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One of the most puzzling, yet often unnoticed, problems for sociology lies in the ability we all share to understand ordinary actions of social life and, sometimes, attribute correct categorizations to them - for example, support, acceptance, punishment, revenge, pardon, obedience, command, reproach, humiliation, seduction, etc. What is problematic is the absence of physical criteria for inferring the categorization ; for example, hitting someone on the back can be understood as an act of punishment, congratulation or assistance (if the recipient is suffocating), or even as a joke. The categorization of action, unlike that of natural species, can hardly be referred back to a list of physical features which would define a class of action or select its prototype : indeed, what could be the best physical definition or exemplar of a punishment, a congratulation, a joke, etc ? When the act is performed by speech, this problem is even further from being solved : for, in the present state of the art, the values of speech acts cannot be strictly inferred from their linguistic forms, because of their dependance on context, because of their semantic and syntaxic ambiguities and because of the impossibility of extracting semantics from syntax. Nonetheless, in spite of these difficulties, people can usually recognize the agentive values of actions, comment on them and draw practical conclusions from these ordinary interpretations.
In the verstehende tradition of sociology, this ability is taken into account in the theory of action, but not described and explained in a comprehensive way. However Weber propounded an outstanding analysis of the understanding of a mathematical operation as an "actual rational understanding of ideas" [footnoteRef:1], but he did not extend the mathematical pattern of understanding to the ordinary understanding of actions, because of the alleged irrationality of action [footnoteRef:2]. We shall go back later over this idea. [1:  	Cf. Weber (1921), pp. 1-6, namely the distinction between the aktuelles Verstehen, and the erklärendes Verstehen, and the subsequent discussion in Schutz (1932).]  [2:  	Op. cit, p. 3.] 

In the rest of the sociological tradition, two hypotheses have been advanced which could solve this puzzle. The first one - for example Durkheim's or Goffman's traditions [footnoteRef:3] - considers actions and the understanding of actions as institutional facts : it assumes then the existence of social rules and conventions which attribute meaning and values to physical and linguistic behavior. But this assumption does not stipulate how a particular social fact falls under a conventional type ; such a phenomenon is taken for granted but is not explained. The second one - specially Garfinkel's ethnomethodological tradition [footnoteRef:4] - accepts the hypothesis of the institutional fact but adds that conventions cannot determine the meaning of actions precisely, because the essential accountability of actions always makes them open to new categorizations. Consequently, the interpretation of civil action is taken for granted in ordinary settings of social life but is deprived of truth value. Its relevance does not depend on its conformity to objective social facts, but on the intersubjective and local circumstances of the interpretation. [3:  	Cf. Durkheim, (1895), p. XXII, Goffman (1967), ch. II.]  [4:  	Cf. Garfinkel, (1967).] 

The first hypothesis is realistic and satisfies the common intuitions of folk sociology which postulates that action can be interpreted correctly. But it is essentially imprecise since the semantic means by which commonsense interpretations are made are not explained. It is also relativistic because meaning depends on institutions which, by definition, vary according to place and time. The second hypothesis gives a rationale for this imprecision and relativity - the essential accountability of actions - but it implies a skeptical stance toward ordinary social interpretations by denying in principle the possibility of a correct interpretation. It eventually considers the assumptions of folk sociology to be a kind of semantic fallacy.
However, it seems difficult to admit that our ordinary trust in the semantic means of folk sociology is nothing but a pure illusion, because we have no other way of knowing what happens in the social world - for example to recognize a suicide as a suicide, a rape as a rape or an insult as an insult - and we can easily get confirmation from others about our common categorizations. But on the other hand, it seems very difficult to describe the links between physical or linguistic behavior and social meanings precisely. What is lacking is a physical or linguistic theory of actions which would enable us to vindicate ordinary beliefs about the subsumption of particular physical facts under general categories of actions.
At this point in the exposition of the difficulty, we might consider the problem of social interpretation as a purely psychological problem to be studied by the methods of experimental psychology. Thus we could follow Rosch's lead and investigate what is generally taken or perceived as the best exemplars, in physical, social, logical or any other terms, for each category of civil action. But it is very difficult for us to go in this direction because, as sociologists, we are not only interested in psychological ways of social categorization, but also in the objects of the categorization, i.e. the social facts which are categorized by members of society. Indeed, our interest arises from our questions about the objective characteristics, motives and consequences, of actions such as suicides, rapes, murders, reproaches, commands, humiliations and so forth. On the other hand, social actions are cognitive and social phenomena which basically encompass logical and moral relations, i.e. normative relations which are not psychological in the usual empirical sense. It seems then impossible to reduce the semantics of actions to purely psychological processes.
These considerations lead us to link the problem of social categorization of actions to the problem of their normative social reality. If we give a little credence to folk sociology, we must admit that the categorization of civil actions records the objective and normative social characteristics of actions with greater or less accuracy, and the whole question will concern the nature of these characteristics. And since the traditional hypothesis about the institutional grounds for the social interpretation of action fails to elucidate the links between physical behavior and conventions of meaning, we can suspect that the social interpretation of action does not rest mainly on the links between physical data and conventions of meanings.
Of course the issue of social interpretation is certainly concerned with the physical expression of the action, because the range of possible interpretations is limited by it. But the accomplishment of the action, as a meaningful and normative social phenomenon, is perhaps much more important. That is why we had better give up the pretention to produce a rigorous explanation of the links between social conventions and physical data - because this task is beyond our forces -, and also resist the tendency to reduce social categorizations to purely psychological processes. Instead, a good research strategy might consist in taking as a focus of analysis the semantic and normative relations between the situation of action and the situation of interpretation. In this way, we could extend the Weber's account for understanding of a mathematical operation as an "actual rational understanding of

