Caney, S. iNaal self-determination and national secession:
individualist and communitarian approaches’, in.éhning (Ed.),Theories of SecessigNew York:
Routledge, 1998), pp. 152-3.
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theoretical consideration. Scholars dedicatetesearching these entities have tacitly
constructed a repository for generalisations andev@gudgements within the canon of
literature dedicated to the object of study. Agiton which has stunted enquiry into the
theoretical problems and challenges associated thiéh emergence and subsequent
functioning of wunrecognised state-like territorieand the radically different
manifestations of political development and mokhtiisn they represent.

Iraqi Kurdistan's political example urges us to ppaaise secession as an
analytical concept. Iraqgi Kurdistan’s geographiqalesence did not arise as a
constitutional or remedial right, nor was it carmghically fashioned out of a partition.
The situation is additionally complicated by thectfahat although strong Kurdish
nationalist political movements exist on Iraqi sthile call for any form of secession from
the rest of Iragq remains highly tempered and mbtethe Kurds’ new-found centrality in
Iragi politics and the role of key Kurdish politidaaders as Iragi statesmen since 2003.
The constitutional reabsorption of the Kurdistagioa after decades of warfare and
sanctions should not be mistaken for rehabilitatidrthe region into the centralised
apparatus of a unitary Irag. The KRG and Kurdishitipal parties possess a unigue and
potent autonomy within the federal and constitudicarrangements of Iraq following the
war in 2003. This situation is in no small measarkegacy of events which occurred
following the first Gulf War. For this reason thetions of Saddam’s government at this
time need to be analysed theoretically in termtheir impact on political space and how
the withdrawal of state apparatus (military, ecoimend administrative) conferred a
long-lasting autonomy and semi-sovereignty to Kslidgroups which has matured into
the rudiments of pluralistic governance and muitaelf-sufficiency. One only has to
compare the political and administrative effectiees of the Kurdish administration with
similar regimes in other unrecognised entitiess@ise that Iraqi Kurdistan has achieved
more in terms of holistic political development ayal/ernance than other entities which,
in many cases, possess gredtefactoterritorial independence from their parent states.

A crucial factor in Iraqi Kurdistan's developmerst the way in which it was
disenfranchised (or disengaged) from the restaif following the first Gulf War. This
is not to say that political affairs between therd&iand Saddam’s government came to
an end, or that the Kurds in their northern enclaeee somehow insulated from all the

actions of Baghdad during this period. Saddamtsoas were instrumental in creating
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the necessary conditions for enduring Kurdish aaonin the north of Irag. His actions
should in no way be seen as intentionally givingaadage to the Kurds but rather the
fact that he withdrew his military from the Kurdist region in 1991 suggests regime
survival was uppermost in his mind. It should ddsorecognised that the Kurds, whilst
fighting an insurgency against Saddam’s forceshatend of the first Gulf War, were

severely weakened after years of brutal militaryngaigns conducted by Saddam’s
military. The ceasefire and withdrawal of Saddafmoices to areas outside what then
became a UN safe haven allowed for the politicabbditation of Kurdish politics, the

consolidation of political and territorial autononand the creation of autonomous
structures which although not recognised, sovereigextremely powerful, nevertheless
had the power to endure. The process of rehammlitaand consolidation was far from

smooth with intra-Kurdish fighting occurring sporeally throughout the 1990s until the
main political parties could agree on power-sham@ng the administration of a region

which contained numerous competing spheres of quaitical influence.

Conclusion

This chapter outlined how the concepts of sovetgigmd secession have been used
within literature on unrecognised entities and hamalytical approaches to secession
greatly influenced the formation of theoretical eentions which are used to define the
phenomena of unrecognised “states” in the liteeatiResearch into unrecognised entities
is, in some respects a new field of inquiry and lloely of literature emerging from it
remains very small. Although analysis of regiosaturity issues associated with the
emergence of break-away republics following etlamd intrastate conflict has achieved
a higher profile within international relations apalitical science research, the discursive
conventions developed in early literature am factostates remains the benchmark for
describing and articulating the problem in questiokccordingly, the same discursive
language and argument surfaces repeatedly congettmenstatus and physical attributes
of unrecognised entities, even in texts which prtgatly challenge prior frameworks.
State centric approaches based on status in emational system dominated by
sovereign bodies heavily influenced the theorefiGaheworks of early literature on the

subject. Equally, emphasis on those covenantaefdction between states which
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prevent ethno-political movements from gaining ggabon led to analysis which
emphasised the perfunctory position of unrecognesedies largely at the expense of a
more nuanced reading of the political mechanismgl@yad by actors within entities to
maintain power despite their asymmetric positiod ktk of international backing. Due
to the small body of literature, generalisationd aantinuity of assumption between texts
is easily discernable. It is also easy to identiifg discursive legacy of early works in
subsequent texts due the repetition and reproduoficore conceptual frameworks. It is
very difficult, however, to conduct research intoecognised entities without recourse to
three problematic constructs identified within tltisapter. These problems are now
outlined in terms of their significance for futuesearch.

Firstly (and perhaps most significantly in termfstiee potency of subsequent
issues) is the danger of adopting and recreatimgpgectified discourse. All works in the
literature deal with the unrecognised “state” a®bject which can be defined in terms of
geographical size, fixity of population, levelsrepresentative government, and a list of
inabilities such as lack of access to diplomatic channels.ilstyithese properties deal
with formal practicalities necessary to situate fiffeenomenon within the analytical
frameworks of international relations and compagtpolitics, they do not provide a
convincing theoretical model for exploring the maoganswered questions which
endure. In sum, if we focus our analytical effdds greatly on the task of decoding the
objective status of unrecognised entities, welatte wholeness and a political rationale
to the concept which is questionable given the @anfj empirical phenomena which
suggest such entities are less state-like thanstneam discourse claims. Whilst it is
very difficult to develop approaches which avoide temployment of agestalt
understanding of unrecognised entities, it is 183 lgroblematic to adopt an oxymoronic
position which discursively positions these phenoaas unrecognised ‘states’ or ‘states
in all but name’. It has been argued that to rembegitimate in perpetuity as an
unrecognised entity indicates the presence of adpgm within international society (as
yet undefined) which is not adequately explaingdugh the mores of statecraft and the
covenants of a metaphorical ‘club’ of states frorhiai autonomy movements find
themselves excluded.

Secondly, whilst the concept can be said to reptethe keystone of all literature

on unrecognised entities, secession has not beeguatdly theorised in ways which
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deliver a better understanding of its subtletied e complex political dialogues which
surround it. Again we see repeated in the liteeata classical top-down analysis of
secession which reifies the position of the stal&e analytical concept of thae facto
state is defined by Scott Pegg as a ‘secessiomnigy’evhich loosely implies that such
entities challenge formalised territorial arrangatee However, the perpetual state of
non-recognition experienced by many of these estitoften as a result of political and
military stalemates, and accommodation by meanmatased incorporation into the
fabric of regional negotiations, indicate that thay the concept of secession has been
employed within literature on unrecognised entitiesan extension of the objectified
discourse generated in early works. This discohiese not adequately historicised the
concept of secession or whether early works whiapleyed the concept as part of key
criteria gave necessary latitude and depth forinbkision of potentially deviant cases.
Unfortunately, researchers continue to view thdsenpmena as unitary actors pursuing
unitary agendas of separatism and secession despitiadictory dynamics which hint at
the presence of other processes, incentives, atidations.

This chapter highlights the falsity of this perspez and sees in it a problematic
legacy for future research. Not all unrecognisatties are pursuing a separatist or
secessionist agenda (as the case of Iragi Kurdsstaws) and this raises urgent questions
over the suitability and applicability of conceptdafinitions and terms (such as tHee"
Facto State”) in popular usage by researchers. Perhat destabilising to current
conceptualisations of secession within the literais the question of historical dialogue
between the centralised state apparatus and thbse seek autonomy or complete
removal from its aegis. The state centric arguntieat it is always the periphery which
seeks to detach itself from the power of the ceigtraot a discursive position which
allows space for contradictory cases. By puttiagvard the possibility that in some
cases it may be the central state apparatus wieeksso remove itself from relations
with a territorial component of its own ethno-piglti make-up, this chapter introduced a
controversial but nonetheless significant altexgativhich, on the one hand, partly
explains the nature of political development inthern Iraq following the first Gulf war,
and on the other, challenges the conventional diseoon secession proposed in existing
literature on unrecognised entities. The next tdrapxamines the potential for the
development of new analytical approaches to theeis$ unrecognised state-like entities
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in the international system in the light of an easing awareness among analysts and

researchers that existing frameworks may be outthodend/or obsolete.
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7. The End of “De Facto States”? Toward An
Alternative Model for Research into Unrecognised
Entities

For many years, discussions surrounding unrecognesgities have emphasised a
synthesis betweethe factoindependence, on the one hand, and the secessispisation
for de jureindependence on the other. Full statehood, iatemmal recognition, the right
to self-determination (remedial or otherwise), asarned sovereignty’ - as ideological
and aspirational commodities accompanying claimsinependence - became the
dominant theoretical focus for scholars and analf@t almost two decades regardless of
the lack of a consensus on how such broadly gesedakchema applied to evolving
realities in each case. Despite the ever presattigm of theoretical inertia and case
exclusivity when dealing with unrecognised entitid®e tendency to resort to earlier
conceptual and analytical conventions for purpadegeneralisation has not only been
widespread, but has left a legacy of obsolete tewlogy, definitions and problematic
theoretical models for future researchers.

The future of this field of research is equally ertain as new analysis of
secession, autonomy, and unrecognised entitiesb&ilorced to move away from the
conventional modalities of thde factoindependensecessionisentity in response to
evolving realities such as those exhibited in AlhaSouth Ossetia and Iraqgi Kurdistan
which resist generalisation and designation throexjbting conceptual archetypes. This
section expands and builds on analysis presentdtipreceding chapter, and examines
contemporary concerns which can only be addresgethdllenging existing frameworks
for understanding unrecognised entities. It ide#i several ongoing issues which
compel a review of the analytical concept of tloe factostate” and proposes a shift
toward a more flexible, case oriented set of cotpcriteria for future analysis and
research.

The End of “De Facto States”

In July 2009, Nicu Popescu, a research fellow at Buropean Council on Foreign

Relations (ECFR), published a short commentary enessionist entities arde facto
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states entitle@he End of “De Facto States”in which the author argued that events in
the Caucasus, notably political developments inhdzika and South Ossetia, made the
term “De Facto States” increasingly obsolete and outmoded. Ailgfnoonly a few
paragraphs in length, Popescu’s timely commentaghlighted the urgent need for a
review of the suitability of terminology which hasen used to generalise the position of
unrecognised entities in the international systelfopescu’s analysis represents a long
overdue reinvigoration of debates and discussian®snding the tendency, as argued in
the preceding chapter, for state-like systems todtegorised and reduced to convenient
conceptual packages which are then applied actbsases. The prime example of this
being the tendency of analysts and researchedojat and deploy the terde factostate

in order to create gestaltsymbolism regarding the existence of secessiosiiate-like
entities which are unrecognised by internationaletg but remairde factoindependent

in an unrequited “quest” for sovereignty.

The keystone of Popescu’s commentary is that inetteenples of Abkhazia and
South Ossetia we are witnessing the loss, or gilBarrender, of these unrecognised
entities’ de factoindependence in response to evolving realitietherground. This loss
of de factoindependence is framed as evidence of the comipliexplay between
unrecognised entities and the sovereign powershaducound them; and is an indication
of how problematic the maintenance of pre-sovereiguilibrium is for entities that are
unrecognised, militarily weak, and exist in a s@ftextreme asymmetry when compared
with the strong military capabilities of the sovigre states nearest to them, or of which
they previously formed a territorial component. ilAththe termde factostate was a
convenient title for these entities after the debaas launched by Scott Pegg in the late
1990s, Popescu argues against this definitionaright of contemporary developments.

