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When, in 1784, the land surveyor Thomas Jefferson cdled into being the states of
the so-called Northwest Ordinance by drawing lines on a map, his map was uffi-
ciently inaccurate that it did not even have the Great Lakes in the right places. Ten
states would nonetheless eventually be created in the area of Jefferson’smap, having
boundaries which in large degree fallow his origind lines. These draw off 14 neat
checkerboard squares between the boundaries of the Atlantic colonies and the Mis-
sssppi River. As areault of the Northwest Ordinance, which was adopted by Con
gress in 1785, the land became firgt of al a Territory of the United Sates, and the
law called for this Territory to be partitioned into mile-square units caled sectionsto
be sold at auction at a starting price of $1 per acre.
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Figure 1. Thomas Jefferson’s Add-a-State Plan (1784)



A number of issues are involved in understanding the peculiar cregtive magic a
work in the performance of such alaw. These have to do with the reture of the sur-
veyor's politico-geographica authority, and with the practical and legd problems of
trandating ink-lines of a certain thickness on paper into working territoria and
cadastra borders on the ground. What sorts of entities are these, which can be
brought into being smply by drawing lines on a map? What are the forms and limits
of such crestivity, and how do the crested entities relate to entities of the more
humdrum sort?

Questions such as these, | submit, can only be answered on the basis of a gen
erd theory about the objects of human cognition. Human cognitive acts are directed
towards entities of a wide range of different types, and order must be brought into
this typologicd clutter. A categorid scheme that is adequate to this purpose should
be (1) criticd, that is: it should recognize that cognitive subjects are ligble to onto-
logica error, even to systematic error of the sort thet is manifested by believersin the
Pantheon of Olympian gods. Thus the categorial scheme we are seeking should be
such that not dl putative object-directed acts are credited with having objects of
their own. The scheme should dso be (2) redidtic: the objects towards which human
cognition is directed should be parts of redlity, a least in the sense that it should be
conggtent with the truths of natural science. And the scheme should be, findly, (3)
comprehensive: it should do justice to each sort of object on its own terms, and not
attempt to eliminate objects of one sort in favor of objects of other, more favored
sorts.

Linguistic and other forms of idedlism, as well as Menongian theories, which as-
sgn to each and every referring expression or intentiona act an object precisely ta-
lored to fit, yield categorid schemes which fail to saisfy (1) and (2). Physcalism,
phenomalism, and other forms of reductionism yidd categorid schemeswhich fal to
satisfy (3). What follows is a categoria scheme that is designed to satisfy dl three of
the listed criteria

1. A Typology of Entities

The garting point for our categoria scheme is the concept of extended entity. Two
sorts of extended entity are digtinguished initidly: objects which are extended in
space; and processes, which are extended in time. Prototypica examples of objects
are classicd Arigtotelian substances or continuants such as you and I, this lump of
cheese, the moon. Spatid regions, too, will be included in what follows under the
heading of objects. Objects in generd are divisible: they can be divided, in redlity or
in thought, into spatid parts. Examples of processes are: your life, my current head-
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ache, the orbit of the moon around the earth. Of course, you and | are in a sense
extended not only in space but aso in time. But we do not have temporal partsin
the sense in which lives and headaches and orbits have tempord parts. This, at lesst,
will be the assumption in what follows — sometimes cdled the assumption of three-
dimensordism — which is adopted here primarily for the sake of amplicity of expo-
stion. Objects and processes can each be conceived as being put together or as-
sembled out of (respectively: spatid and temporal) proper parts.

The suggested categorid scheme now recognizes aso the outer boundaries of
such entities in space and in time. The outer boundary of you is (roughly spesking)
the surface of your skin. (We shdl return to this ‘roughly’ below.) The outer
boundaries of processes can be divided into initial and terminal boundaries, re-
spectively (for example the beginning and the ending of arace). Such outer bounda-
ries are included in our taxonomy not least because they are cognitively sdient, often
no less so than the objects and processes which they are the boundaries of.

All of which leadsto an initid scheme for partitioning the objects of human cog-
nition dong the lines st forth in Figure 2.

entities
| |
Soetid tempora
| | I |

objects spatial processes outer

(oaticly boundaries (tempordly temporal

extended inner/outer extended boundaries

entities) [surface of my body] entities)

[eg. m€] [my life]

I |

beginnings endings
[my birth] [my desth]

Figure 2: Preliminary Taxonomy of Entities

What, now, of inner boundaries? Imagine a spherica bal made of some per-
fectly homogeneous metd. There is a sense, surdly, in which no genuine inner
boundaries can be discerned within the interior of such an object. For the possession
of such boundaries presupposes either some interior physical discontinuity or some
qualitative heterogeneity among the parts of the object (some sharp gradient of
materia condtitution, color, texture, eectric charge, etc.). There are genuine two-
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teria condtitution, color, texture, dectric charge, etc.). There are genuine two-
dimengond inner boundaries within the interior of my body in virtue of the quditative
differentiation of my body into organs, cells, molecules, eic. There are dso genuine
one-dimengona inner boundaries discernible on the surface of my body in virtue of
its wrinkles, as well as edge-lines around warts, eyes, mouth, surgery-scars, €tc.
There are no genuine interior boundaries, however, within surfaces or volumes which
are homogeneous.

It is clear, however, that we do sometimes speak of inner boundaries even in
the absence of such spatia discontinuities and of intringc qualitative differentiation.
Examples are: the equator, or Bill Clinton's waist,* and if punctate boundaries are
alowed then aso: the North Pole, the midpoint of the sun, the center of mass of my
body. Even in relaion to a perfectly homogeneous sphere we can tak perfectly sen+
gble of itsleft and right hemispheres, and so on.

Let us cdl inner boundaries of the firg sort genuine or bona fide inner
boundaries, inner boundaries of the second sort fiat inner boundaries. Thereare, in
this terminology, not only bona fide jointsin redlity, but also pseudo-joints, of atype
which are to be found for example in the medicd divisons, such asthat between the
upper, middle and lower femur, extensvely documented in atlases of surgicd anat-
omy. Fgure 3 illudrates the way in which both bona fide and fiat inner boundaries
are used in representations of the cerebrd cortex in the form of planar maps. Here
bona fide boundaries are marked by thicker, curved lines; fiat boundaries by thinner,
draight lines.

Lateral
View

tmp

Figure 3: Lateral View of the Cerebral CortexX

Note, in passing, that the opposgtion between fiat and genuine boundaries is
anadogous to the opposition drawn by Frege in the Foundations of Arithmetic be-



tween the ‘ objective’ and the *actual’ [wirklich]:

The axis of the earth is objective, 0 is the center of mass of the solar system,

but | should not cal them actud in the way the earth itsdf is s0. One often calls

the equator an imaginary line [gedachte Linig]; but it would be wrong to cdll it

a made-up line [erdachte Linig]; it did not comeinto being through thought, the

product of a psychologica process, but is only recognized or goprehended by

thought. If to be recognized were to be created, then we should be able to say
nothing pogtive about the equator in relation to any time earlier than this dleged
creation. (Frege 1884, 826, trandation amended)

The term “fiat’ (in the sense of human decision or ddineatior?) isto betakenin
a wide sense, as including not only deliberate choice, as when a restaurant owner
designates a particular zone of his restaurant a no-smoking area, but dso ddinea
tions which come about more or less automaticaly, as when, by looking out across
the landscape, | create without further ado that special type of fiat boundary we cal
the horizon. County- and property-lines, postd districts and census tracts provide a
wedth of examples of fiat boundaries of the former, ddliberate type; we shdl see that
the relm of human vison is a happy hunting ground for fiat boundaries of the latter,
non-deliberate, type.

Fat boundaries are boundaries which exist only in virtue of the different sorts of
demarcations effected cognitively by human beings. Such boundaries may lie entirey
skew to al boundaries of the bonafide sort (asin the case of the boundaries of Utah
and Wyoming). Some boundaries may, however (as in the case of the boundaries of
Indiana or Pennsylvania), involve a combination of fist and bona fide portions, or
indeed they may be constructed entirely out of bona fide portions which however,
because they are not themsdves intrinsically connected, must be glued together out
of heterogeneous portionsin fiat fashion in order to yield a boundary that is topolog-
cdly complete.