ideas". Indeed, this account obtains a kind of paradigm for explaining the semantic and normative relations between an action and its understanding, because the mathematical understanding cannot occur without common mathematical ability and, on the contrary, can occur under any physical expression.
The general hypothesis could be the following : ordinary methods for interpreting and categorizing action - i. e. the usual semantics of actions - are grounded in a common reflexive embodiment in the social world which enables each of us to perform actions and understand them in a way which is logically and morally structured by their possible descriptions [footnoteRef:5]. By the term "reflexive", I mean the available knowledge by the acting human agents of a large part of possible descriptions of their actions, even if he does not think of them when he acts. This common reflexive embodiment endows each of us with semantic resources which are presupposed in all our intelligent actions and provide patterns for ordinary understanding. If the correct interpretation of social meanings is so easily performed and taken for granted, it is not because of the physical determination of human perception, but because our reflexive social being constitutively gives us the basic semantic means of performing and understanding action. We do not have to construct or establish ways of social understanding with conventions, because, as social human beings, we already possess them from the start of our socialization, like we can also possess the mathematical concepts. The only thing we can do, as social scientists, is to rediscover and describe in conceptual terms what we have always had in our ordinary consciousness of the social world. [5:  	The idea of the action "under a descriptions" comes from E. Anscombe (1979).] 

In order to elaborate this hypothesis, we propose in the next section a clarification of the notion of civil actions and, in the following one, an explicitation of the semantic components of performing and understanding action. In the last section we will advance some principles for a comprehensive classification and exploration of civil actions.

[bookmark: Semantics_of_civil_actions_2]2. What is civil action ?
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We can define civil action (or act or activity, we do not distinguish between these terms in the present context) as one which is directed by a first person to a second person, with the first one thinking that the second will know that the action has occurred, and with the second in fact knowing it has occurred. This definition excludes the kinds of actions which are common to human and animal beings (as walking, eating, jumping, etc.) ; it tries to comprehend the crucial and specific characteristic of human action in society which consists in the agent expecting to be understood by a second person. This feature could be called the second person's share in the first person's action. This share must be included for the action to be considered a civil action. It is essentially different from the expectation of a specific result which can also be observed in animal behavior or human mechanical manipulations, but which does not necessarily imply understanding : for example animals make advances to the other sex or I give orders to my computer, not expecting understanding, but only specific results.
Speech acts (John Austin, 1962), intentional actions (Paul Grice, 1957), communicative actions (Alfred Schütz, 1932), or communicational actions (Jürgen Habermas, 1981) are kinds of civil actions, because they include, by definition, this expectation of understanding by a second person. But, as we shall see, the set of civil actions is much broader than linguistic acts and can also be accounted for in non-communicative terms. Indeed, the description of the communicative level of civil actions by no means exhausts their possible descriptions. For civil actions also include meanings which are performed without being communicated, i.e. without transmission of a propositional content, whether verbal or non-verbal, (cf. below, §4).
Every human action can become a civil action in appropriate circumstances, because every human action can be performed toward a second person, with the idea that he will know the action has occurred and in such a way that he will in fact know it has occurred. For example, it is possible to eat, drink, run, walk, write and so on, according to such criteria. However, for a large class of actions, these criteria are not only possible but required if the action is to be completely achieved. For example, it is impossible to command a human being without fulfilling all the previous criteria, because a human being necessarily understands something when he obeys an order - otherwise he does not obey as a human being. On the other hand, it is possible to pardon a human being and fulfill only the first of the previous criteria (if the pardon occurs only in one's conscience), but, if the pardon aims to be completely accomplished, i. e. to be a full-fledged civil action, the recipient has to know it - for example if the pardon occurs after the death of the author of the harm, the act is incomplete because it lacks the second person's share which, in the concept of pardon, may consist in freeing the second person from fear of revenge : if the recipient is dead, this freeing cannot occur. Finally, if the addressee does not know that he is pardoned, commanded, or "x...ed", the action is not completely accomplished as a civil action, while if the second person does not know that the agent is eating, drinking, running or writing, the eating, drinking, running or writing will still be accomplished.
In the following, we will consider the set of actions which must be civil to be completely accomplished (like pardons or commands), and the set of results, like humiliations or disappointments, which are imputable to the agent under these descriptions if and only if they are civil actions (under the previous criteria). For example, if you drive your magnificent brand new car past your most jealous acquaintance's house and you know that this house is his, your action may be an act of humiliation - even if you do not intend to humiliate him but merely, for example, inform him -, whereas if you ignore or cannot know that this house is his, your action is not an act of humiliation at all because it is not addressed to him at all, -even if, without realizing it, you actually bring about a result of humiliation. Indeed, if there is no agent acting toward a second person and knowing, or able to know, that his action will be received, an imputable action of humiliation or disappointment does not exist at all, even if, for the second person, there actually is a result of humiliation or disappointment (cf. section 4).
The main point here is the following : an act is civil - that is, it comes under the description of a kind of civil act - only if the agent knows or can know that it is or will be received, even if the agent does not know exactly how (that is, under which description) it will be received. This relation is reflexive : if a result is produced and this result can be imputed to an agent knowing or able to know that his action might be received, this result comes from a civil act, even if the agent did not exactly wish this particular result.
A civil action can sometimes be received by another person than the one to whom it was directed. In this case, it is a civil action directed to a new recipient if and only if the agent himself knows that the new recipient has knowledge of the action which was originally directed to another person. In other words, as soon as the agent knows that someone can know his action, this action is de facto also directed to this person. Of course this shift of the addressee also determines changes in the scope of the possible descriptions of the civil action. The change depends namely on the links between the alleged and the actual recipient. For example, an insult which is not directed to but is received by the addressee's son, becomes an act of denigration but remains an insult, because the addressee is personally linked to the denigrated third person. In contrast, an intimate expression (say of love), may only be a confidence if it is received by a friend of the loved person but will necessarily be a declaration of love if it is received by the loved person herself.