He writes:

The truth is of course more complicated becausé fdedacto” states have always
relied on various levels of external support toueagheir security and/or economic
development (think of Taiwan, North Cyprus or Abki@. So the terrhas always
been relative Abkhazia, South Ossetia and Transnistria lmasdsourceda large
chunk of their de facto independence to Russiar. lveders have been de facto
guarded by Russian peacekeepers, the Russian mgablihe official currency of
Abkhazia and South Ossetia (Transnistria has its @wrency), some functions in

! Nicu Popescu, ‘The End of “De Facto States™, Ebsérver Blog, 18 July 2009,
http://ecfr.eu/content/entry/commentary_the_enddef facto_states/, (Accessed"Deecember 2010).
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the de facto governments (especially in South Ggdedve been outsourced to

Russia etc. There has always [been] a large dedfee facto integration” of

Abkhazia and South Ossetia into Russia which waiitig their claims of being “de

facto independent”And still they were accepted by most analysts asfédto

states” But the Russian recognition of Abkhazia and Bdssetia is accelerating

the loss of their “de facto independence” if notily, then by defaulf
In 2006, Pal Kolstg argued that reabsorption ihto garent state and inclusion into the
parent state as a separate entity representedbRoEsds to Quasi-Statés’ However,
in Kolstg’s paper, these outcomes were portrayesteag much a top-down outcome
imposed, by force if necessary, by the patron staten a militarily and economically
inferior unrecognised entity. The difference betweKolstg’s contentions and the
argument put forward by Popescu in the precedirtigaeixis that Popescu highlights the
potential (or option) for unrecognised entitiesMitingly gravitate toward the restoration
of equilibrium relations with the patron state otiexpediency.

The potential for trends of expedient decision-imgkto destabilise common
assumptions regardirde factostates is now enormous, even if such trends dribiéed
in only in a few cases. In the great majority adriss focused on analysimgde facto
states, relations between the entity in questiahthe parent state are overwhelmingly
centred around secessionist conflict, ethnic ennaityl the pursuit of full independence.
This model of secession and the creation of netestaay have appeared appropriate for
the context of emerging unrecognised entities @o@ssionist conflicts at the end of the
Cold War, but following a nearly two decades ofystion in which only the example of
Kosovo has symbolised the attainment of partiagt-gontroversial - independence, the
ideological goal of achievingle jure recognition has never been so unattainable for
unrecognised entities, and the creation of nevestat the international system has never
been more controversial or less appetising for idge powers.

Popescu’s observations on the lossdef factoindependence in the cases of
Abkhazia and South Ossetia offer us a timely reaippl of the fragile and unstable
political foundations upon which unrecognised égitoften have to build their case for
secession and independence. It cannot be saicathaty one point in the historical

continuum, these entities existed in condition®fmable to secession and the creation of

2 |bid. Emphasis added.
® P&l Kolstg, ‘The Sustainability and Future of etwgnised Quasi-Statedpurnal of Peace Research
43:6, 2006, pp. 734-738.
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new states due to their inherent military weaknasggasible economies, lack of eternal
support, and continuing status as zones of confli®early, if Abkhazia and South
Ossetia have gravitated toward integrative relatiamh Russia, at the expense dgd
facto independence and administrative autonomy, it can abogued that these
unrecognised entities had little incentive to prassad with the type of separatist agenda

so commonly portrayed as a featura@effactostatehood. Popescu writes:

The paradox is that until August 2008 Abkhazia 8odth Ossetia were

unrecognised, but de facto independent; after AL2B8 they became partly

recognised, but not de facto independent anymibiecessionist wars of 1992-

1993 were their “wars for independence”, the Au@@i8 war is becoming the war

that marked the loss of (their however limited) fdeto independence”. The 2008

[war] was won by Russia, not the secessionistiestitBoth Abkhazia and South

Ossetia are quickly evolving from being “de fadi@tas” to becoming “de facto

Russian Regions”. Most South Ossetians welcomelibathe Abkhaz are more

ambivalent... a recent statement by Abkhaz oppositmivists argues that “all the

functions that ensure the sovereignty and indeperedef our state are ceded to an

external party”. One can agree or not with sustatement, but such a debate in

Abkhazia is taking place. Either wakge trend towards de facto integration into

Russia is near inevitable and near irreversjlita at least a couple of decades.
If, as argued in the extract above, we are witmgsshe emergence of processes of
detachment and absorption into patron states asngeraporary trend in the political
development of unrecognised entities, then agarafipropriateness of the teda facto
state is brought into question. Secessionist aggentixed populations, geographic
boundaries, and a desire for legal recognitiomternational law are no longer suitable
criteria for a fixed definition of these phenomema conceptual usage) given that in
some cases thae factostate is in retreat and may exist more in the cetmationalist
imagination than it does in actuality given evolyimealities on the ground. The
inflexibility of analytical and conceptual discoass within in the field of research into
unrecognised entities, has become ever more nbteggven the ongoing reluctance to
develop alternatives to thgestaltstate—centric proposals of the past two decad#@s.
shall now turn our attention toward alternative way operationalising the concept of
‘defacto independence’ in light of the increasing &manism associated with using the

termde factostate in contemporary analysis and discourse.

* Popescu, Op. Cit. (Emphasis added)
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De Facto Independence as an Expedient Politicahgigblogy

One of the major problems encountered when usiagdéimunrecognised entitis the
issue of depoliticisation. On a number of occasitbre simple honesty of the term and its
generic utility have provoked controversy in disiaas with other analysts due to the
potential for the term to depoliticise the physic@érritorial) gains of political
movements. This is intentional in so far as thimteas been deployed within this thesis
to enhance comparative theoretical discussionsnoobgect which is heavily laden with
political symbolism — political symbolism which eft obscures deeper theoretical and
conceptual debates on the fundamental nature @cagnised entities as ethno-political
mobilisation and organisation.  The teamrecognised entitalso has the potential to
remove symbolic furniture associated with ethncessionist independence seeking and
the creation of new ethno-national enclaves ataitgs emphasis on lack of recognition
vis-a-visde factoindependence; and ambiguity of status vis-a-vigtrameters of these
entities in international society. To this ends term allows the theorist to step beyond
the fixed meanings and terminological derivativesaziated with the use of the terde*
facto state’ in earlier discourses. By depoliticisirge tobject of studyunrecognised
entity is a term which also lessens the chance of adueoeinadvertent advocacy of
statehood as a prize or potential gain from etlnoiaflict; a scenario evidenced by the
rhetorical and polemical usage of the tedm facto state by separatist movements
themselves. The term also avoids pitfalls of etinatic alterity such as that found in the
discursive output of the Unrepresented Nations Badples Organisation (UNPO) in
their ideological and polemical expositions on #ngficiality of the modern nation state
vs. the authenticity of ethnicify.

Is the termde factostate’ any less vague than its alternatives? dsrdsng these
phenomena asnrecognised entitie®o obscure and vague for reasonable discussion?
Both of these questions are misleading in the sémsethe termsde factostate’ and
unrecognised entity represent abstract summaries of relations betwésese
objects/actors and contemporary discourses anctinas of order in the international

system. This relationship between concept andodise explains why discussions on

® For examples see the “UNPO Declaration on De Fatites / Opening the World Order to De Facto
States” on the UNPO website: http://www.unpo.orgteat/view/8144/244/. (Accessed™.8anuary 2010)
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unrecognised entities have remained beset withigmabof definition and typology from
the very outset of the debate.

A problem which has been overlooked by analystschéay for a method to
refine and modify the analytical concept of tihe factostate is the reality that different
discourses on international relations, statecraftino-politics, ethno-nationalism,
secession, separatism, conflict, rights, human ggbyy, geopolitics, political science,
political economy, international law, and many &addial perspectives, demand
analytical and theoretical nuances specific to gaaispective which then determine the
suitability and applicability of a particular deiion. The “one-size-fits-all” approach to
pre-sovereign predicaments, as contained withigBagrm de factostate’, inhibits the
development of flexible theoretical frameworks whitan cater for the requirements of
diverse interdisciplinary analyses. The term ‘dusaste’ developed by Pal Kolstg is also
problematic due to an equal level of generalisafioross all cases. If these terms are
deployed outside of their original area studies ameérnational relations meanings,
theoretical concessions have to be made whichwevalcompromise between discipline-
specific frameworks and the accommodation of arceetsial and unstable consensus
on de factostates. This tenuous (if not illusory) conserswsoundingde factostates is
the legacy of an extremely lean body of theoretiwairk which has not received
sufficient scrutiny from an interdisciplinary stgpant. It is, therefore, very easy to
highlight theoretical difficulties which emerge @enthe attempt is made to define and
produce gyestalt‘image” of these entities which generalises acoases.

The temporary, transient and nebulous charactde d&ctoindependence is a key
variable hinted at within Popescu’s analysis andne which deserves far greater
attention than it has so far received. Asogousstudy dealing with a specific debate in
academic literature over the period between 199l tha present, this thesis identifies
analysis of the changing levels of autonomy andepetidence experienced by
unrecognised entities over time as one of the nmértextual gaps in the production of
knowledge within the field. As thée factoindependence of some unrecognised entities
is cast into doubt, the theoretical gap widens betwevolving realities and an academic
discourse which requires modification. The follogi sections identify three key

theoretical concerns which have not been explanetbntemporary analysis de facto
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independence as a medium- to long-term phase folppwecession or administrative

separation:

1) De Facto Independence as a Long-Term Equilib@utcome

It can be argued thale factoindependence represents, in some cases, a longgest
conflict equilibrium outcome between actors whicbesl not always have to be
representative of a precursor phase for becomitg $overeign and achievinde jure
recognition in international law. The reason foistcan be twofold. Firstly, the act of
seceding and establishing an independent entitghmisi viable over the long term may
not be possible due to disequilibrium (or a lackbafanced interests) between actors
within the unrecognised entity itself. Building damnaintaining coalitions in a post-
conflict situation are incredibly lengthy and coeplprocesses; and the tendency for
actors to engage in further contests, instead tfriig into universal agreements, can be
an ever present source of instability within ungrdeed entities. Add to this the
pressures of managing the process of seceding &ametropolitan state (often to a
position of relative isolation) and the fragilityf ¢hat independence which sustains
unrecognised entities becomes apparerde facto independence is, therefore, no
guarantee of equilibrium relations between actatBimwunrecognised entities. It is not a
reliable measure of an entity’s capacity for stateh and does not represent a
preliminary or precursor phase to full sovereignty.

Secondly, the utility ofle factoindependence and formalised secession may not
be the same for all actors within the unrecognisatity. Politically, there is little
incentive for individual actors to enter into ctialns for the purposes of seceding if there
is the threat of collapse through isolation, oritamy intervention from more powerful
regional actors. Having gaine@ factoindependence as a post-conflict outcome (either
through direct ocentrally propelledsecession), such a period of equilibrium can leel us
to formalise relations with regional patrons an@xmnate ethno-political guarantors
rather than being used as a platform to strike autthe lonely road to full legal
recognition. As a strategyle factoindependence can be used to gravitate from one
balance of geopolitical power to a different staue. As seen in the cases of Abkhazia
and South Ossetia, the attainment of theirfactoindependence has led to the enhanced

influence of Russia in the Caucasus and a retneah ffull independence by the
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unrecognised entities themselve®e facto independence may, therefore, in certain
situations, represent a temporary phase as asymmetfyotiations take place to ensure
the long-term interests of actors inside the urngas®ed entity are protected. This may
ultimately result in incorporation or reabsorptimto the political structures of patron
and guarantor states surrounding the secessianist. e

In the case of three unrecognised entities of tbetts Caucasus (Nagorno
Karabakh, Abkhazia, and South Ossetia) the podticbaquilibrium has been a product
of secession rather than effective state buildife wars of secession which enaldied
factoindependence to be achieved were often won atxpense of economic viability
and transparency. Kolstg and Blakkisrud emphdbete quasi-states’ experience a post-
secession predicament of marginalisation whichreanlt in economic maldevelopment.