Fat boundaries are boundaries which owe ther existence to acts of human de-
cison or fiat, to laws or political decrees, or to related human cognitive phenomena
Fat boundaries are ontologically dependent upon human fiat. Bona fide boundaries
are dl other boundaries. They are those boundaries which are independent of human
fia. In this way the exhaudtiveness and mutua exclusiveness of the fiat/bonafide di-
chotomy is guaranteed. This does not mean that the problems associated with the
dichotomy are thereby solved, however. Thus there are types of boundary which are
difficult to classify under one or other of the two rubrics exiss/does not exist inde-
pendently of human cognitive acts. Since, however, we have many clear and impor-
tant cases of boundaries which can be classified unproblematicdly in terms of this
ample dichotomy, | will proceed asif the dichotomy itself were unproblematic.
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Almost everything which can be said in terms of the fiai—bona fide dichotomy in
the spatid redm has an andogue in the realm of tempora objects (the redlm of oc-
currents, of events, processes, actions, and so on: see Bittner 2000.) Thus we can
distinguish two sorts of inner boundary of a process. Examples of genuine inner tem-
pora boundaries — corresponding to some physica discontinuity or intringc qudita-
tive differentiation — might be: the point in the flight of the projectile a which it
reaches its maximum atitude and begins its descent to earth, the point in the process
of cooling of the liquid a which it first begins to solidify, the point in the salitting of an
amoeba when one substance suddenly becomes two. Examples of inner boundaries
of the second sort might be: the boundary between the fourth and fifth minute of the
race, John's reaching the age of three, the scheduled time for the beginning of the
meeting. For present purposes however | will concentrate dmost exclusively on the
spatid reem.

Figure 4. An Austrian Butcher’s Chart

2. From Fiat Boundariesto Fiat Objects

The digtinction between genuine and iat boundaries can be carried over, now, to
outer boundaries. State borders, as well as county- and property-lines, provide ex-
amples of fiat outer boundaries in this sense. This is so where such borderslie skew
to the physicd joints of redity. Once fiat outer boundaries have been recognized,
however, then it becomes clear that the genuine—fiat oppostion can be drawn not
only in relaion to boundaries but in relaion to objects dso. Examples of genuine
objects are: you and me, tennis balls, the planet earth. Examples of fiat objects are:
dl non-naturdly demarcated geographica entities, including Colorado, the United
States, the Northern hemisphere, ... and also the North Sea, whose objectivity, as
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Frege writes, ‘is not affected by the fact that it is a matter of our arbitrary choice
which part of al the water on the earth’s surface we mark off and dect to cdl the
“North Sed”.’ (Frege 1884, § 26)

Broadly, it is the drawing of fiat outer boundaries in the spatid redm which
yields fiat objects. | say broadly, because again there are cases of objects which
ought reasonably to be classfied as fiat objects whose boundaries involve a mixture
of bonafide and fiat dements.

Just as the drawing of fia outer boundaries in the spatid redm yields fiat do-
jects, so the drawing of fiat outer boundaries in the tempord reddm yields fia proc-
eses. the Renaissance, the Millennium, the Second World War, the Reagan Years,
my childhood, etc. All of these are perfectly objective sub-totdities within the totdity
of dl processes making up universal history, even though the spatid reach aswell as
theinitid and termina boundaries of, for example, the Second World War were de-
cided (in different ways) by fiat.

Our categoria scheme can accordingly be extended, to yidd the taxonomy de-
picted in Figure 5:

entities
| |
Soatid temporal
objects . processes
; a temporal
(spetially bousprﬁleries (temporally bounga)ries
extended inner/outer extended inner/outer
entities) entities)
bfo fo bfsb fsh bfp fp bftb ftb

[John] [Utah] [Earth's  [Equator] [your [20th [Big [summer
surface] lifg] century] Bang] soldtice]

Figure 5. Taxonomy of Fiat and Bona Fide Entities (bf = bonafide, f = fiat, 0 = object,
p = process, sb = spatial boundary, tb = temporal boundary)

The examples of fiat objects mentioned above are all cases where proper parts
are ddineated or carved out (by fiat) within the interiors of larger bona fide objects.
They are examples of objects created by moving from the top (or middle) down. But
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we can aso proceed from the bottom up, by constructing higher-leve fiat objects
out of lower-level bona fide objects as parts. Thisis because, while we can assume
that al bona fide objects of human scale are connected, fiat objects may be scat-
tered; they may be such as to circumclude separate bona fide objects within larger
fiat wholes. Polynesia is a geographica example of this sort; other examples might
be: the Polish nohility, the congtdlation Orion, the species cat. (Smith 1999) Such
higher-order fiat objects may themsdves be unified together into further fiat objects
(say: the Union of Pacific Idand Nations). The fiat boundaries to which higher-order
fiat objects owe their existence are the mereologica sums of the (fiat and bona fide)
outer boundaries of their respective lower-order constituents. Set theory isagenerd
theory of the structures which arise when objects are concelved as being united to-
gether in this way on successively higher levels without restriction. The resultant cu-
mulative hierarchy is of course of considerable mathematicd interest. But it isahier-
archy which, when compared to the redlity beyond, involves consderable redun-
dancy at every levd, and it is an open question whether there is any theoretica inter-
est attached to such ad libitum unification from the pergpective of ontology. For the
concrete varieties of higher-order fiat objects which in fact confront us are subject
adways, in their congtruction, to quite subtle sorts of congtraints.

3. Fiats Perceptual, Ecological, Geometrical and Political

To set out the condraints on the drawing of fiat boundaries is a task that is by no
means trivid. For the moment, however, it is more important to consider what might
be the judtification for awarding the categories of fiat boundaries and fiat objects a
crudd organizing role in our categoria scheme. Are geospatid entities truly of onto-
logicd importance? Can basic principles of metaphysics redly turn on the rather
elaborate bdiefs and conventions that human keings have evolved in rdation to
place, space and politico-adminidrative jurisdiction? To see why these questions
must be answered in the positive, consider what happens when two politica entities
(nations, courties, or even parces of land) lie adjacent to one another. The entitiesin
guestion are then said to share a common boundary. This sharing of a common
boundary is, | want to clam, a peculiarity of the fiat world. To see this, it may suffice
to imagine that two bodies, say Bill and Monica, should smilarly converge upon
each other for a greater or lesser interva of time, for example in shaking hands.
Physicaly spesking, as we know, an account of what happens in the area of appar-
ent contact of the two bodies hasto do firgt of dl with acompacting of molecules on
gther 9de, and ultimately with aggregates of sub-atomic particles whose location
and whose beongingness to ether one or other of the two bodies are only datisti-
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caly specifiable. As far as the bona fide outer boundaries of Bill and Monica are
concerned — and this for both physicd and mathematica reasons — no genuine con-
tact or coincidence of boundaries is possble a dl. (This is the Monica Lewinski

Theorem.®) Y et in comprehending the apparent contact between the two bodies asa
shaking of hands, our hedthy common sense grasps the corresponding portion of

redity unproblematicaly in coarse-grained fashion as a case of genuine contact.

My suggestion, now, is thet in order to understand what is involved when we
relate cognitively to phenomena such as this, we need to distinguish structures at dif-
ferent levels of granularity on the sde of the objects with which we have to dedl. The
atoms and molecules a finer resolutions are bona fide entities. The handshakes,
kisses, nods and other smilar entities on the coarse-grained levd of granularity are
creatures of the fiat world. This means that in grasping these phenomena as cases of
genuine contact we conceive them as involving fiat boundaries which are andogous,
as concerns their topologicd properties, to the fiat boundaries between, say, Virginia
and Maryland.