[bookmark: Semantics_of_civil_actions_3]3. What is involved in the interpretation
of civil actions ?
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As we have just seen, civil actions include the expectation and the virtuality of being understood by another person. In other words, civil actions are such only in relation to possible recipients with whom a logical and moral relation can be established. If they lack this feature, they are automatically cancelled as civil actions. This feature is constitutive of civil actions - and more generally of a large class of social facts, namely institutional facts, which must be received and understood in order to be completely accomplished. This is the feature which makes it so difficult to treat the semantics of civil actions in the same way as the semantics of natural substances. Understanding civil actions is very different from understanding natural substances, because in the latter case we never look for the understanding expected by them, but only for their material or functional features. On the contrary, we do not grasp civil actions from a purely external position, in relation to their perceptible and functional features, but rather in relation to our capacity to experience the performing of the action as a putative first or second person. Consequently, civil actions do not affect us as mere observers but as virtual agents or recipients of their accomplishment. By their features of common intelligibility, they appeal to our human ability to be agents of analogous actions ourselves. In the phenomenological tradition, this putative position of the other person is called intropathy (Husserl, 1952). Contrary to some critics, intropathy is not a mysterious ability to put oneself in another's place. It is rather an use of our sharing semantic resources of understanding which proceed from our reflexive situation in the social world and provides each of us with a common ability to understand the descriptions of our and others' actions. This reflexive situation in the social world, which is constantly presupposed in our relations with others, drives us to look for and bring into play the semantic background which could make others' physical behavior intelligible as civil actions.
It must be clear that the semantic features of civil actions is not separate from their physical embodiment, because civil actions belong to natural processes and involve physical relations and properties. If no physical event happens, no civil action occurs. But there is no regular or nomological relation between physical properties of actions and their agentive features, because, first, we did not find out such a nomological relation, and, second, the semantic level appears to be not reducible to the physical level [footnoteRef:6]. Actually, civil actions are performed and recognized as actions by virtue of logical and moral relations and properties which consist in the orientations of consciousness toward objects and persons (Husserl, 1913, 1939). Breaking wood or weighing down on a chair with one's body involve physical relations and properties, but breaking wood as a woodcutter earning a wage (cf Weber, 1922), or sitting down to engage in conversation with someone (cf Simmel, 1919) involve logical and moral relations and properties. These logical and moral relations and properties encompass a set of basic components which are : [6:  	This idea is close from the "anomal monism" in D. Davidson (1970).] 


-	consciousness, in the sense of a first person intentional position and propositional attitudes, like knowing, thinking, believing, hoping, wishing, wanting..., directed toward the social world and physical objects ;
-	persons, in terms of relations intended by the first person toward himself, a second or third person ;
-	social time, in terms of relations intended by the first person between different persons in the past, present or future ;
-	the good and evil brought to or suffered from different persons ;
-	the liberty and constraint offered to and received from different persons.

All these components are related to the physical world by their occurrence and intuitive meaning in the conscience, but they are not physical themselves because they are without extension and without force. Of course a person can be two meters tall, but a person as a person has no height, no precise physical location, no mass. Likewise a desire can force somebody into doing something, but such a "force" is very different from a physical force, at least until we are given proof to the contrary. Finally, time can be taken as a physical component, but only in relation to bodies and physical movements. Now the social time of civil action, like the time of linguistic grammar or the time of historical facts, is not the measure of a physical movement, but the abstract relation between several points in time from a narrative or intentional perspective (cf. Ricoeur, 1983).
But in spite of their logical and moral characteristics, these components are not at all mysterious ; they are natural, although non-physical, for they belong to the essential position of human beings in the social world. Indeed, it seems difficult for such beings to be in the world without also being in a kind of consciousness of what is happening throughout the social world, that is without being aware of links with other persons, of a social time, of possible good and evil, and finally of liberty or constraint vis-à-vis the social world. These components constitute the framework for every possible human experience and, as we shall see later (section 4), all civil actions can be analyzed through these components because their specific combination provides an intuitive semantics for any type of civil action. Finally, these components are also semantic primitives, because any attempt to define one of them would presuppose it : indeed it seems impossible to define consciousness without the notion of consciousness, person, without the notion of person, social time, without the notion of time, good, without the notion of good, liberty, without the notion of liberty.
To sum up, a civil action is understandable if and only if it displays a recognizable structure of its reflexive situation in the social world, which will be comprehended as semantic components by the recipient in the empirical signs of physical processes. Physical relations provide empirical data or signs for recognizing semantic components but physical signs would remain completely unfathomable without semantic resources. Real comprehension of a civil action only occurs when the semantic relations and properties are recognized and enable the physical data and signs to be structured [footnoteRef:7]. The relation between semantic structures and physical data is contingent (it is possible to link a particular meaning to almost every physical form by convention), but the relations within semantic structures are not. For example, it is hardly plausible, but not impossible, that a person breaking wood is performing an act of love or a person sitting down on the chair an act of hatred. On the other hand, it seems conceptually, if not empirically, impossible for a person performing an act of love to perform an act of hatred because love and hatred are mutually contradictory - even though empirical acts may include components of both love and hatred. The link between love and the lack of hatred is not analytic (in the sense of a logical tautology), because it would probably be very difficult to infer the lack of hatred logically from the concept of love (we would encounter the same difficulties as Quine, 1953, who concluded that it is impossible to infer the predicate of non-married from the concept of bachelor). Nonetheless, this link seems synthetically necessary because, if it were possible to understand hatred or love indiscriminately when confronted with the same civil act, our concepts of love and hatred would lose all their meaning. Hence we may assume that the relation between semantic structures of civil actions and physical data is given synthetically and a priori by our common reflexive situation in the social world, and not a posteriori by mere consideration of physical data. For instance, if you see someone giving little pieces of metal or paper to someone else, you need the concept of trade to understand what he is doing ; even in cases which look naturally self-evident, as for example a scene of physical love, we need to know the semantic properties of various concepts to make a correct interpretation : love, but perhaps also trade or a device for deception. [7:  	Cf., for similar remarks on the recognition of an example of something (in this case a dance), Hare (1957).] 