As they point out:

[...] quasi-states suffer from what Scott Pegg (1$098L3) has called ‘the economic
cost of non-recognition’: the states from whichytheve seceded will often be able
to impose an embargo on trade with the breakawgigmeand foreign investors will
be wary of dealing with the separatists, lest tivey themselves barred from the
normally larger market of the metropolitan stafénally, since quasi-states are not
officially recognised, no international conventiaram be applied on their territory,
and no effective monitoring by international orgaations is possible. The resultant
lack of transparency in these states can provermxelly attractive for criminal and

other semi-legal businesses.
As a post-conflict equilibrium,de facto independence for unrecognised entities
incorporates problematic economic ecologies assmtiaith lack of recognition and the
ability of regional actors to stymie the developmeheconomic policy and economic
independence. Whilst such realities cannot be rgésed across all cases, most
unrecognised entities endure complex, and oftemgfra economic relations with their
parent states and surrounding regional actors. Support of a patron or military
guarantor in such circumstances is often of theostmimportance for the long-term
survival of the entity. Iragi Kurdistan is unigaenong unrecognised entities in its ability
to bargain from positions of influence on both rese policy and security affairs inside
Iraq, as well as possessing considerable leveraitgnvine fabric of state government.

This relative integration into the governmental adnomic fabric of post-2003 Iraq has

® P&l Kolstg and Helge Blakkisrud, ‘Living with Naeeognition: State- and Nation-building in South
Caucasian Quasi-StateEyrope-Asia Studie$0:3, May 2008, p. 505.
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enabled the Kurds to establish and maintain ancogrésed entity in a manner which
circumvents the need for a proximate patron stagnsure its survival. The post-conflict
equilibrium experienced in Iragi Kurdistan has rmntributed toward further self-
isolation as is arguably the case in other unreisegnentities that experience facto

independence. Popescu argues that this has beengt in Abkhazia and South Ossetia:

[...] Abkhazia and South Ossetia also contributén&rtown self-isolation by

refusing many international contacts for symbadiasons (such as refusing to let the

EU Monitoring Mission on their territories, or rafng to meet EU ambassadors to

Georgia because they are ambassadors “to Geordiah trends are hardly in the

long-term interests of any of the actors in thefloctnbut they are the result of

previous policy choices made by all these actemgelved.
From these observations and arguments we see MHeatinfluence ofde facto
independence varies widely in terms of its correfatwith the policy choices and
decisions which are made by actors in these cesifbimd disputes. Actors in some
unrecognised entities (such as Iraqi Kurdistan) srea far stronger position to
consolidate the post-conflict equilibrium; othesui¢h as South Ossetia) operate in far
more unfavourable regional conditions and exposem#elves to isolation and
maldevelopment as a side-effect of pursudedactoindependence. In the latter case this
can lead to increased reliance on the economigralitdry support of an external patron
— a situation which is often sustained at the egpeof economic and administrative
autonomy in the long-term.

De factoindependence, therefore, is not sufficiently galieable across all cases
unless it is taken as a purely symbolic averagechvidiefines an equilibrium outcome
which is achievedvhen a secessionist entity experiences long-teflanba of interests
between its independence and the interests angemtes of the sovereign actors which
surround it Within this definition ofde factoindependence there is sufficient breadth to
accommodate a plethora of differences between caskss definition also allows
researchers to build theoretical departures fragrtliesis that unrecognised entities must
be pursuingle juresovereignty by virtue of their physical presencdhe international
system. For example, if we view this form of indedence as an equilibrium point

between the interests of regional actors, we catfys@ the policy choices which lead to

" Popescu, Op. Cit.
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the loss ofde factoindependence as a further continuation of the ¢exngialogue which
occurs between sovereign states, unrecognisedesntdnd international actors. In
certain cases, the move away from the pursuit bfsfwereignty may be the optimum
strategy for an unrecognised entitie factoindependence allows such choices to be
made as there is no rule which demands that fukrgignty has to be the next phase in
an unrecognised entity’s development. As sucho#sdnot represent a substitute for

sovereignty. This forms the basis of the secomjenture presented here.

2) De Facto Independence as a Sovereignty Sulestitut

De factoindependence is a poor substitute for sovereigntywe take the concept of
sovereignty at its most basic level — a politicamenunity’s right to juridical
independencede facto autonomy, and existence without being subject xteraal
authority — it is theoretically clear that the bfseof sovereignty do not extend to
unrecognised entities that only posseedactoindependence. Whilst the effect of non-
recognition upon unrecognised entities has beesuhgect of thorough discussion within
the field, what has not been thoroughly analysedhis effect of beingde facto
independent in a predicament of unattainable oratvgble sovereignty. Let us assume
that the attainment of full independence and sogetg is one of the ideological factors
underpinning secessionist conflicts which creatact§ on the ground” such as
unrecognised entities and autonomous enclavesdeutse control of the metropolitan
authorities. Depending on the variations of eadse¢ if the attainment of full
sovereignty is unlikely to materialise as an eguilim outcome over the long-terme
facto independence is likely to represent a frozen imafethno-political processes
which were previously more dynamic. This may iatkca shift away from expending
resources on conflict toward trends of rent seekin@ctors within unrecognised entities
whose cooperative / non-cooperative interests lieside the pursuit of creating a
sovereign entity.

Whilst the “idea” of creating the sovereign stataynendure in the ideological
rhetoric of political actors within unrecognisediges, quite often the policy responses
enacted by the very same actors show a distinét éhacommitment to the practical
pursuit ofde jurestatehood. Iraqi Kurdistan is a good case intpdilhilst the notion of

an independent Kurdish homeland is a mainstay oflish nationalism, political figures
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in Iragi Kurdistan take great care not to assocthtede factoindependence of their
unrecognised entity with the creation ofla jure Kurdish state in northern Irag. The
problem for researchers encountering such paradigrhew to interpret the parameters
of independence and internal sovereignty in eask.c&his is a huge problem as we are
not talking about independence in a familiar, histd sense which has been widely
analysed and documented. Instead we are taskbdiextloping theoretical models and
analytical concepts which account for the stateeqtilibrium which unrecognised
entities emerge into. So what kind of equilibriane we looking at in these cases? For
the purposes of this discussion, this author potsvdrd a notion of ‘speculative
equilibrium’ to describe howde factoindependence can act as a buffer between
remaining part of an undesirable pre-conflict fafwo and the speculative pursuit of
sovereignty and recognition. The conceptual taraitionally used to convey meaning
in the case of unrecognised entitiee factostates / quasi-states / unrecognised states)
connote a distinction between pre-secessionisityeaid de factoindependence through
a simple dichotomy between once being a comporahbpa sovereign entity and the
post facto ambition to create a new sovereign gfbilowing separation from the parent
state

The problem with such a dichotomy exists in theygaeea which lies between
achievingde factoindependence from the parent state and the fulfitroéthe idealistic
goal ofde jurerecognition and ascendance to fully sovereigrustafThe experience of
prolonged and continuowte factoindependence without moving closer to becoming a
sovereign state is theoretically ambiguous witiigrature on unrecognised entities. The
crude notion of ‘speculative equilibrium’, as a walydescribing the balance of interests
which occurs during long-terate factoindependence, is based on the question of how do
these entities produce rational long-term strategiader pressures of illegitimacy,
military and economic weakness, and the impropraftyheir claims to recognition in
international law. The extreme variance betweesesandicates that the process of
maintainingde factoindependence is highly speculative given thatetii®mno framework
or internationally agreed standard for decisionimgkin these situations. The result
being that unrecognised entities are free to pufisegpoke” speculative strategies which

result in the most stable configuration or outcaamslievable — even if this entails the
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controversial possibility of reintegration or realjgion into a sovereign body at the
expense of autonomy.

De factoindependence as a sovereignty substitute is,firerea highly complex
relationship involving the unrecognised entity,ioe@l and international actors in a long-
term speculative interplay. One of the problemdctvhcan be associated with the
speculative equilibrium ofle factoindependence is the position of the unrecognised
entity in a space outside the nationally boundedest In cases where a secessionist
conflict is reducing the sovereignty of the parstdte over some of its territory, new
dynamics of negotiation and strategy come to the fehich transcend the truncated
definitions governing debates on sovereignty irerimational relations. In the case of
unrecognised entities, secessionist wars which lea/é& the autonomy of a break-away
region require a balance of power analysis withceptual tools which are usually
reserved for examining relations between strong wedk sovereign states. In these
cases there often exists a clear subversion ofuitiéc of sovereignty as the balance of
power context remains an intrastate phenomenomdhe lack of recognition possessed
by the unrecognised entity.

In cases where an unrecognised entity remains snabtcomponent of a
sovereign, nationally bounded statée factoindependence can be theorised as the
transient institutionalisation of autonomy duringpariod of speculative equilibrium
where profound negotiations must take place not onér the future national boundaries
of the parent state and its authority, but alsa dlve ability of the unrecognised entity to
maintain the case for long temhe factoindependence. In the case of Iraqi Kurdistan, the
ongoing period ofle factoindependence has been marked by a continuatiolelwdtes
and negotiations surrounding the Kurds as stakensloh Iragi politics and economics,
as well as an increased assertion of their righis @mational minority. These negotiations
represent an historic dialogue which began longreethe achievement afe facto
independence, yet the balance of power betweenndétien state and the national
minority has been refigured by political developisein such a way that the interests of
the Kurds are embedded within the fundamental sogeridentity of Iraq. Richard Falk
argues that ‘[many] “nations” (as self-consciousnét units) are “entrapped” within a
sovereign space administered by a government shebntrolled by a different nation.
Such a state may be autonomous vis-a-vis the ettenorld, but its internal legitimacy is
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constantly subject to interrogation, if not assamtassertive national minoritiésFalk’s
statement can be applied as a superficial reprats@mtof historic tensions between the
Kurds and the Iraqi state. However, statementk agd~alk’s are theoretically hampered
by the contemporary paradigm of the assertive nationinority which has created an
unrecognised entity througte factoindependence. It is, therefore, not merely a tjes
of antagonism between separatists and central goets as this would lead to trivial
conclusions concerned merely with form and statushea expense of analysing the
intrastate dynamics which exist in cases like Irde case of Iraq urges analysis of how
actors can establigle factoindependence yet remain integrated (or “entrappethin

a national sovereign space.

De factoindependence is a problematic substitutederjure recognition as a
sovereign space for it does not guarantee any temg-transition from secession to
statehood. Whilst it often comes with equilibrilb@nefits which allow for institutions of
governance to take root, autonomous developmeunt.tta symbolic politics of nation
building, it is always a controversial platform the sovereign space of the parent (and
surrounding) states often remains intact at then&brcartographic, level regardless of the
protections afforded to the unrecognised entity @sndovernment by external actors or
agreements. In cases where the factoindependence of an unrecognised entity is
maintained through the support of an external pawo guarantor there are further
complications, such as economic and military depany, which form an unsound basis
for the creation of statehood given that such patge can further isolate the government
of the de facto independent territory and prevent it from devehgpities with
international society and integrating itself intoankets and trade outside economic
networks most closely associated with support ftbenexternal patron. Popescu hints at
similar dynamics at work in the cases of Abkhazid &outh Ossetia within Georgia. It
is arguable that most unrecognised entities aredfadgth the dilemma of possessidg
factoindependence but endure a long-term situatiorefgounable to escape entrapment
within the sovereign space of the nationally bouhdarent state. This is compounded
by external reliance on patrons and guarantorssartlee government of the entity in

guestion is both militarily strong and economicalpable of bargaining with regional

8 Richard Falk, ‘Evasions of Sovereignty’, in WalléMendlovitz (eds.)Contending Sovereignties:
Redefining Political Communit.ondon: Lynne Rienner, 1990), p. 62.
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and international actors from a position of advgeta However, few unrecognised
entities possess the latter qualities and everethiwest do, such as Iragi Kurdistan and
Taiwan, face further constraints and obstacleshenform of an inability to transcend

their complex geopolitical positions which precluaEent to sovereignty and statehood.

3) De Facto Independence as a Paretian System

De factoindependence may, in the case of unrecognisetlesntrepresent a political
outcome or situation which can be described looasRareto-Optimal/Pareto-Efficient
or representing a ‘Paretian Systém'The term occurs in a number of Economics and
Game Theory applications in which Pareto optimabktya measure of efficiency which
describesan outcome which cannot be improved upon withoudirtg) or damaging the
interests, of at least one other player in the gam@A Pareto-optimal outcome in a game
between the government of an unrecognised entigkisg independence and the
government of the parent state(s) seeking teraitofi sovereign integrity, (and
neighbouring regional governments seeking influgneeould be one in which no
government in the game could be made better offouit making another worse off. In
this game, an outcome in which ttle factoindependence of the unrecognised entity is
accommodated without conflict or the loss of sougrespace for the parent state can be
described as Pareto-optimal provided such an équiin setting is achievable without
the consequence of external aggression from anmnattplayer such as a proximate
regional government. Drawing on the concepPafeto-optimality in this very basic
way focuses our attention on ways in which the @ssien ofde factoindependence can
be maintained over the long-term, and under whatlitions.