Some might wish to go further, and argue that the denizens of wha we might
cdl common-sense reality are in every case entities whose existence is tied to the
existence of a system of fiat boundaries in the suggested sense.® From this point of
view it isworth bearing in mind that even in the geogragphical realm there are objects
(desarts, valeys, dunes, etc.) reasonably classfied as fiat objects which are deline-
ated not by sharp outer boundaries but rather by boundary-like regions which are to
some degree indeterminate. The principa motor for the drawing of fiat boundariesin
commonsengca redity would then be human perception, which — aswe know from
our experience of Seurat paintings — has the function of articulating redity in terms of
sharp boundaries even when such boundaries are not genuindy present in the
autonomous physica world.

When visud perception operates in such away as to give rise to fiat objectsin
our environment, then such objects belong to the so-caled -, defined by the psy-
chologist Ewad Hering as the totaity or region of red dojects imaged a a given
moment on the retina of the right or left eye. (1964, p. 226) The visble fidd isa part
of the ambient environment of the visudly perceiving subject. The externa boundary
of thisfidd is now afia boundary in the terms set out above, afiat boundary which
changes with every movement of the eye and head. It is a boundary which exists
only as a result of human cognitive activity, though it is of course dependent also on
underlying physca and physologica conditions and processes on the part of both
percaver and environment. The interior of thisfied isitself subject to a complex and
ubtle fiat organization: it is built out of physical surfaces and other components
which are structured in terms of an oppogition between (1) entities in the focus of
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atention and characterigtically manifesting determinate boundaries (‘figures'), and
(2) entities which have indeterminate boundaries and which are experienced as rur
ning on (as ‘ground’) behind them.

The visud fidd is an instance of a wider class of fia objects to which belong
aso niches, environments, settings and other objects of ecologica metaphysics.
(Smith and Varzi 2000) The theory of such objectsisrelated in turn to the ‘ geometry
of surface layout’ conceived by J. J. Gibson in the section entitled “ Surface and the
ecologicd laws of surfaces’ of his (1979). As Gibson writes.

According to classical physics, the universe consists of bodiesin space. We are tempted
to assume, therefore, that we live in a physical world consisting of bodies in space and
that what we perceive consists of objects in space. But this is very dubious. The terres-
trial environment is better described in terms of a medium, substances, and the surfaces
that separate them. (1979, p. 16)

Gibson seeks ‘atheory of surface layout, a sort of gpplied geometry that is ap-
propriate for the study of perception and behavior' and which would nvestigate
concepts such as: ground, open environment, enclosure, detached dbject, attached
object, hollow object, place, shest, fissure, stick, fiber, dihedra, etc. (1979, p. 33)
Such atheory would have to deal not merely with bona fide boundaries (created, for
example, when adoor is closed), but also with fiat boundaries (created when a door
is open, or by the light casting a shadow across a part of your cave). It must dedl
aso with what we might cal negative objects, above dl with holes (Casati and Varzi
1994), many of which, again, are fiat objects since they are not bounded on al sdes
in bona fide fashion by their supporting hogs. A tunnel, for example, is bounded
physicdly by its wadls, floor and roof; a its entrance and its exit however it must
make do with fiat boundaries. There is a tunndl which passes from the oesophagus
through the somach and on to the smal and large intestines. These various parts of
the tunnd are separated in virtue of bona fide boundaries founded in the different
microscopic structures of the different portions of the tunndl. The boundaries within
the tunnd itsdf however are fiat in nature. Note that not dl holes are to be counted
as fiat objects in this sense; for there are cavities in the interiors of otherwise solid
obj ects which have complete boundaries of a bonafide sort.

Fat boundaries are required, further, not only as a part of the foundations of
qualitative geometry, but dso as part of an account of what is involved when we rea-
son geometricaly in a more traditiona sense. Certainly we may use linesin the sand,
or on the blackboard, as props. But the theorems we prove relate not to bona fide
aggregates of sand or chak, but rather to the idealized figures which such aggregates
represent, and these belong to the realm of fiat entities: they are made up, for exam-
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ple, of fia points, lines and surfaces. Given the prominent role played by politica
entities in the present theory, it is interesting to recdl the interplay of geometry and
palitics in the philosophy of Hobbes. The subject-matter of philosophy begins from
the Hobbesian perspective with the geometry of single bodies and it extends from
there to complex commonwedths. Bodies thus come in two varieties the natural
and the political. Geometry deds with naturd bodies, politics with the body poalitic.
Geometry is demongtrable because the lines and figures from which we reason are
dravn and described by ourselves, civil philosophy is demondrable (Hobbes
thinks), because we make the commonwealth ourselves. (Bird 1996)

4. Linguigtic Fiats

Perhaps the most conspicuous examples of fiat objects are those which arise in vir-
tue of the groupings and refinings of redity which are involved in our use and under-
ganding of naturd language. Such grouping and refining occurs in a two-fold proc-
ess. On the one hand, linguigtic entities such as spoken words and sentences are
themsalves processes demarcated in fiat fashion out of concrete sound-meaterid that
isin itsdf not deanly separated into tidy linguigtic units via discontinuities in the flow
of sound of a bona fide sort. On the other hand externd redlity, too, isin a certain
sense talored to fit our linguidicaly generated expectations. We apprehend the
world as conggting of pairs of shoes, bundles of dring, fleets of ships, of bombings,
butterings and burnishings, and in each case fiat boundaries are a work in aticulat-
ing the redity with which we have to ded. Thus if | say ‘John built mud pies in the
sand’, then the red-world correlate of the object of this sentence is a complex
plurality (fiat object) whose condtituent unitary parts are comprehended through the
concept mud pie. If | say *John embarrassed Mary’, then the rea-world correlate of
the verb of this sentence is a complex dynamic affair (a fiat process) which is com-
prehended through the trangitive verb embarrass.

The way in which natura language contributes to the generation of fiat bounda-
ries may be illustrated in relaion to the corrdated linguigic phenomena of (1) the
mass—count opposition and (2) verbal aspect. (Mourdatos 1981) Asto (1), the
hungry carnivore points towards the cattlefield and pronounces ‘there is cow over
there’. How does his pronouncement differ, in its object, from ‘there are cows over
there ? Not, certainly, in the underlying red bovine maerid. Rather in virtue of the
different sorts of boundaries which are imposed upon this materia in the two cases.
As to (2), verbd aspect has to do with the ‘internd tempord congtituency’ of the
events towards which our empirica judgments are directed. (Comrie 1976) Con-
Sder that concrete factua materia which is John kissing Mary on a given occasion.
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This congsts, we might crudely suppose, of three objects: John, Mary and a certain
complex of temporally extended processes. In the extended totdity of this factud
materid, fiat boundaries can come to be drawn in a variety of different ways. Thus
the given factud materid can be comprehended as ‘John is kissng Mary’, ‘John is
repeatedly kissng Mary’, ‘Mary is congtantly being kissed by John’, and so on.

A veritable hogt of trangent fiat boundaries comesto be drawn in redlity through
our use of language. Such carving out of linguidtic fiat objects is in part a maiter of
sheer grouping together, for example of the sort that is achieved through the use of
plurd referring expressons such as ‘Hannah and her ssters or ‘Siouxsie and the
Banshees (see Ojeda 1993). But it isin part dso a matter of windowing or fore-
grounding (Tamy 1996) and in part a matter of the aticulation of externd redlity in
terms dictated by our concepts in the manner indicated above. If | point to a group
of irregularly shaped protuberances in the sand and say ‘dunes’, then the objectua
correlate of my expresson is a complex plurdity (a higher-order fiat object with
non-crigp boundaries) divided, via the concept dune, into congtituent (non-crisp)
parts or elements. (Smith 1987, § 15) Cognitive linguists such as Tamy, Langacker
and Lakoff have rightly emphasized the degree to which language effects complex
and subtle concept-mediated articulations of this sort.

One important class of trandent fiat boundaries is effected through our use of
natura language expressons such as ‘this and ‘that’ in relation to objects in space.
This involves in each case the drawing of an imaginary boundary, lying in the region
in front of and pardld to the speaker, which is such that the dbjects labeled ‘this
and ‘that’ lie on opposing sides of the boundary, in roughly the following fashion:

speaker this that

Figure 6: Ephemeral Fiat Boundary Established by Use of Indexical Terms

The use of ‘here’, amilarly, involves the creation of an ephemerd fiat boundary
comprehending a roughly spherica volume of pace around the spesker, a volume
whose sze, shape and location, and perhaps dso degree of crispness (Smith and
Brogaard 2001) are contextually determined.