In the previous elucidation of civil action semantics, we have followed a sort of Kantian research strategy. As Kant propounded, we have emphasized that the content of the knowledge is not solely empirical and a posteriori, but also conceptual and a priori. According to Kant, a priori knowledge of concepts and categories in our sensory intuition, makes synthetic and a priori judgments possible [footnoteRef:8] and, in this way, grounds theoretical knowledge of the natural world. But in practical affairs, according to Kant, these a priori ways of knowing are drastically limited. The only available concept is the concept of freedom, which does not provide theoretical knowledge, because it would be purely formal and deprived of any sensory content. Nevertheless, if we contemplate the semantic structures involved in the basic components of civil action, we are committed to include, in addition to liberty, practical concepts such as consciousness, persons, social time, good and evil - as Kant himself did, not only in his anthropology, but also in his doctrine of virtue that was a part of his formal metaphysics of morals. Moreover, even if practical concepts are purely a priori, because we can have them before any singular experience, they also seem intrinsically related to sensory intuition, because they always presuppose a sensible world : could consciousness, persons, social time, liberty, good and evil still have a meaning in a non-physical world ? These additions remain consistent with the main Kantian claim that theoretical knowledge of action is limited to the aspects ruled by natural causality, whereas practical causality is related to the pure, unconditioned determination of the will and remains unfathomable. [8:  	According to Kant an analytic judgment develops a concept from the principle of contradiction and a synthetic judgment links concepts with each other following the principle of causality.] 

The Kantian perspective can shed some light on the semantics of civil actions, with respect to the contemporary discussion which contrasts the classical view of necessary and sufficient conditions with the prototype or stereotype conception that is prevalent now [footnoteRef:9]. Against the former, the latter contends that it would be impossible to give necessary criteria for categories, because it always seems possible to discover examples which violate any criterion but still remain members of the same category [footnoteRef:10]. However relevant that may be for cognitive processes, if at all, this view can hardly be applied to the semantics of civil actions because the physical world does not contain empirical prototypes of civil actions that are radically separate from or do not presuppose their concepts. Therefore, if the only criterion of class membership were the verification of any one feature by an exemplar, the discriminatory power of the action class would be non-existent. If it were not necessary for some attributes of a given class of actions to belong to it, the class would lose all its logical specificity and become a purely contingent bundle, deprived of the characteristics we have just pointed out. But it seems impossible for a semantic class of action to be meaningful, without conceptual necessity, at least in the (necessary) conjunction of possible features or in the (necessary) logical structure of defaults and exceptions, because semantic specificity of civil actions cannot result from empirical facts but only from logical and moral identification. Moreover, as civil categories are essentially moral, the lack of conceptual necessity could justify a radical relativism reducing our moral and civil beliefs to purely contingent influences or decisions : anyone could create new concepts according to his whim, provided he were able to make others share his decision. But precisely such a situation seems very strange because not all civil concepts can be communicated and shared, only those with a social underpinning. And this social underpinning seems to be linked to the possibility of making relevant discriminations in a social world whose constitutive features are assumed to be constant. [9:  	Cf. Lakoff, (1987) and Kleiber (1990).]  [10:  	On the theory of prototypes, cf. Rosh (1978), and, on stereotypes, Putnam (1975).] 

The arguments advanced against definitional theories [footnoteRef:11] of semantics are very strong as long as we consider the meaning of a concept to be an independent and strictly tied bundle of predicates, because indeed the relevance of predicates does not depend on their internal links in the core of the concept but on their discriminative power at its edges (i.e. at the horizontal level), which may be pursued with any predicate belonging to the concept. On the other hand, the arguments appear without consequence against a discriminative theory of semantics which preserves the traditional view that some predicates are necessary to the meanings of concepts, but does not pretend to close the list of these predicates and, above all, predicts the endless possibility of further redefinitions according to new configurations of predicates. For example, even if it is necessary for an act of support to be good for the addressee in the future, it is not necessary for an act which is good for the addressee in the future to be an act of support. [11:  	Cf. Fodor and al. (1980).] 