Charles King was the first analyst to recognise #ignificance of Paretian
Systems to the discussion of disputes surroundmgoagnised entities. [Fhe Benefits
of Ethnic War (2001) King argues that in many cases involvingsth entities the
‘disputes have evolved from armed engagements rieesing close to equilibriurtf.
Here King made a very important observation whiih, the first time, hinted at the

existence of an underlying equilibrium (in this edke possible existence of a Paretian

® TheParetian Systerrefers to the approach to general equilibrium théuitiated largely by Vilfredo
Pareto'dvianual of Political Economy1906).

19 Charles King, ‘The Benefits of Ethnic War: Undarsiing Eurasia’s Unrecognised Stat&ggrld
Politics, 53, July 2001, p. 525.

204



System) which allows the maintenanced# factoindependence over the long term.
King describes the situation in many of these farmar zones as: ‘.a dark version of
Pareto efficiency: the general welfare cannot bprioved — by reaching a genuine peace
accord allowing for real reintegration — without #tte same time making key interest
groups in both camps worse .ofEven if a settlement is reached, it is unlikelydo more
than recognise this basic logic and its attendamefits.’* King says little more
regarding Pareto efficiency within his paper (altbl his writing is clearly influenced by
its theoretical implications) but it is possiblelaild from his analysis an argument that
each de factoindependent unrecognised entity exists in a conggecific Paretian
System formed out of post-conflict equilibria arebotiations between interest groups.
Examples where an unrecognised entity continuesm@ntain de facto
independence in a position of extreme asymmetrynditary / economic weakness
implies that an equilibrium setting has been adtieletween interest groups directly
involved or holding a stake in the dispute. Sanhoutcome indicates that an optimal
phase in the development of the dispute has bdeavad, and if no one actor is willing
to take unilateral steps to facilitate a politigain, due to the disadvantages which would
be experienced by other actors (and the consegsi¢hesof), then the maintenance of
de factoindependence by the unrecognised entity is aftbrifeough conditions of
Pareto-optimality. The payoff structure in suchitaation is a far simplified version of
those which occur in economic analyses of Pardtoiicy and optimality, however,
under conditions of ceasefire and negotiation thenéwork provided allows us to better
appreciate the limitations afe factoindependence as a temporary and often transitory
outcome (or phase) in wider, three-way disputesvéen national minorities seeking
political autonomy and sovereign actors with conseof internal security, regional
influence and military balance of power. Maintagithe Pareto-optimality necessary to
deliver long-term de facto independence is not always the prerogative of the
unrecognised entity and it may not be possiblegfrernments of unrecognised regions
to bargain from a position of strength due to theklof checks and balances afforded to
them through lackingle jurerecognition in international law. Full sovereignon the
one hand, is an extremely rare and unlikely outcéonenrecognised entities as it is not

™ Ibid, pp. 525-526. Emphasis Added.
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necessarily an equilibrium setting which can beieaagd within the game.De facto
independence, on the other hand, is an equiliboutnome of wars of secession and the
attainment of autonomy by national minorities, la#,a Pareto-optimal outcome, it is not
guaranteed in ange juresense like formal sovereignty. Rather, it repnéséhe optimal
outcome of ceasefires and negotiated settlementsthino-political conflicts which
enfranchise the creation of self-administered eredaand unrecognised entities as long
as no party to the arrangement ends up adverssdyldintaged. To proclaim a nascent
state, or lay the foundations for full independeircsuch a situation can destabilise the
Pareto-optimality which allowed autonomy add factoindependence to be created.
This may explain why governments in unrecognisetities behave cautiously when
drawn on territorial issues concerning boundaried eartography in order to avoid
disputes which can provoke sovereign states tonaitteir own interests through use of
force. As outcomes, such disputes can be descassab-optimalor ‘pareto inefficient’

in terms of their negative effect on the long-temaintenance ade factoindependence.

All of this points to a Pareto-optimal path ontoigéhthe development of an
unrecognised entity can be mapped. As a reseaahthis could prove useful in
comparative analysis of those optimal and sub-adtmatcomes which historically have
favoured or inhibited the long-term independenceunfecognised entities throughout
history. Volker Rittberger's analysis of researabdelling in the study of international
regime formation gives insight into how deductivebnstructed games and models can

enhance empirical comparative research into histbcases. He writes:

Such efforts might not only build upon an alreagigting base of tested hypotheses
but also use a methodology for the comparativeyaisabf real cases instead of
making inferences from deductively constructed gamkhe methodological step
forward consists, in particular, in the modellirfch@storical conflict situations by
ascertaining empirically the preferences of actansl their ordering) independently
of their actual behaviou?

The use of methodologies such as those suggestedtbgrger would enable researchers

to identify parameters and dynamics unique to ce@gsented by unrecognised entities

12 olker Rittberger, ‘Research on International Regs in Germany: The Adaptive Internalization of an
American Social Science Concept’, in Volker Rittper & Peter MayerRegime Theory and International
Relations(Oxford: Oxford University press, 2002), p.18.
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and further differentiate between these cases et examples where so called “non-

state” spaces challenge the concept of the tagifypcontiguous nation-state.

Thus, there are nations without states, new natlmatsare invented before our eyes

while older ones disintegrate, and older diaspaaitions that are being joined by a

host of new transnational communities. Nationshang conceived as more fluid,

malleable, and unpredictable than ever before... Atrath nations are imagined, or

constructed, in connection with a specific arethefglobe, a homeland in which

that nation is naturally rooted by means of a iévcartography’. In the nationalist

imagination, and in the scholarly literature abibuhis homeland is seen as

uninterrupted, homogeneous, and bounded. Unlievibrld map of states — with its

clearly demarcated, contiguous, and fairly stabiésu- the world map of nations is

imagined as made up of units that spill over dbatelers, overlap each other, and

are continually pushing for their own exclusiveioaél space... The contiguous

uninterrupted homeland is a fiction, as is obvifsam the fact that many nations

and states have learned to live with discontindetr#tories (e.g., the United States

with its detached state of Alaska).
This extract by Willem Van Schendel provides a rcidastration of the discourse on
“non-state” spaces which has strongly influenceal gtudy of unrecognised entities; in
particular, work orde factostates between 1998 and 2006. The problem wsitudsive
positions which emphasise the artificiality of tt@ntiguous state and the authenticity of
the ‘world map of nations’ is the potential to igacthe considerable leverage state
sovereignty exerts in the international system tedparticular currency it represents in
negotiations with other sovereign actors, partidulan issues of international finance
and trade. Van Schendel asserts that the ‘conigyuainterrupted homeland is a fiction’
yet, in cases where groups have achiededactoindependence, contiguous sovereign
space is perhaps the greatest obstacle to legitimad recognition faced by autonomy
movements. States may have learned to live witkcétinuous territories’, but the
viability of some discontinuous territories is eallinto question if the compromise is to
exist as unrecognised, illegitimate entities whielte developmental trajectories of
isolation and maldevelopment. This brings us hadke discussion of Pareto-optimality
in these situations.

It is very important to acknowledge the unique skparameters, criteria and

variability which exist in each case dé factoindependence. Each case has a specific

13 Willem Van Schendel, ‘Stateless in South Asia: Treking of the India-Bangladesh Enclaves’, in Eiki
Berg & Henk Van Houtum (edsRouting Borders Between Territories, Discourses Brattices
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2003), p. 237.
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historical, ethno-political, economic, and symboliariability which determines, to a
significant extent, the Pareto-optimality and efficy of the equilibrium which emerges
and allows for conditions ofle factoindependence to take hold. This thesis has
presented a wide range of problems associated thétlcontinued use of terms which
equate unrecognised entities aledfactoindependence with statehood, when, in fact, the
dynamics represented by these cases may not poihe tfoundation of statehood at all.
A way forward lies in the refiguring of politicaitgations involving unrecognised entities
in terms of equilibrium outcomes which follow ethpolitical conflicts, wars, secession
by national minorities, and state break-up. Inhehcstorical case where a regional
conflict has created conditions favourable to theergence of an unrecognised entity
there are equilibrium settings — levels of Pargtboroality — which determine the extent
to which actors will be able creatle factoindependence. These settings are subject to
fluctuation over time and are no means a reliahticator of the political future of the
entity in question. In most cases, sovereign adsuch as the parent state) are able to
negotiate from a position of advantage (having gas®d rights in international law) and
may choose to concede significant powers of sdHlrd@nation andde facto
independence to the government of an unrecogniséity eas long as the territorial
contiguity and cartographic integrity of the naatip bounded state reflects tiséatus
guo ante A situation of this sort can again be positedaatheoretical reflection of
equilibrium settings with case-specific variability

In cases where the state actively accommodategrésence of an unrecognised
entity, there are a range of sub-optimal outcombghwvcan result in the breaking of
symbolic “covenants” upon whictie factoindependence often relies. The proclamation
of an independent state is one such action whiailldcéead to the destruction of
equilibrium relations with multiple sovereign acdorAlternatively, becoming a political
sphere of influence for sovereign interests outsidenational parameters of the parent
state can further isolate the unrecognised entity decrease its level afe facto
independence over the long-term due to reliancexdarnal protection and patronage.
Each of these two conjectures illustrates the oftagile equilibrium relations upon
which conditions ofde factoindependence are created. By recognising theldrag
equilibrium settings which allow unrecognised eesitto emerge, the issue of non-
recognition is made clearer. At the formal lewgk lack of recognition possessed by
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these entities denies them entreatied status amdights and protections of being a
recognised international “personality”. Whilst ogoition would afford these political
communities greater protection in international ,latv would be no guarantee of
equilibrium relations with surrounding sovereigatss. In such a situation, the transition
from unrecognised entity to incomplete recognii®the most likely outcome given that
it is not incumbent upon all states to give rectignior ratify negotiations which led to
such an outcome.

The negotiation of Kosovo’s independence, as a usigase, is highly
representative of the contemporary hurdles whi@ndstin the way of transition to
statehood. As Marc Weller explains:

Through its unilateral declaration of independeiasovo had committed itself to
all of the concessions agreed during the Ahtiga@dess in the expectation of
status. Belgrade could ‘bank’ these concessiomasimglto its own interests in
Kosovo, while still being able to actively opposes¢vo in its quest for
recognition... Belgrade managed to ‘renegotiate’Ahdsaari implementation
system to some extent from the outside. It manageetain a role for the UN in
Kosovo, and a mechanism through which it could gagaith Kosovo in relation to
issues of core interest, such as religious heritddnes was placed expressly under
the terms of Resolution 1244, confirming the camith applicability of that
resolution:*

However, Weller also explains how the negotiatibiKosovo’s independence subverted

many of the institutions of territorial integrityhich are enshrined in international law:

On the other hand, while Serbia and Russia weagposition to make independence
more difficult for Kosovo, and to ensure that thierests of the Serb community in
Kosovo were fully protected, they could not previediependence. This result goes
very much against the grain of the classical irggamal order, which strongly
privileges territorial unity over claims to selftdemination outside the colonial
context. In fact, until Serbia mounted its massiampaign of forced displacement
during the 1999 conflict, the organized internagiiccommunity was united in favour
of a restoration of autonomy and against the piisgibf independence for

Kosovo>®

These extracts from Weller's analysis highlight fhatential variability which exists
given that multipartite negotiations often deterenthe ultimate outcome of a claim to
full independence ande jurerecognition. Whilst unilateral action may be takender

certain circumstances, complex negotiation framé&wayoverning the recognition of

14 Marc Weller, ‘Kosovo’s Final Statusinternational Affairs 84:6, 2008, p. 1241.
15 H
Ibid.
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autonomous entities introduces a new set of egutit criteria which must be adapted if
we are to assess the Pareto-optimality of a pdati@utcome. Therefore, the distinction
should be made between equilibrium outcomes wheagresent achievingle facto
independence and those which represent moves toiwtrohdependence as the latter
derive many equilibrium criteria from phased mudtiite negotiations. By contraste
facto independence may be more representative of balatpost-conflict stalemate,
unstable ceasefire agreements, and strategic spiecul on short-term political
developments.