It is an interesting festure of this type of trandent boundary-creation thet it is ef-
fected in exactly the same way independently of order of magnitude, from the tiniest
(‘this 1ea) to the grossest (‘that empire” ‘yonder gdaxy’). And as Tdmy has dso
shown (1995), boundaries of the given sort belong to a much larger family which
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includes dso the fictive orientation paths which are crested when we assert, for ex-
anple

| aimed the camera into the living room.

(think of an invisble arrow — afiat line— extending out from the camerainto the
room). Such orientation paths may further be dynamic in nature:

| slowly looked towards the door.
| slowly turned the camera around the room.

Fiat boundaries are a work aso in cases of the following sort:

| offered her the book [creates a virtual sphere around the recipient, Agnes).
She accepted the book [Agnes alows the sphere to be broken).
She rejected the book [Agnes mantains the sphere unbroken.

Unfortunately, however, having convincingly shown how atheory rich enough to
give an account of the semantics of such expressons must involve the recognition of
non-physical paths and boundaries of a range of different sorts, Tdmy subverts his
own theory by placing the entities in question not, where they belong, out therein the
world around Agnes, but rather in the mind of the speaker. The inadequacy of
such aview becomes clear if we reflect on the fact that a sentence involving expres-
sons of the given sorts might be ether true or fase. Whatever exigts in the mind of
the spesker will in ether case be identical — and thus something extra is required in
the case of true sentences, something which must exist out there, on the side of the
truthmakersin redlity.

Along with other cognitive linguigts, Tdmy dso makes an illegitimate move from
the thesis that such fiat boundary phenomena are pervasive fegtures of our various
modes of gaining linguigtic access to the objects in our everyday world, to the con
cluson that the world to which we then have access is aworld of fiats only. On the
contrary, the very existence of fiat boundaries, here as e sawhere, presupposes a
bona fida redity congsting of objects at various scaes in and through which such
boundaries can be drawn. A thesis to the effect that language gives us access only to
objects which we oursdlves creste through our linguidtic fiats would moreover imply
the impossibility of dl scientific investigation of a theory-independent world (including
the scientific invedtigation of the neurobiologica and physiologica underpinnings of
language itsdlf) and would thus saw off the very hand that feeds it. The cognitive lin-
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guists embrace, in sum, a position that is reminiscent of the fable of King Midas, in
which dl the objects to which language refers are fiat objects because the very act of
linguistic reference makes them lose their bona fide status (they become ‘clothed’ in
our linguigtically expressed concepts). © They move, in other words, from: ‘al db-
jects which we grasp linguisticdly are grasped through our linguisticaly expressed
concepts to ‘al objects which we grasp linguidicaly exis only in virtue of our lin-
guistically expressed concepts.” The argument is invaid, ecause it presupposes
from the start what it is attempting to prove, namdy that dl of our concepts fail to be
trangparent to objects asthey are on the Sde of redlity.

Everyday objects and processes are described by cognitive linguists such as
Tdmy and Lakoff as existing in the ‘ conceptud ream’. Even spaceitsdf is often de-
scribed by Tdmy as a mere ‘conceptud domain’ in a way that implies tha, in the
absence of concept-using subjects like ourselves, space would not exid. If, as| have
suggested, the fiat boundaries induced through naturd language are of a piece with
geographica fiat boundaries, then it is clear how Tamy’s position is to be corrected:
the fiat boundaries to which reference is congtantly made in our natura language ut-
terances are not in any sense in our heads, or in some spurious conceptua sphere.
Rather, they are out there in the world. They are not, however, physica in nature.
Rather, they are anaogous to other ephemera socio-cultura formations — such as
debts, clams, responshilities — entities which are parts of what Frege would cal
‘objectivé redity, yet not such as to fdl within the domain of physicd science
(Smith and Searle 2001)

And now, if some fiat boundaries — like the borders of nations or posta districts
— are socid entities, andogous to rights, clams and obligations — then they will be
subject, like these, to legd regulations. When the legd system takes up into its orbit
a vaguely bounded region (a wetland, say), then it characterigticaly adds a rue that
is designed to make its boundary precise. Private property in some jurisdictions ex-
tends to the mean low water mark, and for any coasta portion of the United States
or Canada there is some legd definition based on mean low, high, average, etc. tide
level, as to where private property stops and a commons sarts. Definitions are
needed aso as to how such determinations gpply when boundaries cross the mouths
of rivers. If the lega system needs to know where the shordineisin order to regulate
access, then it will need to pick some particular Sage in thetidal cycle, such as mean
low tide levd; it thus creates a fiat shordline that is fixed and reasonably crisp, and
this exigts as it were dongside the bona fide shoreline that moves with the tides. Y ou
cannot see or touch or trip over the fiat shoreling; but the fiat shoreline is there,
nonetheless, asa part of redity: if you crossit, you will be fined.
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5. Tibbles Tail

The notion of fiat object can be exploited aso to resolve anumber of puzzlesin phi-
losophy. Consider your cat Tibbles, an enduring, three-dimensond ettty (a contin-
uant, or substance, a living organism). At a certain point in time Tibbles |oses her tail,
which becomes an enduring, three-dimensiond entity in its own right (alump of dead
matter). We write ‘Tibbles,” for Tibbles before the loss of her tall, and * Tail,’ for the
tall as it exigs before detachment. Smilarly we write ‘Tibbles,” and ‘Tail,’ for Tib-
bles and her tail, respectively, asthey exist after detachment. A familiar dilemma® can
now be constructed, as follows:

1. Tail,isapart of Tibbles,

2. Tailisnot a part of Tibbles,
3. Tibbles, = Tibbles,

4. Tail, = Tail,

1. and 2. result from smple ingpection. 3. and 4. are applications of the transitivity of
identity over time for enduring three-dimensond entities

One might suppose that a Smple solution to this problem can be gained by
means of a careful reading of the tenses involved in our four assartions. Tall (then
named ‘Tall;’) was once a part of Tibbles (then named ‘Tibbles;’), but now (under
the name ‘Tall,’) exigs in separation from its former host (now living under the name
‘Tibbles,’). But consder Tiby, the result of subtracting Tail, from Tibbles,. Tib, was
once a proper part of and thus not identical to Tibbles,, but islater (under the name
‘Tib,’) identica to Tibbles,. There is no tensed reading of 1.—4. which will make it
compeatible with this propogtion.

Currently fashionable resolutions of the dilemma involve a denid of both 3. and
4. Thisdenid isrooted in aradica rejection of dl three-dimensona enduring entities
in favor of an ontology of four-dimensondigt (spatiotempora) wholes. With the me-
chinery of fiat objects at our disposal, however, we can propose a new sort of solu-
tion, a solution that is both more conservetive and aso more intuitively gopeding.
This consggts in holding on to 3. (and thus to the possibility of transtempora identity
for three-dimensiond entities like you and me), while rgecting 4.

The argument againgt 4. turns on the recognition that Tail; — in contrast to the
other entities referred to in propostions 1.—4. — isnot a substance. Thisfollowsfrom
asubsdiary hypothess

5. Every substance has its own complete bona fide exterior boundary,

A subgtance is a topologicdly maximd entity. (Smith 1992) To refute 5. it would
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auffice to find examples of substances which lack complete externad bona fide
boundaries. Samese twins as they exist before separation will not serve this pur-
pose, since they are from a metaphysica point of view most adequately conceived
as forming one substance separated into two human beings by afiat boundary dong
the plane where they meet. An embryo, on the other hand, asit exigs within the inte-
rior of the mother, appears to be most adequately conceived as a substance in its
own right. For there is no stage after ovulation where the embryo (and what will later
be the fetus) is connected to the mother in such away that they would then share a
common boundary. Such a connection is not even established in the form of a cand
or tube through which blood or nutrients might flow. The communication taking place
between embryo or fetus and mother involves many separate processes of cdl diffu-
sion, but these processes occur dways via some intervening liquid-filled cavity; they
never involve the presence of that sort of common membrane which would be re-
quired for strict connection.