What matters in an ordinary interpretation of action is only its capacity to discriminate between right and wrong readings of the data. That is why a document of civil action has to be sufficiently discriminated from possible interpretations which compete with the initial understanding and would alter its meaning if they were proved valid. But it can never be sufficiently described or understood in an absolute sense. A sufficient discrimination of civil action always implies the existence of a set of definitional predicates - even if all of them are not conspicuous in the document -, but it also implies that these predicates will be neglected as soon new features orientate the interpretation in another direction.
This idea derives from a crucial semantic principle of discrimination which seems to be applied regularly when social agents have to interpret civil actions. It consists in the recognition of predicates which are necessary to the meaning of actions, only in relation to their discriminative power from akin or opposite actions. The necessity of one or another predicate is ascertained by cancelling the applicability of a concept to a given document - already understood under a certain concept -, as soon as the document no longer displays the predicate. Indeed, the negation of a predicate which is necessary for a discrimination from another possible action, affects the possibility of the first interpretation. For example, if someone makes a compliment by saying something evil, this cancels the description of compliment, because saying good is necessary to the discrimination of the concept of compliment from that of criticism or reproach. If the whole data compel both descriptions of compliment and criticism to be preserved, the onlooker must grant that the action is self-contradictory. An empirical action can be self-contradictory (and this often happens), but a concept of action cannot be self-contradictory, for, if it is, it loses its meaning. Likewise, if someone takes his revenge by a present, he cancels the possibility of having his action understood as a revenge - except if we have some reason for thinking that the present is not a nice one (it may be poisoned) -, because harming is necessary to the discrimination of the concept of revenge from that of gift. Or again, if someone delivers a prisoner by locking him up in another prison, he does not deliver him, because setting free is necessary to the discrimination of the concept of deliverance from that of coercion.
On the other hand, since a predicate can be necessary for one discrimination, and not for another, the negation of a predicate which is necessary for an as yet unknown or unexpected discrimination cannot affect the first interpretation : for example, we can take as a truthful information about a third person, a statement which will later be revealed to be a plain denigration, and conversely. This is the main cause of mistakes in social interpretation and it is not entirely remediable. Indeed, because of this basic ignorance of all possible categorizations, there can be sufficient discriminations between concepts of civil actions but not sufficient definitions of concepts : nothing can guarantee that we have closed the list of predicates necessary for the meaning of a given concept (i.e. the set of all its possible discriminations). Many concepts, that are close and yet mutually exclusive, or opposite, include the same necessary predicate - for example, saying good is necessary to the concept of compliment but also to those of flattery or praise ; harming is necessary to revenge but also to the concept of punishment ; orienting belief is necessary to the concept of education but also to lies -, and it is generally useless to look for a strictly tied bundle of predicates for defining them. For example, if we define flattery as an untruthful statement of good about the addressee, we probably obtain a sufficient discrimination from the concept of compliment, because if a compliment is untruthful, it is no longer a compliment, but we do not obtain a sufficient definition of flattery, because there are untruthful ways of saying good which are not flatteries : for example if the untruthful expression is accomplished out of compassion or pity, and not by personal interest. The new predicate "research for a personal benefit" is necessary for discriminating from an act of pity but not from a compliment, and we cannot be sure that, with this new addition, the concept of flattery will be defined sufficiently to guarantee its being recognized in all possible instances. Here the important thing is not to achieve complete definitions, but rather to achieve mutual exclusions between concepts for interpretative purposes ; finally, as the list of civil action concepts is infinite, so is the list of mutual exclusions.
All this reflexion can be summarized in the following : the accomplishment of civil actions is structured by basic semantic and normative components whose various distributions and arrangements determine the logical and moral value for the agent, the addressee and eventual observers. The relation between these semantic structures and the physical data is contingent, - it is possible to associate, by convention, a particular meaning to almost every physical form - but the links between the different elements of a semantic structure are assumed to be necessary, synthetic and a priori. In this view, understanding civil actions does not depend mainly on a calculation from empirical data to the correct interpretation, but rather on the comparison of different possible semantic structures when applied to the same empirical data. In other words, understanding civil actions proceeds by cancelling and excluding possible categories, and not by a systematic search and recognition of categories. For example if you start to understand an action as a pardon and suddenly notice a component which contradicts the semantic structure of pardon and fits the semantic structure of punishment instead (say a gesture of resentment), of course you can change your first interpretation for the second - or at least conclude that the agent has contradicted himself in his action (if you cannot rule out either of the interpretations). But this shift is not governed by sensory perception only, - because nothing in sensory data would necessitate such a conclusion : almost anything in the physical world could be a gesture of resentment in appropriate circumstances -, but by a rearrangement of data from a semantic point of view which compares the chances of ascertaining or gathering different possible understandings in empirical situations. The rearrangement of semantic structures is guided by a principle of consistency with all the available data, that is to say a principle of rationality. But of course this principle is far from being fulfilled in all instances, inconsistencies usually remain after the rearrangement has taken place. Besides, the possibility of noticing semantic contradictions in the actions of social agents is very important for the idea that members of society have of one another. For, if all social agents generally contradict themselves in their actions, there are many differences in the kinds of contradictions which are relevant for appreciating the agent's style, virtue, purposes, and so on.
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If our hypothesis is correct, we can suppose that the same semantic structures of civil action can probably be discovered in all human cultures. In other words, every member of the human community is theoretically presumed to be able to know and recognize arrangements and distributions determining the meaning of various civil actions. For, if the meaning of civil actions depends on normative and semantic components of social life which are synthetic and a priori, there is no reason to think that cultural differences, however important they may be, will prevent members of the human community from having access to the same semantic structures of civil actions. However, at this stage of our research, it would be of little use to engage in an extensive inquiry throughout the manifold human cultures to verify the latter hypothesis. Indeed our hypothesis is not empirical but semantic and applies to common social resources for performing and understanding action. The inductive method consisting in the collection of a large amount of empirical data on civil actions in various human cultures would then be inadequate. A converse approach, which distinguishes a priori between available meanings of action, seems more applicable, since the hypothesis concerns precisely the existence of a priori forms allowing civil actions to be recognized.
In order to be relevant, this a priori process must satisfy at least two criteria. First, it must be consistent with common sense intuitions about the interpretation of civil action in the multiple circumstances of social life. Now, the only way to grasp and describe common sense intuitions about civil actions would appear to be a phenomenological approach, because the concept of intuition implies an internal contemplation which cannot be studied by external means. The phenomenological stance is often confused with mere introspection, because phenomenological research consists in an internal examination of Lebenswelt structures. But this examination is not only subjective, because all phenomenological discoveries are related to constant structures of meaning which can be confirmed or invalidated by the phenomenological experience of other persons (Husserl, 1929 : 209), in the same way as logical discoveries must be confirmed or invalidated by the logical experience of other persons. In other words, phenomenological findings, although they are not empirical, but only concern the basic structures of social consciousness, possess a kind of truth condition.
The second criterion to be met by this process is that it must give a comprehensive and plausible survey of the scope of civil actions. For, if we are able to show the existence of an overall semantic structure of civil actions (defined according to the previous criteria), we will have a very good presumption in favour of our hypothesis. In this case, to falsify our hypothesis, it will be necessary either to display examples that are contradictory with our whole structure of civil actions, or to demonstrate that it is impossible, for any given member of the human community to conceive more or less extensive parts of this whole structure. Here of course, we are talking about the impossibility of conceiving a concept and not about the lack of one concept or another. Indeed, there is no doubt that all members of the human community do not share exactly the same concepts : some people may lack the concept of right or the concept of oath and maybe we ourselves lack an important concept which will be discovered in the 25th century. But we contend that every member of the human community, past, present or future, is in principle able to learn about the semantic structures of concepts which would be clear enough to be communicated to a second person.
In order to fulfill the previous requirements, we undertook an exploration and classification of the most basic civil actions, by extracting from an elementary French dictionary the verbs for which at least one of their intuitive meanings seemed to meet the criteria. There exist numerous classifications of action verbs, namely in Austin (1962), Searle (1969), Fillmore (1971), Ballmer and Brennenstuhl (1981), Habermas (1981), Wierzbicka (1987)..., and, as we shall see, our own classification borrows a lot from them. However all these classifications concern speech acts, and not civil actions as previously defined. Therefore they pay more attention to linguistic rules of a successful communication (namely in Searle and Habermas) or to lexical semantics (namely in Ballmer or Wierzbicka), than to the moral position of the agent vis-à-vis the addressee and to the ensuing understanding by the addressee, which are crucial in our sociological approach. On the other hand, although these classifications deal with the question of the semantic components of actions as the sense of good and evil, liberty and constraint, interpersonal relations, etc., they do not address the question of their reflexive status. Now, the methodological principles used in these classifications always rely on a common sense ability to make correct discriminations in the meanings of verbs. For example, research into relevant predicates by paraphrastic transformations, or by analyzing sentence presuppositions (for instance, an accusation presupposes that there was something blameworthy, cf. Fillmore), or that concerned with similarities of meaning (cf Ballmer...), or with the conditions of satisfaction for the direction of fit (cf Searle) or for claims to validity (cf. Habermas), research into universal primitives (cf Wierzbicka)..., always presuppose the common human ability to use semantic criteria rightly - otherwise, they would not apply to human semantics. In other words, research in semantics is irremediably circular because it always presupposes the common human recognition of the object being studied -otherwise, the object would not be human semantics. It would appear that no semantics method can escape this kind of circularity. For example Wierzbicka rightly criticizes the circularity of dictionary definitions (1987 : 5), but her method of primitives (as well as ours) does not avoid the problem, because the primitives described in the object language are also presupposed in the language of description. That is why issues in semantics really cannot be decided by observational tests and experiments but only by a comparison of the rationales used in their elaboration.
In our exploration, we have not aimed at performing a linguistic survey of the semantic features of verbs of action [footnoteRef:12], but, through the verb collection, we consider the whole scope of civil actions. Of course, every verb, in French, English or another language, has its own semantics, including the syntaxic rules, the contexts of use, etc.; and, generally speaking, a given verb does not have a strict equivalent in another language. But on the other hand the verbs of any and all languages, are the most ordinary way of encoding the structures of civil actions and the best way of access to their semantic components, since they are the usual way of describing civil actions. Our purpose was not then to describe the meaning of verbs, but to extract, from verbs of civil actions, more general structures of meaning [footnoteRef:13], which could be assumed to be valid not only in a particular language, but in all possible human languages. We thus selected about 1400 verbs that we distributed in about 200 semantic classes. We defined classes of civil actions by selecting for every verb of the dictionary one or several of its meanings, without trying to exhaust all its possible meanings and uses. Rather, we separated and grouped the verbs in classes of civil actions according to their contrastive structures [footnoteRef:14] of meaning, in terms of the combination of the semantic primitives already indicated. For every verb, the question was simply : what structures of civil action is this verb able to discriminate ? And the answer was a type of formal structure of the consciousness of time, interpersonal relations, good and evil, liberty and constraint, which enabled this verb to be grouped with other verbs in a same semantic class. [12:  	For this kind of research, cf. A. Wierzbicka (1987) and B. Peeters (1993).]  [13:  	In this way, cf., for example, Tesnieres (1959), Gross (1975), and, at a more general level, Austin (1962), Searle (1969), Vendler (1967) or Allen (1987).]  [14:  	This approach is not far from Schank and Abelson's (1977), and namely their idea of "conceptual dependancy". But we were not interested in temporal structures of action (like scripts or plans) or contextual structures (cf. Barwise and Perry, 1986, or Taylor, 1985), but only in the civil meaning of actions - as previously defined.] 