Secession has been the subject of wide interdiisarg study for many decades
with most literature focusing in on the dynamicauses, motives and processes which
lead to the fragmentation of host states. Whilgtesat amount of literature deals with the
dynamics and collective decision making which leagdo the act of secession, far less
analysis has been devoted to researching the aiivegnpost-factooutcomes which
develop once separation has occurred. At a mombenh few, if any, new states are
emerging in the international system, the fate ladsé unrecognised entities which
emerged following the secessionist and separatislicts of the 1980s and 1990s can
tell us a great deal about trend and transformatiitimn the practical utility of secession
as a tool for the establishment of new states. aBynowledging the problematic and
transitory influence otle factoindependence as a long-term phase following sépara
from the host state, this thesis proposes a framewhich differentiates between the
determinants of secession and the determinantsreival, for a secessionist movement,
in the international system thereafter. In 199ZiMel Hechter put forward a fourfold
model of secession in which regional group idecuifion, regional collective action,
levels of secessionist support, and the respongbeohost state were posited as key
determinants of secessionist dynanifcklechter’s causal analysis of secession provides
an extremely comprehensive framework for understandhe dynamics behind the
emergence of unrecognised entities. However, ¢laé wenefit of applying Hechter’s
models in this discussion is his interlinking ofoblems which affect secessionist

movements throughout their complex transition talhiadependence.

18 Michael Hechter, ‘The Dynamics of Secessidtta Sociologica35, 1992, pp. 267-283
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Hechter argues that factors which militate agaisstession are mostly
geopolitical in naturé! This is an important consideration as the casesepted by
unrecognised entities are subject to geopolitigabadhics which not only militate against
secession, but also preclude recognition as a smweentity.  Hechter also raises the
issue that concern regarding secession tends te aorvaves’ with what he calls ‘the
last great groundswell of secessionist sentimentuming in three periods, namely,
following the conclusion of the two world wars, thg the mid 1970s, and at the demise
of the Cold Wal®’. The latter period, the demise of the Cold Warthie period which
most concerns this discussion due to the geopallitonditions which led up to, and
subsequently determined, the fate of secessionstements and the unrecognised
entities they created. Clearly the unrecognisédies created during this “third wave”
of secessionist activity at the end of the Cold Wawe not fared well in attaining
recognition due to shifts in the international poéil system and geopolitical dynamics
which favour the maintenance of sovereign space smudritised national boundaries.

On the issue of geopolitical factors Hechter writes

For the most part, geopolitical factors tend tatatié againstsecession. In the first
place, as the origins of most current states atémational, almost all host states
themselves face potential secessionist movemdntsnot too difficult to conclude
that supporting secessionist movements elsewhegiet inélp stir up unpleasant
problems at home. This provides the leaders téstaith an incentive to collude by
universally discouraging secession. In the seqiack, support for a secessionist
movement necessarily comes at the expense ofaretatvith its host state. Given
geopolitical realities, the net benefit to be gdibg courting secessionists tends to
be negative. Sometimes international support h&lptain an otherwise untenable
state (as Onéanin 1976 argues with respect to Tito’s YugosIaWa)

Hechter’s account is highly relevant in a contemappcontext as secession continues to
be universally discouraged. However, the emergehaarecognised entities at the end
of the Cold War and their long-term accommodatiathivw parameters ode facto
independence, suggests that there are geo-ecoaonhigeo-political dynamics which

militate against the creation of new states fronession but nonetheless allow for

independent enclaves so be sustained given thiecaglditions. The example of Iraqi

7 Ibid., p. 278.

18 Ibid., Notes, p. 280.

9 Ibid., p. 278. Extract contains reference to Mar€anin,Norway, Sweden, Croatia: A Comparative
Study of State Secession and Formafimiladelphia: Dorrance & Co., 1976).
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Kurdistan’s highly integrated model dé factoindependence is partly explained by
Hechter’'s argument that even when faced with medalisecessionist movements, host
states are highly capable of negotiating outconteisiwstop short of secessihHe

writes:

They can offer secessionist leadieientiveshy rewarding them with good jobs

contingent on abandoning their support of secessidre regime may also promise,

and perhaps even provide, other kinds of resosteh as development projects) to

the region so as to persuade rank-and-file mendjdre secessionist movement

that their core interests lie with maintainingett the host stafe.
Whilst the degree of such incentivised bargainmélurdish-Iraqi relations is very much
open to debate (as it can be argued that Irag'sdKdrave never pursued a clear
secessionist agenda and the incentives given bydgaghave since 2003 have been
lacklustre) the Iraqgi example nonetheless represerbsts / benefits negotiation between
a sovereign body andde factoindependent enclave which is applicable in manggas
involving relations between unrecognised entitied the parent states from which they
have becomele factoindependent. In the case of Iraqi Kurdistan pesgys that thee
factoindependence of those provinces which have beeerwadish control since 1991
will not be challenged by the metropolitan authestin Baghdad in return for assurances
governing the territorial integrity of the natiolyabounded Iragi state. However, the
stability of such agreements should not be ovdedtas negotiations over boundaries
between Iraqi Kurdistan and the rest of Iraq indidhat the region is still a contested
space, particularly with regard to the status gbytation centres such as Kirkuk and
areas around Mosul which are claimed by both siddke dispute In the examples of
South Ossetia and Abkhazia’s gravitation towardustasde factoRussian regions, we
see that irredentist tendencies can also be braadigar through incentivised bargaining
with unrecognised entities over military protectiguolitical affiliation and transition
from one sphere of sovereign influence to anothiewould, therefore, be counterfactual
to assert that negotiations and equilibrium outcomeéhese complex situations represent

‘stability’ or ‘agreement’ as clearly the geopalgi of secession ande facto

2 bid., p. 277.
2 |bid., pp. 277-8
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independence are not conducive to such generatissdriptions given the pervasive

variability which can inhibit and destabilise cooguen.

Spatial Implications of De Facto Independence: Thecal Issues

The crux of the argument presented here is theggadghat following secession, or the
achievement otle factoindependence, unrecognised entities endure condibf long-
term ambiguity in which the maintenance of indepsmog and autonomy often becomes
a far greater priority than lobbying for formal ogmition. Geopolitical conditions
unique to each case always determine the fate esfetientities and whether or not an
equilibrium outcome is achieved with surroundingtes which favours the long-term
presence of an autonomous enclave. Theorisingagnised entities is no easy task due
to the peculiarities of each case and the oftertisheted levels of analysis required to
form a basic understanding of the causal dynamgisind each political scenario.
Throughout this thesis it has been argued thatodribe core problems associated with
area studies, security studies, international icelat political science, social science and
international politics approaches, has been a tenyd® theorise these entities as nascent
states rather than acknowledging the long-term guioeés withinde factoindependence
which preclude statehood.

Critical discourse on the subject of territorialdnd state space has provided a
timely and entirely justifiable deconstruction ofate-centric methodologies and
theoretical positions which have tended to ‘corita@tions, populations, cultures and
ethnicities within the cartographic and geographimaundaries of states. One of the
most insightful analytical works on the subjectNeil Brenner'sNew State Spaces:
Urban Governance and the Rescaling of Stateh@i®4). Brenner's analysis of the
epistemologies of state-centriSmassists us in understanding the dichotomy whidstex
between theory and reality in the case of unresaghentities. Brenner identifies three
epistemological assumptions which have clearly tegean influence in literature on
unrecognised entities. They aspatial fetishism methodological territorialism and
methodological nationalisii? The three assumptions are defined by Brenner:

22 Neil BrennerNew State Spaces: Urban Governance and the Regazfligtatehoo@New York &
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), p. 37.
% |bid., p. 38.
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[...] state-centrism can be defined most precisebgims of its three most essential,
if usually implicit, geographical assumptions: {@ conception of space as a static
platform of social action that is not itself consteéd or modified socially; (b) the
assumption that all social relations are organizithin territorially self-enclosed
spatial containers; and (c) the assumption thatogilal relations are organized at a
national scale or are undergoing a process of matation. The first assumption
results in aspatial fetishismn which space is seen as being timeless, andftirer
immune to historical change. The second assumpdisuits inmethodological
territorialism in which territoriality — the principle of spatiahclosure — is treated as
the necessary spatial form for social relationke hird assumption generates a
methodological nationalisrim which the national scale is treated as thelogically
primary locus of social relatiorf.

He goes on to add:

Taken together, these assumptions generate analigtrmodel of societal

development in which national territoriality is ptened to act as a static, fixed, and

timeless container of historicity... While all threEthese assumptions have

pervaded mainstream social science, any given mbadealysis may be said to be

state-centric, in the terms proposed here, wheashemption of spatial fetishism is

linked either to methodological territorialism oethodological nationalism...

Defined in this manner, a state-centric epistempluas pervaded the modern social

sciences since their inception during the lateteiereh century. Not surprisingly,

political science has been the most explicitlyestantric among the social sciences.

States have been viewed as politically sovereigheamonomically self-propelled

entities, with national state territoriality undiexsd as the basic reference point in

terms of which all subnational and supranationéitipal-economic processes are to

be classified”
The threeassumptionglefined by Brenner are of great importance torunesearch on
unrecognised entities. Firstly, Brenner’'s obseovest highlight the distinct presence of
discursive and methodological narratives which wheiteed how autonomousle facto
independent, enclaves came to be rationalisedate-sentric terms which emphasised
stateness over many other transitional dynamicgndst cases the conflicts and disputes
from which these entities emerged were far fronzdroand regional tensions continued
to determine their future. It was not acknowledgeat statehood and sovereignty — in all
their forms — had less applicability to evolvingliges in these disputes than immediate
concerns of security, conflict resolution, negatiatand day-to-day economic survival.

Brenner’'s framework also sheds light on many @& tlrminological problems

which affected the field of research into unrecegdi entities. The definitions which

emphasised these entities as “-states” constrilotad as contained political spheres and

24 |bid.
% |bid., pp. 38-39
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‘static platforms’, ‘self-enclosed spatial contaisi&® and nationally bounded spaces
regardless of the fact that the ethnic and commomiatiexts from which the secessionist
movements evolved often displayed wider trans-nati@nd trans-regional dynamics.
These dynamics exert a forceful influence in theaBian and Caucasian unrecognised
entities where ethnic ties to patron states havéhe notable cases of Abkhazia, South
Ossetia, and Nagorno Karabakh, determined thedgiatus of these enclaves and their
relations with parent entities, neighbouring stated international actors. The reality of
such ties militates against static, sovereign cetitainment given the wider ethno-
political networks which exist in these regionalamples. Even in the case of Iraqi
Kurdistan, the presence of sizeable Kurdish pomratin the neighbouring states of
Turkey, Syria and Iran makes the autonomy of thidae unrepresentative of any ethnic
Kurdish homeland which can be nationally statis@lf-contained given the fault lines of
sovereign space which partitiongaeater Kurdistan. The fluidity of ethnicity across
borders, regions and international space works nagaihe argument that ethnic
homogeneity is a benchmark for statehood as mastssare multinational, multiethnic
composites as opposed to detached political enslaM®netheless, the rhetoric of state-
centrism adopted by post-Cold War separatists, thiedmethodological nationalism
contained in analyses of these conflicts and umyeised entities in academic disciplines,
created an illusory picture of break-away ethnicl@es as nascent states. In truth, there
was nothingle factoabout the status of these so called states, orah#ity to function

as states, rather, it was the level of independdmaecould maintain under conditions of
illegitimacy, criminalisation, and isolation whiclefined them as unique.