We can thus conclude that Tall; is, in our present terminology, afiat object. It is
comparable, in this respect, to the Texas Panhandle or to the Hibernian Peninsula. It
exigs only in a state of boundary-dependence upon the substantid host (Tibbles)
within which it is induded as part.® Hypothesis 5. implies that afiat object of this sort
can never be identical with any bona fide object, and thus our dilemma s resolved.

6. TruthmakersasFiat Objects

The notion of fiat entity can be exploited dso in order to throw light on a long-
standing dispute in philosophicad discussons of the concept of truth. Truth has class-
cdly been understood in terms of a correspondence between a judgment or asser-
tion on the one hand and a certain portion of redlity on the other. A problem arisesin
virtue of the fact that reality does not come ready-parcded into judgment- shaped
portions of the sort that are predisposed to stand in relations of correspondence of
the given sort. The practitioners of logicad semantics have thus tended to treat, not of
truth as such (truth to redlity), but rather of truth in a model, where the modd is a
specialy congtructed set-theoretic redity-surrogate. The theory of fiat boundaries
can help us to avoid the need for this resort to surrogates by alowing us to treat
judgment itsdlf as a sui generis variety of drawing fia boundaries. True judgments
effect a drawing of boundaries which is successful in the sense that it does not con-
flict with redlity. The resultant boundaries themsdlves are drawn, as before, in the
extended world of genuine objects and associated processes. The fiat entities they
circumscribe are typicaly many-sorted: they include both objects and processes (as
sentences standardly include both nouns and verbs). Such entities are on the one
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hand autonomous. that region of redity through which the given boundary is
dravn—for example the complex of objects and processes which are involved in
John's kissng Mary—exidsin and of itsdlf, regardiess of our judging activity, and o
do dl its condtituent sub-regions. The whole itsdlf is however dso in a certain sense
dependent on our judgment. For in the abasence of the judging activity through which
the drawing of the fiat boundary is effected, an entity of the given sort would in no
way be demarcated from its surroundings. Judgment-shaped parcels of redity can in
thisway be said to exist in autonomous redity, and to be precisdly tailored to make
our judgments true, yet the recognition of such entities is ill conggtent with that
hedthy respect for Ockham'’ s razor which isthe mark of al scrupulous ontology.

Thereis, as dready noted, a certain windowing of redlity that is effected by our
uses of language, especidly of those descriptive uses of language which are involved
in the making of true empirica judgments. The ephemera fiat boundaries effected
through declarative sentences can now be seen to be analogous to the ephemerd
boundaries of the visud fidds, which we have dready seen to be associated with our
acts of visud perception. Veridica judgments then stand to ther fia judgment-
correlates as acts of veridica perception stand to their associated visud fields.

Each true empiricd judgment can be seen as effecting a divison of redlity in fiat
fashion in such away asto mark out a certain truthmaking region conssting of those
entitiesthat are rlevant to the truth of the judgment in question. Truth itsdf can then
be defined as the relation of correspondence between a judgment and its corre-
sponding truthmaking region, in such away tha atrue judgment would be something
like a map of the corresponding portion of redlity.’® A view of truth along these lines
— for dl its superficid strangeness — can be seen on ingpection to enjoy a degree of
phenomenologicd, linguigic and attological adequecy thet is higher than dternaive
accounts. Its phenomenological adequacy derives from the fact that the account of
windowing of redity via language is of a piece with an account of perceptua win-
dowing, so that a theory of evidence, of verification and fadfication in perceptud
acts is available from the start. Its linguistic adequacy derives from the fact that the
view imposes no unitary logicd form (for example the subject- predicate form, or the
form of functiond application) upon our judgments. Rather it is sendtive to the wide
range of different natura-language sentence forms which are utilized in making true
judgments, forms whaose corresponding demarcatory effects have been described in
detail in the work of the cognitive linguists (see especidly Langacker 1987/1991). Its
ontologica adequacy derives, findly, from the fact that the view is able to do judtice
to the untidy, fleshrand-blood character of the redlity to which our judgments are
directed, and thus does not rely on convenient set-theoretica subgtitutes.
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7. Fiat Concepts

An andogue of the fiat—bona fide opposition can be gpplied dso in the realm of con+
cepts. Imagine the ingtances of a concept arranged in a quasi-patid way, as hap-
pens for example in familiar accounts of color- or tone-space. (Gardenfors 2000)
Suppose that each concept is associated with some extended region in which its ac-
tual and possible instances are contained, and suppose further that this is done in
such afashion that the prototypes, the most typicd instances, are located in the cen-
ter of the relevant region and the less typica instances are located at distances from
this center in proportion to their degree of non-typicality. Boundary or fringe cases
can now be defined as those cases which are so untypica that even the dightest fur-
ther deviaion from the norm would imply that they are no longer ingtances of the
given concept at al.

In this fashion counterparts of the familiar topologica notions of boundary, inte-
rior, contact, separation, and continuity can be defined for the conceptua ream, and
the notion of amilarity as a reation between instances can be understood as a topo-
logical notion (Mostowski 1983). In the redlm of colors, for example, aissmilar to
b might be taken to mean that the colors of a and b lie so close together in color-
gpace that they cannot be discriminated with the naked eye. A Smilarity rddion isin
generd symmetric and reflexive, but it fdls short of trangtivity, and is thus not an
equivaence relation. This means that it partitions the gpace of instances not into tidily
digoint and exhaustive equivalence classes, but rather into loosdy demarcated cir-
clesof amilars, which may overlap.

This fadling short of the discreteness and exhaudtiveness of partitions of the type
which are generated by equivaence relations is daracteristic of topologica struc-
tures. In some cases clusters are formed: circles of smilars separated by gaps (by
regions of concept-space which comprehend no instances). Thisis so in regard to
the trangtion from, say, lake to reservoir or from virus to bacteria. The correspond-
ing concepts are then separated by the conceptua equivaent of bona fide bounda-
ries. In other cases, however, there is a continuous trangtion from one concept to its
neighbors in concept-space, as for example in the trandtion from red to orange, or
from peninsula to promontory, or from lake to marsh to wetland. Wherever we have
such a continuum of fine gradations dong the path between one concept and its
neighbor, there arises the andogue of fiat boundaries within the relm of concepts,
which means a0 that there is a certain degree of humancontrolled arbitrarinessin
determining where the boundary is to be drawn. Terms like ‘strait’ and ‘river’, for
example, represent fiat partitions of the corresponding spaces of concepts. The Eng-
lish language might have evolved with just one term, or three terms, comprehending
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the range of phenomena dretching between strait and river or, in French, between
détroit and fleuve. For while the Straits of Gibrdtar are certainly not ariver, and the
Missssppi River is certainly not a drait, things like the Detroit River, the Saint Claire
River, the Dardandlles, the Bosphorus are borderline cases. All are flat, narrow pas-
sages that ships can sail through between two larger waterbodies (lakes, seas), and
dl have net flow through them due to runoff. Is Lake Erie redly alake, or just a
wide, deep part of the river-with-five-names that is caled the St. Lawrence as it
flows into the sea? Wdll, that depends on what you mean by ‘lake'.

Quine has put forward a radical proposa according to which even the classcd
conceptua digtinctions drawn in metgphysics are distinctions of this fiat sort. Con-
Sder three scattered portion of the world made up of rabbits, of rabbit stages, and
of undetached rabbit parts, respectively. All three are, as Quine sees it, just the same
scattered portion of the world. The only difference *isin how you dice it.” (1969, p.
32). What he meansiis that the conceptud divisions between continuants, stages and
undetached parts are in our terms mere products of fiat. Since referenceis behavior-
aly inscrutable as concerns such digtinctions, Quine concludes that there is no fact of
the matter which they might reflect—no fact of the matter on the side of the objects
themselves as these exist before we address them in our language.