In conformity with the principle of discrimination expounded above, the strategy we have followed in the exploration and classification, consists in retaining the notion of conceptual necessity, while reducing the notion of semantic sufficiency to a relational, not intrinsic sense. Thus we did not try to achieve a precise identification of each class of civil actions, but we defined the classes by following a method of mutual exclusion between classes. The aim of such a classification by mutual exclusion, is to come as close as possible to common sense capacities of semantic discrimination and to increase the number and quality of semantic discriminations between classes of civil actions, the further we advance in the study of civil actions. In other words, the classes of civil actions defined in the classification are not natural classes, but they are coherent with a certain stage of exploration. It may be possible to discover more and more elementary levels of classification. On the other hand, as the principles of discrimination between classes and verbs within a class are assumed to be natural, we do not exclude the possibility that a large part of the classes of civil actions represents the most basic levels of categorization of civil actions. This simply means that further discriminations within some classes of civil actions would probably not add many relevant distinctions : for example, the classes of pardon, compliment or consolation can probably be divided into more precise subclasses, but these new discriminations seem to inherit the properties of the basic-level category (with additional predicates) - since, in the present state, there is no hierarchy in the classification and none of the defined classes can be considered a mere subclass of a superordinate class (i. e. a species having the same properties as the genus, plus others). For the distinction of a new class seems relevant when the class is not only a specification of a superordinate class, but occupies a particular place in the field of civil actions (as, for example, in the distinction between punishment and revenge or between compliment and flattery or between order and threat, none of them being a sub-class of the other since their contrastive positions in the whole field of civil actions are different).
In the resulting classification, the names of families of civil acts are ordinary names of actions - like thanks, salutation, pardon, agreement, preservation, corruption, promise, and so on. To be sure, these names do not cover the complete scope of their ordinary meanings, but they are used in a technical sense which is given precisely by the rules of each class of acts. This technical sense is intended to cover a part of the colloquial meaning, but only a part of it. Indeed, it seems impossible for a technical definition to span the entire meaning of a lexical item because this would encompass the totality of semantic discriminations which could be made vis-à-vis other lexical items and phrases. But the latter set is unlimited and consequently it seems impossible for a technical sense to encompass all the colloquial senses. Of course we could have chosen technical names (neologisms) for our technical senses. But this would have taken us away from the main goal of this work which intends to account for the profound conceptual structures underlying ordinary ways of performing and interpreting civil actions. Our decision to use ordinary terms is justified by the possibility of finding in each of our technical uses at least one of the ordinary uses - even if the converse is not true.
Nonetheless, it can be assumed that each class provides a conceptual representation for a part of the common intuitive understanding of civil actions (and also for the intuitive sense of the civil action itself). Indeed, our approach is grounded in a realistic stance, considering that a type of civil action can subsume a token of civil action if and only if the properties and relations of the type also belong to the token under consideration. As regards civil actions, this stance seems particularly natural since civil actions are intentional facts : if we can recognize an act of punishment, pardon, obedience, command, reproach, humiliation, etc. as tokens of a given conceptual type, it is because these acts are accomplished with the idea of this conceptual type (cf section 1 and the definition of civil action). Consequently, there is no reason to make a sharp distinction between the meaning of the verbs (or descriptions) of civil actions and the intended meaning of civil actions themselves. But of course, the same empirical data can be comprehended under several descriptions : each time a description is correct, we can assume this action does exist - even if it coexists with many others. For the same person can have several different ideas and then perform various civil actions at the same time. Finally, the general framework for a classification of the set of civil actions proceeds from the analysis propounded in the first and second section and from the observation of the semantic structures of the verbs. Three large categories are distinguished : first, a category of civil actions (we call them positional acts) which need (and only need) a first person moral position expressed in external behavior to be accomplished ; this category appears to be the most basic one, because all civil actions must be referred to a first person position in order to be rightly understood and evaluated as civil actions (and not as natural facts). Second, a category of civil actions which need the transmission of a cognitive or propositional content in order to be accomplished (they are propositional acts or speech acts), and whose agentive value depends on the semantic relation between this propositional content, the state of consciousness of the agent and the situation. And third, a category of civil actions which are described solely by their results, in terms of effective understanding, on the second person (we call them determinational acts).