State-centric narratives contained within literaton unrecognised entities almost
always exhibit a tendency toward the geographical spatio-territorial assumptions
defined by Brenner, regardless of the empiricairggtin 2001, Charles King began his
article The Benefits of Ethnic Waby proclaiming ‘War is the engine of state
building...”*” and asking *...how precisely does the chaos of wamoe transformed
into networks of profit, and how in turn can thesdéormal networks harden into

26 |

Ibid.
" Charles King, ‘The Benefits of Ethnic War: Undarsiing Eurasia’s Unrecognized Stat&¥grid
Politics, 53, July 2001, p. 524.
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institutions of states? The problem with the epistemological obsessiof siites, state
building, and statecraft within literature on urogoised entities is the presupposed role
of spatial enclosure ande factoindependence as the primary locus not just for the
creation of states, but also the development olydoal concepts, models, frameworks
and approaches within the literature. These aptegical tendencies have arguably
been stronger in analysis of unrecognised entitigmst-Soviet space with state-centric
emphasis being the hallmark of analysis acrosditim@ature. Unrecognised entities in
the post-Soviet spaces of Eurasia and the Caueppeared to have the necessary levels
of stability, ethnic homogeneity, military capabjili and institutional formation to
command definition as states ‘in all but name’,, lmudoing so, a great analytical gamble
was taken.

The state-centric epistemology on unrecognisedtiesitdeveloped out of
scattered academic contributions and an interdisaiy environment where analysts
routinely built upon earlier frameworks and modefshout subjecting them to critical
analysis. The low level of literature and reseavatput in this field of study engendered
a situation whereby state-centric assumptions asfahilons based on status, spatial
enclosure, comparative institutional developmend mnternational law became quickly
entrenched and part of an ongoing dialogue betweademic discourse and the object of
study. Whilst issues of spatial form, status, aogition in international society are
incredibly important factors in any discussion @frecognised entities, they are not a
given in complex ethno-political situations of tiype. The wars, conflicts and disputes
from which most unrecognised entities emerge atenofar from settled and under
conditions ofde factoindependence for the unrecognised entity thereiguarantee of
recognition or ascent to statehood. It would séeamh the epistemological discourses on
unrecognised entities remain detached from the ttaat these enclaves, entities and
spaces are contested at a very basic level regardlethe apparent unitary modalities
exhibited in many cases. This dynamic of contestas acknowledged by the very fact
that few, if any, unrecognised entities achievéesiaod after secession or separation. It

also accounts for the attitude of internationaliestyctoward secessionist and separatist

%8 |bid.
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entities, an attitude which is cautious and shattle lappetite for the deconstruction of
sovereign space.

We arrive at two fundamental theoretical conflictsFirstly, the argument
presented in this chapter has highlighted a thieatedichotomy between the limited and
problematic nature of the equilibrium representgddbe factoindependence, and state-
centric epistemological traditions which have rnetagnised the long term and pseudo-
transitional predicaments which befall unrecognisatities under such conditions. It is
argued that this state-centric epistemology haatedea nationalised, territorialist model
for unrecognised entities which is not only premaian many of its assumptions, but also
ill-fitting given the absence of the necessaryitmy-sovereignty nexds of recognised
statehood in these cases. Secondly, this chapgatidints the conflict which exists
betweende factoindependent unrecognised entities, on the one,hamd sovereign
spaces, on the other, that have recourse to thesrand privileges contained in having
their territory-sovereignty interests protectedniternational law. This second theoretical
dichotomy concerns the problem of unrecognised tiesti possessingde facto
independence from sovereign space(s), and thatl lefe independence being
accommodated within the modern interstate systarh,ullimately such independence
represents no qualification fate jure recognition given that such a transition would
infringe the territory-sovereignty nexus in whidtetunrecognised entity is situated and
potentially reignite a dispute, or create new omdsch lead to further regional conflict
and instability. When combined, these two highteghdichotomies account for many of
the theoretical tensions which confront the epistegical development of research into
unrecognised entities - tensions which remain umaied for in theoretical discourses
on the subject as they simply have not been tackledy critical sense.

The relevance of all this for the study of unredsgd entities will be evident. By
contrasting the latent imagery and myths in acadelisicourse concerning stateness with
the limiting and pseudo-transitional predicamerssoaiated wittde factoindependence
under conditions of illegitimacy, we are able tease the counter factuality which this
thesis associates with state-centric approacheshvda not account for evolving realities

on the ground. By acknowledging the theoreticall gmmactical asymmetry which

# Brenner, Op. Cit., p. 40.
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characterises the relationship betwekn factoindependent entities and the sovereign
spaces which surround them, the need to conteséuahirecognised entities as states is
lessened and a fuller understanding of the dynamitisese cases is enabled. This thesis
argues, therefore, that while unrecognised entitiag appear to conform to the rubric of
statecraft in certain respects, this is nonethelesgversion, in both theory and practice,
given that they endure long-teme factoindependence under conditions of illegitimacy
and they do not occupy the same territory-sovetgigaxus asle juresovereign entities.
The crux of this position is that unrecognised teagido not have the same rights and
protections as those afforded to sovereign stakes, are not formally recognised as
states; and they are essentially contested spawksa asite of ongoing dispute with
nationally bounded sovereign states. This argumenbased on the reality that
sovereignty has considerable leverage in territatisputes involving ethno-nationalist
movements and the states from which they seek agparand autonomy. In many
respects it is a reflection dftate-centrictruisms and is an argument which subtly
recalibrates the way in which we have approachedveewed the unrecognised entity so
far by acknowledging the leverage of sovereigntthese disputes.

The de factoindependent enclaves which this thesis definesirascognised
entities do not represent states in any sense vidieidely generalisable across all cases.
To varying degrees these entities do represémulacra of states and a conscious
mimesis by ethno-nationalist movements to estaldistonomous spheres of influence
and homelands outside the administrative contradasereign states. The problem for
these movements is that no matter how effectivetamdards oriented the enclave they
control, territorial-sovereign rights remain higidgmmodified in these situations and it
is very difficult, if not impossible, for actorspeesenting unrecognised entities to bargain
from a position of strength without strong thirddysor multipartite advocacy from other
sovereign actors. Even if tlde factoindependent entity has a comparative advantage in
military capability or economic resources to theeseign actors with whom negotiations
must be sought, it is highly unlikely that the wuognised entity will achieve more than
de factoindependence if the alternative is regional cohficc which there may be no
appetite.

Therefore, contrary to the assertions made by K001, it appears that ethnic
or secessionist war is a good makedeffactoindependent enclaves and a poor maker of
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states in the long-term. While it may be said ttréical studies on sovereignty, state
territoriality, self-determination, and the inflen of globalisation and trans-national
networks have contributed significantly to the destauction of traditional approaches to
international politics, there remains the fact thtate creation cannot lself-certificated

by national minorities and ethno-nationalist movataeas invariably such challenges
strengthen the position of sovereign actors byiptathem under threat in an adversarial
regional setting. This then gives sovereign aciorgde range of options to protect their
own interests depending on which side of the desghey are on, whether or not they
support the break-away enclave through economiclitanyi or ethno-political

affiliations, or whether the unrecognised entity ¢ge exploited as leverage in a wider
geopolitical contest between sovereign states. sd lage just theoretical illustrations of
the variability which militates against statehoodthese cases. In the opinion of this
author there is very little evidence of the pretogaof statehood resting in the hands of
the secessionist movement even if a favourables{faptimal) equilibrium enables the
maintenance ofle factoindependence over the long term. Accordingly,Basnner

elaborates:

[The] bundling of territoriality to state soveretgrs arguably the essential

characteristic of the modern interstate systenthigisystem, political authority is

grounded upon: (a) therritorialisation of state power, in which each state attempts

to exercise exclusive sovereignty over a delineateld-enclosed national space; and

(b) the globalization of the territorial state fqrim which the entire globe is

progressively subdivided among contiguous, nonapgihg national state

territories™°
In this sense the unrecognised entity violates Ilogiterritorialisation of state power
highlighted by Brenner, and the contiguity of temial state form as a globalised
methodology of national subdivision. Oppositioanr international sovereign actors to
the self-certification of statehood through seamsss a reflection of the reification of
state territory and the enduring drive to preverdgmentation of these nationally
bounded enclosures. Brenner makes the crucialt gbat ‘territorialization, on any
spatial scale, must be viewed as a historicallycifpe incomplete, and conflictual

processrather than as a pregiven, natural, or permanentiton.®* This point

%0 |bid.
% bid., p. 43.
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encapsulates an underlying dynamic which influeticeghree-way relationship between
international society, sovereign states, and umgm@ised entities. It can be argued that
unrecognised entities emerge out of conflicts aispudes where the territorialisation of
national space is, or has been, the subject ofmptete and conflictual processes as
stated by Brenner. However, this reality of indtaband tension in the intrastate system
is then subject to the ideological influences atestcentric and ethno-nationalist claims —
claims fielded from both sides — which employ thaduage of pre-given, natural, and
permanent conditionality which can be associated nationalist ideology and rhetoric.
Whereas Brenner urges us to distinguish betweesethayers of discourse on
territorialisation, unrecognised entities are angrisituational example of how the two are
conflated in a synthetic relationship and how tHisyamic becomes operationalised
during disputes between sovereign states and wymessm entities. At its most basic
level, these disputes involve thike factoindependent entity contesting the status quo
whilst sovereign actors do their utmost to eithesintain it or create a favourable
outcome if secession is inevitable. The actiong@fernments within unrecognised
entities are not displays of anachronistic culturalitancy, and their claims to self-
determination, autonomy and national destiny areenchanted crusade for romantic
ethnic utopias. The savage wars and ethnic ersrfitten which many of these ethno-
political movements emerged are a strong indicatbrinherent artificiality within
systems and methodologies of territorial sovergignHowever, outside of realms of
epistemologies which acknowledge the fault linesicivhrun through the interstate
system, there is a strong tradition of treatingttanial sovereignty as an aesthetic object,
or commodity, which can be traded between soversigtes but cannot be established
from the bottom-up through ethno-political entreymership. This commodification
masks the reality of the state as an assemblagetefogeneous elemetfts As Ulrich
Best comments, ‘Even if narrowly applied to thetestdahe concept of the state as an

assemblage conveys the image of a multiplicityhwitimerous territorializations and

32 See Ulrich Best, ‘Gnawing at the Edges of theeStaeleuze and Guattari and Border Studies’, in Eik
Berg & Henk Van Houtum (edsRouting Borders Between Territories, Discourses Brattices
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2003), pp. 182-184.
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deterritorializations talking place. There is reed to keep the gaze fixed on the map,

only one element of the assembladje.’

Is There a New Theoretical Approach?

The emergence of unrecognised entities, wherevey tbccur, represents a de-
territorialisation (or a departure from models tdts contiguity), and a move toward
territorial and political revision. To move towaal new theoretical and conceptual
synthesis which utilises fresh interdisciplinarypegaches it is necessary to break with
the idea that these entities are contiguous prers@n states. Such a break requires an
understanding of how these entities have beennaiged historically and how the
assumptions and generalisations which shaped atad&uourse were also a reflection
of scholars responding to political developmentsthe post-Cold War period and
throughout the early twenty-first century. By ugidiscourse analysis and conducting a
comparative theoretical assessment of the andlytimacepts central to the study of
unrecognised entities with the conceptualisatiansdl in other theoretical literatures,
this study has identified problems of anachronisithiw the field. The seat of this
anachronism is the inverted form of state-centnghich has been discussed at length
throughout the preceding chapters and sections.e ptoduction of meaning on
unrecognised entities through language and defivstmore suitably used in discussions
surroundingde jure sovereignties, definitions such ade’ facto states’ and all other
terminologies using ‘state’ as a point of departirave created a twofold problem of
confusion and inertia which cast a shadow over leotipirical and theoretical research
output in the field.

Whether or not these entities are in fact fullpdtioning states is a moot point
and one which deserves a cautious response. Ahdoeetical level it is very important
to recognise that the unrecognised entity remdiegitimate yetde factoindependent,
rendering it an effective simulacrum of a legitimaterritorially sovereign state. By
constructing these entities as states ‘in all laum& or simply states which function just
as effectively, if not more so, than comparableeseign states, we are effectively
speculating that unrecognised entities not onlysess the qualifying attributes of

statecraft, but are also capable of projecting sS&wes as such in the international

# |bid., p. 188.
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system. In addition, this inversion of state-ciesntrto favour the unrecognised entity as a
political unit in the interstate system presuppaseestiny of recognition and transition
to full independence which, in nearly all caseegps counterfactual given evolving
realities. This chapter has urged a reappraisalleoffactoindependence due to its
significance as a common dynamic which is iderilgaacross nearly all cases. In fact it
is one of the very few attributes which, it canargued, all unrecognised entities have
experienced at one time or another for varying tluna. Whilst literature on
unrecognised entities has recognised the importaficde factoindependence as a
defining attribute of the phenomenon, it has narbsubjected to adequate theoretical
analysis. The development of new theoretical aggres toward unrecognised entities
will require a re-evaluation of the role aoe factoindependence as an equilibrium
outcome that allows them to remain in the inteestatstem. It is important thede facto
independence is not misrepresented as a trangitsomstitute for full sovereignty, or
statehood ‘in all but name’ as inevitably this walad to equivalences with statehood
which is a hallmark of earlier scholarship on thiject. Avoiding equivalence with
statehood is an important task for future scholprsis there are clear theoretical and
practical differences between being ‘state-liked &eing fully sovereign.