Notice that thisis not an epigemologica thess. Quine must hold that even an
omniscient being would be in the same predicament as you or me as concerns refer-
entid inscrutability. Continuants, parts and stages do not differ from each other in
virtue of any corresponding (bona fide) differences on the side of the corresponding
entitiesin redity. Rather they differ from each other in the way in which, when asked
to count the number of objects in the fruit bowl, you can say ether: one orange, or:
two orange-haves, or: four orange-quarters, and so on — and you will give the right
answer in each case. The distinctions in question are merely the products of our fiat
partitions of one and the same redlity.

But note that Quine is being too hasty when he affirmsin defense of his thess of
‘ontologicd relativity’ thet there is no ontologica fact of the matter as concerns the
redity to which we are rdated when using sngular referring terms. For it follows
from his own doctrine that it is a fact of the métter, for example, thet this redity is
intringcaly undifferentiated as far as the mentioned ontologicd diginctions are con
cerned. This is just the other Sde of the coin from the fact that the corresponding
boundaries are entirdly fia in nature. This ontologica fact of the matter, however, is
itsdlf a presuppogtion of the thess of ontological reldivity to the effect thet there are
no ontologicd facts of the matter.

Quine compounds confusion il further in coming dose to aview according to
which all boundaries on the sSde of objects in redlity are of the fiat sort. Objects of
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reference, for him, can comprise any content of some portion of spacetime, however
heterogeneous, disconnected and gerrymandered this may be. For us here in con
trast there are some ways of referring to things and processeswhich track bonafide
boundaries in redlity and others which do naot. It is the job of fundamenta science to
move us in the direction of such bonafide joints of redlity, though even when science
has completed this job there will of course ill be room for delinegtions of the lesser
sort, which track boundaries — for example the boundary of Quebec, of Tibbles
tale, or of the No Smoking Section of your favorite restaurant — which exist only asa
result of our acts of fidt.

8. Jeffer sonian Fiats

Congder again the sort of ddineation exemplified by Jefferson’s 1784 crestive act.
Delinegtions such as these are effective in creating objects in the geospatid rem
only if the pertinent boundaries are, in the jargon of topology, Jordan curves
(broadly: the boundary of a geopolitica or adminigrative entity must be free of gaps
and must nowhere intersect itself). Note, again, the top (or middie) down effect of
such object cregtion. There are no (or no obvious) candidate ‘atoms or ‘elements
in the geographica world from out of which geospatia fiat objects could be seen as
being congtructed in analogy with the way in which sets are congtructed out of their
members. Hence the need, in aforma ontology of geospatia objects, for a topology
that is congtructed on a mereologicad bass, rather than on the standard set-
theoretical basis™

Geographers ded with fields or regions of different shapes, szes and functions,
with sub-fields of these regions, and with the ways these fields and sub-fields overlgp
or fal to overlap. (Casati and Vazi 1999) They ded, in other words, with a
mereologicaly sructured world. Some of Jefferson’s ddineations correspond to
bona fide boundaries: river-banks, coastlines, and the like. These are boundaries in
the things themsdves, and they would exist (and did indeed aready exist) even in the
absence of dl delinesting or conceptudizing activity on our or Jefferson’s part. Al-
most dl the borders of palitica and adminidrative units in the North- American conti-
nent are however delineations which correspond to no genuine heterogeneity on the
Sde of the bounded entities themsdves.

We must bear in mind, of course, that many nationd and property boundaries
do in course of time come to involve boundary-markers. border-posts, watch
towers, barbed-wire-fences, and the like, which will tend in amulation to replace
what isinitidly afiat boundary with something more red (tangible, physica). Fiat and
bona fide objects are interrelated dso epistemologicaly. Thus in cadagtrd practice
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certain objects, for example surveyors pegs placed to establish a boundary, enjoy a
privileged gaus in determining at later times where the boundary lies. This means
that there are laws governing the use of such objects, as dso of posts, walls, fences
and so forth, as evidence of boundary location, laws for example having the effect of
limiting the degree to which walls may be moved when rebuilt. Such laws indtitute a
new layer of fiat boundaries, attached to the primary layer and congtituting surround-
ing zones of tolerance.

There are, here and elsewhere, reasons of a non-arbitrary sort why these and
those fiat objects are created rather than others. Thus it ssemsto have been a com+
plex mediey of condderations relating to shipping, trade, harbors, climate, markets,
and so on, which led our ancestors to creste the fiat object “North See’ in a way
which could nat, just as wdl, have motivated them to create, say, a“Middle Se’
sretching between the Bermudas, the Azores, and Gotland. Fiat objects in genera
owe their existence not merdy to human fiat but aso to associated red properties of
the rdevant factud maerid (they are functions of affordances, in J. J. Gibson's
terms). As demarcated in mesoscopic (geographica) redlity they are in every case
linked to bona fide objects at various scales without which the rlevant demarcations
could not be effected at dl. It is dready for this reason a confusion to suppose that
al objects (or al mesoscopic objects) might be of the fiat type. As the reports of
boundary commissons make abundantly clear, the very possibility of fiat demarca-
tion presupposes the exisence of bona fide landmarks in reation to which fiat
boundaries can be initidly specified and subsequently re-located. The admisson of
fiat objectsinto our ontology isthen at least in one respect unproblemetic: al fiat ob-
jects are supervenient on bona fide objects on lower levels, in the sense that the fixa-
tion of rdevant traits at the lower levels suffices to fix the vaues of traits a higher
levels. The interiors of fiat objects are in this sense autonomous portions of autono-
mous redlity. Only the respective external boundaries are created by us; it is these
which are the products of our menta and linguigtic activity, and of associated con-
ventiona laws, norms and habits. The rdevant underlying factud materid isin every
case unaffected thereby.

The most conspicuous examples of fiat bordersin the geopalitical sphere are the
borders drawn up by coloniad adminigtratorsin London, Washington or Ottawa, with
hardly any knowledge of what was on the ground or of the people who lived there.
Higtory has shown that such fiat boundaries can be stable and peaceful, and evenin
Africa conflicts have dmost dways arisen for reasons quite independent of the
boundaries imposed by colonia adminigtrators long ago. Contrast this with the care-
fully drawn boundaries in eastern Europe, which were based on the idea of a ‘ sdf-
determination of nations . (Smith 19979
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The Mason-Dixon line is one example of a boundary drawn in a distant capital
without regard for, or even knowledge of, the physica or cultural landscape. There
are many pieces of state bordersin the USA that pay no regard to underlying physi-
ca features. Part of the Delaware-Pennsylvania border is even an arc of acircle.

It is interegting in this respect to congder the question when an imaginary
mathematica line (a fiat boundary) was firg recognized as apaliticd limit separating
two territories. In his The Renaissance Rebirth of Linear Perspective (1975, p.
115), Edgerton describes how, during the wars of 1420, alongitudind line was pro-
posed as the boundary between the two states of Milan and Florence. The reference
is to the treaty between Filippo Maria and Horence dated February 8, 1420, which
designated the ided line connecting Magra and Panaro asthe limit of their respective
spheres of influence (which themselves referred back to another treaty, from 1353,
where Milan and Forence each agreed to stay out of the affairs of Tuscany and
Lombardy). It is however very unlikdly that this line was a true boundary between
the two territories. Thus the question as to the first genuine geopaliticd fiat boundary
remains unresol ved.

9. Vagueness, Gaps and Gluts

As dready pointed out, geographica fiat objects will in generd have boundaries
which involve a combination of bona fide and fiat eements. The shores of the North
Sea are bona fide boundaries, but we conceive the North Sea as afiat object none-
theless, because where it aouts the Atlantic it has a boundary of a non-bona fide
sort. The status of the latter boundary is noteworthy in that there seem to be few

practica consequences which turn on the issue asto where, precisdly, it lies. Political

boundaries were once themsdlves standardly created in places (mountain ridges,

middles of rivers) where there is little Fuman activity and thus little chance or occa
son to look into thelr exact location.