a) positional civil actions

Positional civil actions are characterized by behavior produced by the first person moral position of the agent and directed toward a second person with respect to a particular action or feeling or virtue..., of the second or a third person, in the past, present or future. In order to be received and recognized by the second person, the position must have a subjective moral content and an external manifestation. This means that positional civil actions are physical and social movements which express the moral stance of the first person toward a second, possibly in front of third persons or institutions, and which accomplish by themselves a distribution of benefits and harms, liberties and constraints, in relation to temporal and interpersonal states of affairs. It must be noted that all civil actions are related to the first person's moral position. However positional civil actions, for example acts of pardon, help, gift, adulation, salutation, feasting, joking..., are specific in that they can be accomplished without transmission of a determined propositional content - whereas propositional actions have to display a certain sort of propositional structure in order to be accomplished -, and without bringing about any particular result on the adressee - whereas determinational actions have to bring about specific results of understanding in order to be accomplished. In short, positional civil actions can be performed without words and without bringing about any necessary result of understanding on the addressee. Conversely, the expression in words of these acts or the appearance in the addressee of some particular effects do not guarantee their performance : for example a verbal expression of pardon is not yet a pardon (or a verbal expression of withdrawal is not a withdrawal), or the pleasure of the addressee is not a criterion of an act of support from the agent.
Positional civil acts can be organized logically in the movements of bringing good or liberty (A->B), taking good or liberty (A<-B), bringing something bad or coercion (A>B), suffering something bad from the addressee or yielding to him (A<B), joining one's good and liberty to the addressee's (A=B) or disjoining one's good and liberty from the addressee's (A^B). They take their specific meaning from the nature of what is included, exchanged or displayed in these movements and from the personal, institutional and temporal relations between them. Thus, the main classes of positional actions can be listed as follows :


table 1. positional actions
	bringing good or liberty (A --» B)
	taking good or liberty (A «-- B)

	acts of tenderness, treating considerately, giving, contribution, restitution, attribution, retribution, repair, support, help, trusting, permission, pardon, election, engagement, leading, arbitration, guarantee
	acts of taking profit, stealing, defending oneself, withdrawal, manifesting oneself, boasting, making contact, luring, joking, employing, interfering, imitation, solicitation

	bringing something bad or coercion (A>B)
	suffering something bad from the other or yielding to him (A<B)

	acts of violence, ill-treating, punishment, revenge, control, dominating
	acts of surrendering, waiving, reverence, adulation, adherence, taking an occupation, serving, acceptance, obedience, collaboration

	joining one's good and liberty to the addressee's (A=B)
	disjoining one's good and liberty from the addressee's (A ≠ B)

	acts of association, salutation, marrying, trade, feasting
	acts of getting angry, opposition, disobedience, revolt, resistance, rejection, refusal, challenge, competition, deceit, cheating, scorn, distrust, abandonment, abstention