Unrecognised entities are subject to a plethomyaamics which enable them to
be differentiated from sovereign entities. The amant questions are not whether or not
these illegitimate entities are unnecessarily edetu from international society, or
whether they are such effective simulacra of sagarsetates that theghouldbe states,
rather, our attention should focus closely on hievfactoindependence emerges as a
long-term outcome from disputes and conflicts, hibdoes not necessitate a transition to
full statehood in the majority of cases, and howla&res can be sustained in this manner
under quite adverse geopolitical conditions ovdiedent periods of time. The crux of
this argument centres on the observation that rdttesm witnessing an evolution from
unrecognised entity to sovereign state, we arengegiwide range of counterintuitive
dynamics and factors at play which appear to tatdithe containment of these entities
in the interstate system through long-tetenfactoindependence. Although there may be
some hints in the literature that such a dynamigy swroundde factoindependence,
there has been no significant study of unrecogreseities which expands the analysis in

this direction. For example, in the case of Ifdgrdistan the enclave experiences a high
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degree ofde factoindependence from the Iraqi state yet is suffityecontained within,
and integrated into, the territorial-sovereign rexaf Irag. This enables a range of
bargaining strategies to be pursued by Kurdishracto political negotiations with
internal, metropolitan and external actors. Stadehmay have prestige benefits, but for
actors within unrecognised entities there are pbssidvantages to maintainidg facto
independence which militate against the continuedsyt of full sovereignty. A
comparative empirical analysis of the strategiesduby governments and actors in
unrecognised entities may shed light on those ines which make the pursuit of
statehood less of a priority.

All of this raises questions pertinent to the dsstan of motives behind
secession. Whilst generalisation should be avoidddvour of examining the nuanced
political scenarios in each case, the exampleseotded andle factoindependent
territories examined in this thesis (with the exmap of Kosovo) display a tendency
toward outcomes short of full independence. Ittierefore, quite possible that full
secession is not necessarily the explicit agendd oiovements involved in the creation
of de facto independent enclaves, and that dynamics of fratatien rather than
secession engendered the creation of these entitReturning to earlier state-centric
conceptualisations, thee factostate was always rationalised as a ‘secessiogrsity.
This is now a problematic departure for future aesk as not only is it arguable that
some unrecognised entities are not pursuing seressut secession itself may be an
outcome which examples like Iraqi Kurdistan showurglesired by ethno-nationalist
movements. This problem was tackled by Hechtethen early 1990s. Building on
earlier works which dealt with secession and etpolitical mobilisation, Hechter
identified the possibility that secession was a feasible and attractive strategy than it is

often assumed to be:

It has long been appreciated that secession ghdylimprobable outcome... few
regions have the structural requirements for theldpment of a secessionist
movement. Those few that do must be capable afldping political organizations
capable of overcoming the free-rider problem —ablam that is far more severe in
the case of secession than many other politicaldage Even when solutions to the
free-rider problem are at hand, it is not evenrdleat secession is an outcome that
most self-identified secessionists themselves sigeesire. The final reason for
the improbability of secession is that the hogestafar from powerless to protect
its territorial integrity. If the secessionistreory is large and/or mountainous, if the
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regime has too few discretionary resources to geothie necessary incentives, and

if constitutional reforms are either difficult to@ct or regarded as insufficient by the

territorial population, then and only then is tlesthstate forced to contemplate

acceding to secessionist demafitls.
The mixed fortunes of unrecognised entities initlir@state system are testimony to the
problematic nature of secession, as outlined ireitteact above. In most post-Cold War
cases the drive to secede has not led to statehoddnovements which embarked on the
road to national self-determination am@ jure recognition have found themselves
contained by dynamics of long-teie factoindependence as a product of fragmentation.
This level of independence, as has been arguedighomit this chapter, is a poor
substitute for sovereignty which can keep acceswothe club of sovereign states in
abeyance. However the achievementdef facto independence need not signify a
perfunctory and isolated existence in the inteomati system. Given that many
unrecognised entities are located in highly impdrtgeopolitical regions containing
sought-after natural resources, their presencéheninterstate system makes them an
important feature of the political landscape wherethey are encountered. As such,
unrecognised entities are highly capable of infieg international relations even
though they do not operate with the same leveragew®ereign states. Put simply, they
present a new geoeconomic and geopolitical dynamiticin the international system

which is only beginning to be theorised.

Conclusion

In line with the main argument of this chapter, twcept ofde factoindependence
constitutes the central inter-contextual dynamiccidefines unrecognised entities — not
secession and secessionist intent. The presuppdgadmics of secession, or
secessionist agendas, which formerly defined objscch as thele factostate, are
increasingly less applicable and less general gitenwide variability which exists
across cases. This argument is formed againsbdockdrop of recent area studies
analysis of post-Soviet space in the Caucasus,hamda number of what were once
uniformly defined asde factostates are exhibiting trends which arguably amdant

absorption and de facto regionalisation’ under the aegis of sovereign guat(or

34 Hechter, Op. Cit., p. 280.
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protector) states. The case of Iraqi Kurdistanamsinrecognised entity in the Middle
East, is also perceived as a challenge to eadieceptualisations of thae factostate, as
trend and transformation within thde factoindependent enclave not only indicates a
move away from political strategies which can benpreted as overtly secessionist, but
it is arguable that the question of secession doeslefine political relations between the
Kurds and the Iraqi state.

When packaged under the titide* factostate’, significant dynamics are hidden
from view and a now outmoded conceptual framewsarksuperimposed over political
situations which deserve a far greater appreciatibrcase variability. This chapter
focused in detail on dynamics relateditofactoindependence which destabilise the view
of unrecognised entities as a purely secessiomeh@menon. It is very easy when
dealing with concepts closely related to self-dateation and ethno-nationalist ideology
to assume a linear, deterministic position in refatto intrastate conflict and the de-
territorialisation of sovereign space. One ofdbee arguments underpinning this chapter
is that such linearity has proven itself to be twoiting in the presence of evolving
realities in parts of the world where state fragtaBon has led to the emergence of
unrecognised entities. These entities have expatde factoindependence for many
years yet have made very little headway in conwvigénternational society of their right
to de jurestatehood. The question is what other dynamiesagiplay in these situations
given that some long-term independent entitiesrene coming under the increasing
influence of the state once more. This study psepaloser scrutiny of dynamics ae
facto independence as a threefold outcome of state fatahon rather than pure
secession. Under these outcomes the limitatiodspanameters of this unique form of
independence are defined as equilibrium conditiorder which a wide range of possible
political negotiations can take place concerning thterests of internal and external
actors involved in these political situations.

The long-term status of unrecognised entitiess iargued, is influenced if not
determined by factors which impact on their abitibymaintainde factoindependence.
As has already been stated, the improbability oéssion to statehood implies that, in the
majority of cases, remaining autonomous and adtnatigely independent is often the
optimum outcome which can be gained. This raisegjiestion of whether these entities
are in fact (a) purely operating in a secessiarostext after a secessionist conflict, or (b)
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whether they are a product of other dynamics dedtagmentation which have given
ethno-nationalist movements the opportunity to obdate de facto independent
enclaves which operate outside the sovereign atyrairthe state but remain embedded
within the context of the interstate system. Tthissis argues that the latter position is a
more plausible representation of the dynamics whitdépe unrecognised entities. This
chapter builds upon a more nuanced conceptual eipfion ofde factoindependence in
a way which avoids any overt or explicit equivakenith statehood. By doing so it
builds directly on arguments formed earlier in theesis which questioned the
appropriateness of depicting these entities assstat all but name’. The background to
this argument is the recognition of political discge within such definitions. This
political discourse is identified as a state-centiope which is highly problematic from a
theoretical standpoint.

To recognise that these entities ac states is to make an important conceptual
distinction which is not found in literature on theblem. Firstly, unrecognised entities
do not have the same traction or leverage as radlyomounded sovereign states either in
international law or when it comes to protectingitherritorial integrity. There may be
cases where an unrecognised entity is militarilgrgy or is protected by the support of a
patron state, but this is no guarantee of survivdlhe key to understanding how
unrecognised entities survive under such asymmeainclitions lies in the very fact that
they arenot states and are able to exploit state fragmentationder conflicts, and
overlapping spheres of geopolitical influence incksua way that ethno-nationalist
movements and gains can emergedasfactoindependent simulacrum of territorial
sovereignty. They may be a likeness of stateghmimethodologies pursued by actors
within these autonomous enclaves suggest thahsiadevould only isolate them in what
are often tense and complex economic and politgahes involving multipartite
interests.

De facto independence gives a wide range of options to racteithin
unrecognised entities which allow them to bargaiomf unorthodox positions in
negotiations with state governments. Many of tr@s#®ns, such as absorption into the
patron state, are not available to other sovereighors. Their position along long-
standing political fault lines, their proximity territories of resource importance and

their geographic locations often mean that regi@mal international actodsaveto, or
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want to deal with them. Far from being of peripherallifcal economic and
geoeconomic significance, these entities represemtew paradigm in international
relations given that secession is no longer a quesdge for the attainment and
maintenance ofde factoindependence over the long-term. Equally, thesgder
statehood can be abandoned at any point. It isneambent upon the ruling authorities
in unrecognised entities to implement the rubrictaftecraft or conform to international
standards. Thus, it is argued, a preoccupatioh watial form and status has led
analysts down a state-centric blind alley. Thissdoet suggest a need to abandon of the
state as an analytical concept, or negate the powele of sovereignty ande jure
political authority in the interstate system. &e&d, one of the key challenges for future
research in this area is a departure from eartidons which demanded equivalence with
states and a move toward understanding the higlastie political methodologies,
strategies and tactics used by actors within umgy@sed entities to maintain their

presence and influence in the interstate and iatemmal systems.
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8. Conclusions

This aim of this thesis has been to discuss theatebind conceptual problems
encountered in the study of unrecognised ‘stag-Entities in the interstate system. It
represents the first book-length assessment ofrélieal and conceptual trends within
literature on the subject of unrecognised entitiegeneral and, in so doing, achieves a
depth of analysis which has not previously beenlabde. It is the first study to situate
and acknowledge the example of Iragi Kurdistan aewaating case which challenges
many of the basic assumptions and generalisatibasacteristic of analysis in this field
of inquiry. It is also the first study to considiwe historical construction of academic
discourses on the subject by assessing the theadrassumptions which emerged out of
previous multidisciplinary authorship. As suchrapresents the onlyorpusstudy of its
kind to have been undertaken on the subject. A&sg further contributes to knowledge
by shedding new light on the nature of unrecognieetities in the global interstate
system. Through its analysis of the complex refeghips which exist between sovereign
states and thesde factoindependent enclaves, it expands on earlier theateand
conceptual excursus to tackle evolving trends aadsformations, in regions such as
Iragi Kurdistan which are not accommodated by theraw theoretical and contextual
parameters of earlier works.

From the outset this thesis places considerabjghasis on the fact that dedicated
literature on the subject of unrecognised entiteegelatively scarce and very little
academic output on the subject has been forthconmngecent years. The analysis
contained within this thesis identifies the corerkgowhich form the corpus of literature
on unrecognised entities and traces the developaienalytical concepts, such as Scott
Pegg’s tle factostate’, from their inception to their modificatiam subsequent literature.
Central to fulfilling the need for a new theoretidescussion of unrecognised entities was
the task of examining earlier definitions in crdticdetail. A key argument developed
through the course of this study is that there ipr@ssing need to develop a new
theoretical engagement with the phenomena of ugresed entities which is not
constrained by definitions which emphasise seceissio or superficial likenesses to

sovereign states. It is argued that definitionsctvlare grounded in notions of status in
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international law and levels of similarity to sttemit our understanding of case specific
variability and are no longer appropriate lensesufh which to analyse these political
scenarios.