The caseis Imilar in regard to many geographica boundaries of what we might
cdl the purdy quditative sort (as contrasted with legd, politicd and adminidrative
boundaries): consider, for example, the boundary between a hill and an associated
vadley. As such examples make clear, it is necessary to draw a further opposition
between what we might call crigp and indeterminate boundaries.

Many objects — deserts, valeys, mountains, noses, tails — are delineated not by
crigp outer boundaries but rather (on some sides at least) by boundary-like regions
which are to some degree indeterminate. This is not to say that the ontology that is
needed in order to cope with such objects must countenance a redity that is ulti-
mately vague. Certainly there are some who have argued for a fundamentd cate-
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gorid scheme that would alow for both crigp and scruffy (fuzzy, hazy, indeterminate)
entities as pat of the furniture of the universe. Here, however, vagueness will be
seen as matter of semantics. We have seen part of what is involved in such aview
dready above. If you point to an irregularly shaped protuberance in the sand and say
‘dune’, then the correlate of your expression is a fiat object whose congtituent uni-
tary parts are comprehended through your concept dune. The vagueness of the con-
cept itsdf is regpongble for the vagueness with which the referent of your expression
is picked out. And what this means is that each one of alarge variety of dightly dif-
ferent and precisdy determinate portions of redity has an equa clam to being such a
referent.

The above corresponds to the so-called supervauationist account of vagueness
(Fine 1975, McGee 1997, Vazi 2001). As is argued in Smith and Brogaard
(2001), the supervaudtionist view can be sustained only if account is taken of the
fact that the assgnment of a range of candidate precisfied referents to a given ex-
presson is dependent on the context in which that expression is used. This is be-
cause the degree of vagueness we can comfortably dlow in our delinegtions varies
inversely with the degree to which a given boundary is of practica relevance — and
what is and is not of practical relevance is of course such as to vary from one con-
text to another. When you have a map, and it has a shoreline with ins and outs, and
on the water adjacent to one of theinsisalabd saying ‘Bae d Ecaigran’, it isfairly
easy for a human to see where the bay is. The outer boundary of the bay (seaward)
isin most contexts irrdevant to action or practice, and thus awide range of precisfi-
cationsis alowed. In a context in which regulators have ceded dl the idands (or ail)
in the bay to some other country, however, a quite different and much narrower
range will be required. Human beings can cope quite well with such vagueness of
reference and with contextudly determined reference shifts. Computers, on the other
hand, have trouble processing information to the effect that the bay is here, and that
it extends from there to there on the coastline, but then just fades off to seaward.

Mountains, hills, ridges, capes, points, necks, brows, shoulders, heads, knees,
shanks, rumps, pockets, fronts, backs, pits — we can dl agree that these are red,
and that it is obvious for example where the top of amountain or the end of acapeis
to be found. The crisply determined features of such entities — for example the
heights of mountains — can be looked up in reference books. But where is the
boundary of Cape Flattery on the inland Sde? Where is the boundary of Mont Blanc
on the French and Itaian Sdes?

Mos modern geopoliticd boundaries are disinguished in being infinitdy thin
(crisp, determinate, precise). Political and legd boundaries mug, it seems, enjoy a
least idedliter and in the long run a geometrica perfection of this sort, whichisto say
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that they must take up no space. For otherwise disputes would constantly threaten to
arise in redion to the no-man’s-lands which the boundaries themsalves would then
occupy. If awal or river separates two distinct portions of land, then ether the wall
or the river must be split equaly down the middle, or it must be assgned as awhole
to one or other of the two parties, or it must be declared common property (and
then there will exig two infinitely thin boundaries sparating each of the two distinct
parcds of land from the commonly owned region which divides them).

Each adjacent pair of geopolitical boundaries (say: on the Franco- German bor-
der) manifests in addition the phenomenon of coincidence of boundaries. The
boundary of France is not dso a boundary of Germany: each points nwards to-
wards its own respective territory. Contragt, in this respect, the Western boundary
of the old German Democratic Republic or the southern border of the present Turk-
ish Republic of Northern Cyprus. here, exceptiondly, no coincident twin was estab-
lished, since the rdevant neighbors did not see fit to inditute a boundary of their
own.*? Moreover, as the case of Texas and the U.S.A. makes clear, distinct geopo-
liticd boundaries may aso coincide from within. That is, they may coincide for a part
of their length along which they serve as boundaries on the same side.

The peculiar plagticity of the fiat red brings it about that there are, moreover,
departures from ided crispness in the realm of geospatial boundaries of a sort not to
be catalogued under the heading of vagueness. There are both gaps and gluts. Gaps
are raively smple to come to terms with: they correspond to no man’'s lands, to
regions which have not yet been assgned to one jurisdiction or another. Gluts are a
more intriguing matter. Consider the border etween Germany and Luxemburg.
Where borders between states usudly run down the middle of water bodies, the bed
and banks of the rivers Mosel, Sauer and Our belong to both Germany and Luxem:
burg, which hold them in a condominium, a status which has been shared by dl the
water bodies forming the boundary between these two countries ever since 1816,
the year of the first written agreement on the boundary separating the United Nether-
lands from Prussa

An ontologica datus that is sill more problematic is enjoyed by Lake Con-
stance, which forms part of the boundary between Audria, Germany and Switzer-
land. Lake Congtanceis an ontologicd black hole in the heart of Europe, whose ter-
ritorid datus is in seemingly unresolvable limbo. While one part of the lake, Lake
Uberlingen, belongs completely to Germany, the course of the border in the rest of
Lake Congtance has not been laid down. For while Switzerland holds the view that
the border runs through the middle of the Lake, Austria and Germany are of the
opinion (abeit on different grounds) that the lake stands in condominium of al the
dates on its banks. Hence no internationd treaty establishes where the borders
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of Switzerland, Germany, and Austriain or around Lake Congtance lie. If you buy a
ticket to cross the Lake in a Swiss railway gation, your ticket will be vaid only to
the point in the middle of the Lake where, as the Swiss seeit, ther jurisdiction ends.

10. Scattered Fiat Objects

The drawing of fiat boundaries, as we saw, can create — Montana-gyle — fiat parts
within larger bona fide wholes. But it can dso — Hawaii- style — create fiat wholes out
of smdler bona fide parts. And then, while lona fide objects are in generd con
nected, the fiat objects which are circumcluded by fiat boundaries in this way are
scattered entities.

Figure 7: A Map of Montana (left)" and amap of Hawaii (right).

There are dso cases where the two digtinguished factors — on the one hand the
caving out of fiat parts, and on the other hand the gluing together of fiat wholes —
operate in tandem, 0 that geographical objects are created via the fiat unification of
disconnected parts within larger bona fide wholes: the Holy Roman Empire of Ger-
man Nations (which means. of some hundreds of themsdves sometimes nont
connected principaities, bishoprics, city-dates, efc.) will serve as a nice example in
thisregard, but so will dl coagtd nationsin whose territory idands are included.