To facilitate the development of this argumentjs tlihesis intentionally
depoliticised the object of study and broke withlieadiscursive positions through the
use of the ternunrecognised entitthroughout. This was an integral component of the
analytical methodology developed for this studyitasnabled research to be conducted
from a position of conceptual neutrality. The aifithis depoliticisation was to create a
split with earlier theoretical positions which defd these units of political mobilisation
as states. This thesis argues that these erditesot states due to factors such as the
nature of their illegitimacy in international lawiheir locations within pre-existing
sovereign space, their disputed territorial andogmaphic boundaries, lack of rights to
prevent external interference in their domesti@iedf and the limitations which often
accompanyde factoindependence. The study, therefore, makes a ttiearetical break
with works which define these entities a& facte, quasi-, pseudo-, semi-, and
unrecognisedstates It should, therefore, be no matter for surpriséll less for
disappointment, if this study fails to attain thsaiplinary completeness and simplicity
which are found in established works of reference.

It is argued that situations of this type, withrsoch variability between cases, are
far more ambiguous than has so far been concedexisting empirical and theoretical
analysis of the problem. It is argued that tormkethese phenomena as states presupposes
the outcome of state fragmentation in a highly @tme manner and one which risks
unintentional bias and the advocacy of unrealigtittomes to ethno-political conflicts.

It is also far too generic to assume that all uogadsed entities are but one step away
from full sovereignty, or are usinde factoindependence as a platform to conform to
international standards which will lead to accesgm the international ‘club’ of states.
This study takes the view that state-centric diseesi such as these have created many
clichés with which unrecognised entities have bez@ssociated. It is argued that these
clichés and generalisations have been repeatetiigrated into analytical frameworks
since the 1990s at the expense of a more nuanemdetital understanding of the

problem.
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Unrecognised entities present significant analytballenges to any study which
seeks to situate them within the praxis of inteomatl statecraft. Part of the problem is
the fact that these entities exhibit many of thetdees associated with sovereign states
and any attempt to construct a different picturethiw such an exclusive field of
research, appears counterintuitive and potentiadigtroversial. As one of its key
findings this study identifies the presence of angoterminological disagreement
between analysts and scholars as an indicatomofh@® one hand, a balkanised field of
study and, on the other hand, an enduringly coetsal object of study which divides
scholarly opinion. It is argued that the definigp designations and discursive positions
adopted in relevant examples of academic analysstly depend on the research
background and interpretative traditions each aubiiogs to their research. By tracing
the development of definitions used to describsdghghenomena, this thesis sheds light
on the interpretative fragmentation which is synmbof the field of study. The study has
found that the basic assumptions and generalisataad down in the mid to late 1990s
when security studies, area studies, and intemtigolitics disciplines began to
examine thede facto state, have endured in spite of the apparent tmoud and
modification of concepts and modalities contribubgdater authors. It is argued that no
significant shift in our understanding has occurned international relations and
international political thought on the subject afrecognised entities since the works of
Pegg, King, Lynch and Kolstg. Whilst it is appeged that the works which form the
literary backbone of this study are few and arevdrérom a range of disciplines, this
thesis contends that an unsatisfactory theoretmaisensus exists which views
unrecognised entities as states ‘in all but namstates ‘in waiting’.

Many of the arguments presented in this study aecerned with questions
surrounding whether or not these entities shoulllls regarded as states. From the
outset this thesis presents the tede factostate’, and other terms which emphasise
inherent stateness, as problematic constructs. is largued that the presence of
overwhelming variability among cases renders swterplised definitions obsolete. By
examining the case of Iraqi Kurdistan in criticabngparative perspective as an
unrecognised entity within a global nexus of comapse political scenarios, this thesis
highlights the theoretical inertia present in comperary analysis of unrecognised entities
which continues to depict and designate these phena as states. This inertia is
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identified through examining how concepts of seicgssrepresentative government,
state-centrism, ideologyle factoindependence, autonomy, and state fragmentation ca
flux and bend according to each case. Whilst apawative empirical analysis of
unrecognised entities is not presented within #giigly due to the different research
requirements and constraints of time placed up@nstindy, this thesis nonetheless takes
the discussion of unrecognised entities into nexoitétical ground.

The study has found that definitions which portnayrecognised entities as
‘secessionist’ create significant theoretical peohd for researchers. To assume
secessionist intent across all cases, it is argegulesents one of the enduring fallacies
within analysis on the subject. Not all unrecogdisentities are the product of
secessionist conflicts between an ethno-nationatisvement and the metropolitan
apparatus of the sovereign space from which ind#gese is sought. When analysed
discursively, this representation of secession daies literature on the subject and is the
primary motif through which unrecognised entitiemvén been regarded and imagined
within the literature. Among its findings, thiseis presents a range of conceptual and
theoretical approaches which falsify many of theeassumptions on secession found in
works on the subject. Secession, it is argued,bleas misrepresented as the dominant
force behind the emergence of unrecognised stateShe case of Iragi Kurdistan
demonstrates other variables in which the pariitigrof space and the potential for the
central authorities to withdraw (or secede) fronnt md its own sovereign space, thus
enfranchising ethno-nationalist autonomy movemeniky a significant role as
dynamics. State fragmentation and the weaknesemtral authorities are posited as
dynamics other than secession which enable autom®mmaclaves to emerge. The view
of ethno-nationalist movements seceding, creattates, then waiting for international
recognition is too problematic and does not conthentheoretical flexibility to account
for contradictory outcomes. Secession, it is alguepresents armeal typewhich is
rarely achieved in practice.

This study recognises that there are inherent @iiids between unrecognised
entities and sovereign states. It does not sedkny the accomplishments of autonomy
movements in this regard. Rather, it is intendedhtroduce a discussion of variability
which has so far been flattened or absent fromernadanalysis. It acknowledges the

capability of governments within unrecognised &gitto create effective institutional
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apparatus and coherent political narratives comogrtheir right to self-determination
and, ultimately, sovereignty. This thesis in noywseeks to depoliticise the ethno-
political conflicts which are largely responsibler fthe creation of these entities. The
analysis presented by this study is a theoretespponse aimed at shedding light on how
unrecognised entities maintain themselves in theerstate system. De facto
independence emerges as a significant focus fer &atalysis and this thesis argues that
instead of dynamics of secession representingntbedus operandiof unrecognised
entities; it is the commonality afe factoindependence which serves as a more useful
concept for theoretical generalisation. It is @djthatde factoindependence is the only
quality which can be generalised in these casé pblitical situations which lead to the
creation of unrecognised entities are, it is argted diverse to be constrained by highly
nuanced and theoretically specific concepts suckeasssion, levels of representative
government, or, indeed, institutional efficiency emhcompared with sovereign states.
Case-specific variability inhibits sweeping defioiit or representation, however, it can be
argued thatde factoindependence from a sovereign body is a factorchviprovides
commonality between cases which is otherwise ldsenwother dynamics are given
theoretical priority. Whilstde facto independence is acknowledged as a quality
possessed by these entities, it is not acknowledgethe dominant point of theoretical
commonality between these cases. This thesiseftiter presents a significant
contribution to knowledge through its detailed exzation ofde factoindependence and
its presentation of a theoretical approach towhisl dynamic which accommodates case
specificity and enables contemporary dynamics aralvimg realities to be theorised
more inclusively.

However, an investigation of this sort is not withats pitfalls and limitations.
Being a corpus study utilising critical theoretical techniques & multidisciplinary
context, this study was always hard to situate iwighspecific disciplinary tradition. Due
to its analysis of theoretical problems in a widaege of disciplines it does not emerge
from a sole theoretical or conceptual tradition.ne3e problems reflect the task of
researching a body of literature which itself isnfied from a range of disciplines. To
conduct this study, a methodology was required whengaged critically with the
theoretical discourses contained within literatoneunrecognised states and at the same
time handled other forms of analysis and data &ssat with diverse disciplinary
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content. In drawing material from such a wide mo§approaches, this study has had to
operate within analytical parameters which havedeéen to cut across academic
disciplines. The chapter structure and selectiosoarces is a reflection of this. This
thesis is, therefore, a compromise between diftedisciplinary traditions and is not
specifically a work belonging to any one disciplinet can be regarded as a work of
critical ethno-politics which uses an interdisaigity methodology to arrive at its
conclusions. The work of an originator in any gabjs bound to have its limitations and
this study reflects many of the meta-theoreticahplications and limitations inherent in
the conceptual analysis of unrecognised entitiBlse conceptual proposals of the study
will, it is hoped, be of some service, but they @&sued with the expectation that
emerging realities in unrecognised entities andireuttrends in global politics will
improve their accuracy and increase their utility.

From the outset the example of Iragi Kurdistan ighlighted as a case which
displaces significantly many of the core concepassumptions and generalisations used
to depict unrecognised entities in earlier works @study dedicated to examining Iraqi
Kurdistan’s position as an unrecognised entity wwithraq and also the intrastate
dynamics between Turkey, Irag, Iran and Syria, tthesis makes a significant
contribution by expanding the study of unrecognigedities to accommodate this
regional example. Very little analysis of Iraqi idistan’s position as an unrecognised
entity is contained within the literature due topencal focus on post-Soviet break away
republics and unrecognised entities outside thedMigast. This is possibly due to lack
of expertise in Iragi Kurdistan being brought teab®n the question of unrecognised
states in general. This thesis makes a significantribution to knowledge by placing
Iragi Kurdistan within the framework of debates wmrecognised entities, and using its
example as a case which necessitates the thebrabdification of existing approaches.
Unrecognised states are global phenomena for wgeaeralisations hewn in post-Soviet
space no longer contain sufficient latitude. Intfas argued in the final chapter, the
political development of unrecognised entities urdSia and the Caucasus challenges the
states ‘in all but name’ thesis and urges a fulppraisal of approaches toward
unrecognised entities given evolving realities Wwhioow contradict conventional
wisdom. Realities such as tde factoregionalisation and absorption of Abkhazia and

South Ossetia into a Russian sphere of influeneegasited alongside Iragi Kurdistan’s
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non-secessionistle facto independence as dynamics which destabilise theowar
parameters of many arguments contained in eaitieeaiure.

Whilst earlier research may have anticipated tlesgmce of dynamics of this sort,
few explicit conceptual attempts were forthcomindpickh questioned the difference
betweerde factoindependent enclaves and the concept of the wtttevhich they were
being equated. It was as if this distinction wasnportant or never existed at all. This
thesis is a response to this lack of theoreticghgament and its findings are a reflection
of the importance of recognising differences whi€mot apparent to the empirical gaze,
are of significant theoretical leverage. Thisnsi@portant finding of this study as it has
highlighted problems of disconnect between disegdi methodologies, discourses, and
theories within the study of unrecognised entitigs.finding of this thesis is that this
level of theoretical fragmentation can be lessenleugh analysis ofde facto
independence as a dynamic which determines theeldtygand survivability of
unrecognised entities wherever they are encountgreithe interstate system. This
departure from secessionist definitions (whichnudtiely demand the creation of states as
an intent) to a conceptual model which emphasi$es rhaintenance otle facto
independence, radically alters the criteria throudtich we can perceive unrecognised
entities in the international system and will begoéat significance for future research
into issues such as the geo-economicg®ffacto independence and new forms of

territorial revision yet to manifest in this centur
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Appendices

Appendix 1
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Appendix 2

Kurdish Areas of
~ Northern Iraq

i| [] Kurdish-inhabited area

| [ Islamist area - Several Islamist groups |
operate in this area, including the Islamic | i S
Movement in Kurdistan-Iraq (IMKI), [2k e R : IRAN
Islamic Group of Kurdistan (IGK), and | : : :
‘Ansar al-Islam.
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Map showing Kurdish controlled areas of northemgland concentrations of territory
controlled by the KDP and the PUK circa 2003. Timap provides a general
representation of the territory which comprises khedish de factoindependent entity

within Iraq.
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