Pairs of scattered fiat objects may be intercaated inside each other in more or
less complex ways. Condder the case of the Belgian enclave of Baarle-Hertog,
which is depicted, together with its neighbor, the Dutch community of Baarle-
Nassau, in Figure 8.
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Figure 8: The Enclaves of Baarle-Hertog and Baarle-Nassau

This represents an area of roughly three square kilometers stuated some 5 km. from
the Dutch-Belgian border near Turnhout. The lighter shaded areas here represent the
community of Baarle-Hertog. The small darker shaded areas depict the tiny Duich
enclaves of Baarle-Nassau. Each such enclave is surrounded by a portion of Belgian
territory, which is in its turn surrounded once more by territory thet is Dutch. This
peculiar arrangement arose as a consequence of Dutch independence from Spain in
1648, when the Dutch border was defined on the basis of a long-sanding feudd

provincid boundary, which in turn featured numerous enclaves and exclaves. A

grong rdigious divide ketween the Netherlands and Spain in 1648, coupled with

rura conservatism fwvoring the status quo, together stymied dl governmenta d-
tempts to exchange or cede the enclaved lands. The two families of enclaves around
Baarle were briefly merged in 1815 with the formation of the United Netherlands at
the Congress of Menna. But with the independence of Belgium in 1830, the old

Stuation was resurrected, and once again ancient provincia limits were used as the
internationa border. Being unable to determine a more rational boundary, the 1843
Treaty of Maadtricht was forced to resort to the individua determination of nationa

ownership of each of 5732 plots in the two communes, yielding a ddineation of the
border that survived until 1995, when modern administration, infrastructure and legd

systems necessitated an exacting survey, which has cemented the existence of the
enclavesin the arrangement depicted above

11. Problemswith the Theory of Fiat Objects

Bays, peninaulas, valeys, promontories are parts of spatid redlity, physica parts of
the world itsdlf. The introduction of the notion of fiat object rests on the idea that
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they are parts of redlity which would not be there absent corregponding linguigtic and
culturd practices. This was hypothesized in Smith and Mark (1999), who postulated
aso that such objects are thus likely to be dbjects of categorizations which enjoy a
high degree of cross-cultura variance. It must however be admitted that there are
reasons for resisting the assumption that al such entities belong in equal degreeto the
fiat redlm. Condder for example bays. These congtitute affordances not only for fish-
ermen and oyster-catchers, but also for fish and oysters, and the latter have no bay-
related linguistic and culturd habits upon which the bays themsalves could be seen as
being ontologicaly dependent. Just as there is idand biogeography, which studies
specid features of idands from the point of view of species evolution, so we can
imagine disciplines of bay, peninsular, mountain and valey biogeography, which
would do something smilar for bays, peninsulars, mountains and vdleys. If such dis-
ciplines are indeed conceivable, then it is concelvable aso that entities of the given
sorts would not be fiat entities after dl. On the other hand we can equdly cdl into
question the degree to which our prime examples of bona fide objects are in fact
completely free of the taint of human dependence. Where, for exanmple, isthe outer
border of atennis bal, or of the planet Earth, or of David Lewis? Where is the bor-
der of the Earth’s atmosphere? Did this border exist even before human beings came
aong with their sophisticated theories and measuring devices? Might physicids be
caled upon to determine by ballot where the outer boundary of the sun shdl officidly
lie? What counts as a‘ qudlitative differentiation or discontinuity’ on the surface of the
Eath? What conditutes a ‘discontinuity’ in physicd redity? Such differentiations or
discontinuities may be abrupt (in the case of a verticd dliff) or more gradud (in the
case of adoping indine), and their gradudness may extend over millimeters or light
years. Geographic features, dong with other features of redlity that we encounter at
human and non-human scades, have parts a both macro and micro levels of granu-
larity, and when we pay careful attention to the latter then the idea that there are
abrupt physica discontinuities begins itsdf to seem questionable (as though what is a
discontinuity were itsdlf afiat metter).

Must we then conclude tha the fiat—bona fide opposition needs to be aban+
doned? Again, | think not. For there are dill too many clear examples of fiat and
bona fide objects at given levels of granularity both insgde and outside geography
for the dichotomy itsdf to be dismissed as spurious. Mesoscopic physica objects
(people, wdls, items of furniture) do not merge continuoudy into each other. Politi-
cd and adminidrative units do not in any sense exigt as part of the physical subdrate
of redity, but rather only as a product of our fiats. Moreover Smith and Vazi
(2000) show thet, even leaving asde dl problems connected with the issue of the
cognitive dependence of fiat objects, the fiat—bona fide dichotomy can be preserved
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in light of the fact thet fiat objects satisfy topologica principles which are clearly dis-
tinct from the standard topologicd principles satisfied by bona fide objects. Much
work needs to be done in order to understand these matters fully. Much work needs
to be done, above dl, on the problematic cases, such as mountains and valeys,
which belong clearly neither to the bona fide nor to the fiat Sde of our dichotomy.
But the dichotomy itsdf will stand.™®

Notes

! We are to imagine Bill Clinton as a convex tube whose midriff is characterized by neither
qualitative differentiation nor edges or folds.

2 From Template Atlas of the Human Brain (http:/rpresgi.rpre.washington.edu/~atlas).
Copyright 1996 University of Washington.

% Hofstadter and McKinsey (1939) propose a distinction (taken up also by Kenny 1975)
between two kinds of imperatives. fiats and directives, where the latter, but not the former, are
imperatives directed towards some particular person or group of persons. An example of afiat
in this sense is the Biblical ‘fiat lux’, or an utterance of the King, to no one in particular, ‘a
horse, ahorse’, or ‘off with hishead', or ‘let justice be don€e’ (fiat justitia).

* Details are provided in Smith and Varzi (2000), which also sets forth the formal differ-
ences between the coincidence of boundaries in the fiat realm and the mere proximity of
boundaries which is achievablein the realm of physical bodies.

® The theory of fiat boundaries can thus serve as a contribution to the formal theory of
the common-sense world of the sort that is presented in Hobbs and Moore (1985).

® As Lakoff writes: ‘One of the cornerstones of the objectivist paradigm is the independ-
ence of metaphysics from epistemology. The world is asit is, independent of any concept, be-
lief, or knowledge that people have. Minds, in other words, cannot create reality. | would like to
suggest that thisisfalse and that it is contradicted by just about everything known in cultural
anthropology.’ (p. 207) Lakoff goes on to admit that the thesis that ‘ mind creates reality’ does
not in fact apply in relation to ultimate physical reality; it applies, rather, only in relation to the
reality of human institutions. Even in regard to human institutions, however, in contrast to what
Lakoff hasto say, our thinking does not make it so. (See Smith and Searle 2001.)

" Stove calls this argument ‘ the gem’ . For adiscussion of its many forms see his (1991).

8 Documented in Rea (1997).

° On the notion of boundary -dependence see Smith (1992), which includes an early ver-
sion of this resolution of the Tibbles problem, which has affinities also with the solution pre-
sented by van Inwagen in his (1981).

19 A detailed formal theory of truthmaking along these lines is presented in Smith (1999a).

| shall confine myself here to informal consideration of these matters, more formal treat-
ments having been presented el sewhere. (Smith 1997, Smith and Varzi 2000)

21t is the possibility of such asymmetrical boundaries which above all distinguishes the
non-standard topology sketched by Brentano in his (1988).

13 Compare the following passage (from Lewis Carroll, Sylvie and Bruno):

The Bellman himself they all praised to the skies—
Such a carriage, such ease and such grace!
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Such solemnity, too! One could see he was wise,
The moment one looked in his face!

He had bought a large map representing the sea,
Without the least vestige of land:

And the crew were much pleased when they found it to be
A map they could all understand.

“What’ s the good of Mercator’s North Poles and Equators,
Tropics, Zones, and Meridian Lines?’

So the Bellman would cry: and the crew would reply
“They are merely conventional signs!

“Other maps are such shapes, with their islands and capes!
But we've got our brave Captain to thank”

(So the crew would protest) “that he's bought us the best —
A perfect and absolute blank!”

Thiswas charming, no doubt: but they shortly found out
That the Captain they trusted so well

Had only one notion for crossing the ocean,
And that was to tingle his bell.

" Details are presented in Brendan Whyte's forthcoming University of Melbourne Ph. D.
dissertation on existing world enclaves.

' Theideas in what follows were inspired by the theory of boundaries and the continuum
sketched in Brentano (1988) and in Chisholm (1989). They were first presented in raw form and
without the terminology of the fiat/bona fide dualism in my (1992). An extended formal theory
of fiat boundaries was then developed in my paper in the Chisholm volume of the Library of
Living Philosophers (1997), and coupled with aformal theory of bona fide boundariesin Smith
and Varzi (2000). The account of fiat objectsin geography presented here draws on two confer-
ence papers on fiat objects (Smith 1994 and Smith 1995). | am grateful to Berit Brogaard, David
Mark, Andrew Turk, Achille Varzi, Laure Vieu and Wojciech Zelaniec for helping me to clarify
my ideas on fiat objects, and also to the NSF, which supported research on this paper under
Grant BCS-9975557: “ Geographic Categories:. An Ontological Investigation”.
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