Although the presence of a first person moral position toward a second person in given physical movements is always the main criterion for positional civil actions, we must draw a distinction between positional civil actions which are completely accomplished if (and only if) the agent adopts a moral self-consciousness appropriate to his physical movements, and those others which must also be performed by physical movements possessing a conventional meaning.
Here is an example of the former sub-class : what is the criterion of an act of obedience ? It is not of course the agent's saying that he obeys (this is a single propositional indication which may be false). Nor is it some particular agentive property of the act of obedience, because it is possible to do anything at all by obeying an order (even smoking a cigarette or turning one's head can be acts of obedience). We might assume that obedience depends on the sequential position of the act [footnoteRef:15] : if a second act follows a first act in time and exhibits agentive properties in accordance with the propositional content of the first act, it will be an act of obedience. For example, if the content of the first act is : "close the door" and if the performance of the second act consists in closing the door, the second act will be an act of obedience. But unfortunately, it is possible for the agent to close the door because he wants to and not because there was an order to do so (another day he would not have closed it !) Therefore, we must add another criterion to the one of sequential conformity. The best candidate for this seems to be a criterion of self-consciousness, because only the agent can really know [footnoteRef:16] whether he is obeying or pretending to obey [footnoteRef:17]. Obedience is an example of an essentially subjective positional act - other examples are acts of tenderness, joking, support, collaboration, pardon, scorn, deceit, trust... : in these cases, only the agent can know if he is really acting as other people believe he is. The morality of these positions is essentially personal. [15:  	Here cf. the ethnomethodological theory of adjacency pairs (Sacks and Shegloff, 1974).]  [16:  	Cf. Davidson (1987) on the authority of the first person about himself.]  [17:  	This analysis is very different from J. Austin's (1957-8) and slightly closer to E. Anscombe's (1958) who looks for the criteria of pretending or not pretending in the agent's purposes.] 

In contrast, what are the criteria for the act of getting married ? The marrying person is required to be legally entitled to get married, to go to some consecrated place with a person who is also entitled to get married, listen to the speech of a third person legally entitled to marry, pronounce the ritual words, and, in short, satisfy all the conventional rules of marriage [footnoteRef:18]. The accomplishment of correct conventional movements is required, even if it is not sufficient to guarantee that the marriage is accomplished (if one member of the married couple disagrees with the fact of marriage, the marriage is incomplete). Likewise, what are the criteria for an act of punishment ? The agent is required to cause the addressee a harm in relation to a previous harm suffered by a victim and on behalf on a collective instance, - if not it would be rather a revenge. These acts, like taking a job, employing, restitution, attribution, trade..., display conventional agentive properties whose meaning have to be socially decided ; they can be called essentially institutional positional acts because they are accomplished if (and only if) they exhibit the right conventional relations with the social world. The morality of these positions is essentially social. [18:  	Cf. the conventional criteria of speech-acts, according to Austin (1962), and the discussion of marriage in Anscombe (1969).] 


b) propositional actions

Propositional civil actions are distinguished essentially by the actual transmission of a propositional content to the addressee in order to be accomplished, - even if the propositional content does not always suffice to determine their agentive value. For example a compliment or an order or an assertion require the addressee to think to himself the same content as is thought by the agent - whereas in positional civil actions this common representation of the same content is not necessary at all. By requiring a propositional content to be displayed in order to be accomplished, propositional civil actions can also be considered speech acts. But in several aspects our approach moves off from Austin's theory.
First, the theory of speech-acts presumes that there are empirical bonds between the words themselves and their value as speech-acts and much of the work on speech-acts has attempted to discover precise linguistic criteria for different speech-acts. But, unfortunately, these attempts have failed because a value of any given speech-act can usually be linked to a large number of linguistic forms [footnoteRef:19]. There appears to be no necessity in the linkage between the meanings of actions (if not of utterances) and empirical linguistic (morpho-syntaxic) forms. [19:  	This was already Strawson's observation (1971) on request. Cf. also Marandin, (1987), Fornel, (1990).] 

On the other hand, the idea that the meaning (and the success) of speech-acts rests mainly on conventions of meaning is doubtful. This may be true on some particular occasions, as in institutional and highly ritualized situations. In these cases, the agent is required to utter the words correctly and abide by social rules linked to them, for the act to be completely performed, because, by convention, the participants consider the meaning of the action achieved only if certain empirical and conventional criteria are satisfied - for example, in the case of a public oath or command. But in ordinary situations, there are no precise conventions of meaning, and the value of speech depends basically on a common semantic competence to discriminate agent's intentions in a particular practical context. For example, if you make a promise - i.e. you say that you will do something in the future which corresponds to the addressee's expectations - and laugh and jest at the same time, the promise appears to be contradicted by the position you adopt, and is no longer a promise, but may be a joke. The importance of words for the meaning of propositional civil actions, is not in the words themselves, but in the agentive value which is elicited by the relation of the propositional content to the agent's moral and subjective position. Now this relation cannot entirely depend on conventional rules of interpretation because the agent's state of consciousness cannot be entirely defined by conventions. That is why, in spite of Austin's conjectures [footnoteRef:20], it is plausible that the meanings of speech-acts are purely conceptual and a priori, even if they need to be accomplished through linguistic structures. [20:  	Cf. his critical remarks on the theory of universals and a priori concepts (1939).] 

Lastly, John Austin conceived his theory as a criticism of the "descriptive fallacy" and claimed to display new functions of language as performative and not only descriptive. But the generalization of the theory of speech-acts to all utterances at the end of his famous lectures (all utterances finally displaying an illocutionary force) amounts to a restoration of the descriptive theory. For, if all utterances have an illocutionary force, and if we admit that they still retain a descriptive function, we are committed to wonder what relation there can be between the descriptive content of utterances and their values as actions and to forsake, in fact, the performative theory. That is precisely the path we followed in considering propositional actions as an expression of a first person moral position through descriptions of a state of affairs [footnoteRef:21]. [21:  	Cf., in Davidson (1979), the very close idea that the agentive value depends on the moods which go along with the indicative content.] 

The focus of our work derived from the observation that the agentive values of speech acts (reproaches, commands, promises...) are a mere expression in terms of propositional structures of the semantic primitive of civil actions. The combination of personal, temporal, indicative, evaluative, and imperative terms in the proposition generally involves the values of speech acts, provided it is accompanied by the adequate state of consciousness and state of affairs - in other word if it fulfils a criterion of trustworthiness. For example, if you tell somebody in a trustworthy way he has behaved badly in the past, you enter into the agentive structure of a reproach, because you refer to an act of the second person which is evaluated negatively. If you tell a student in a trustworthy way you will be at your office tomorrow, and if the addressee has a stake in this news, you are in the agentive structure of a promise, because you refer to one of your future actions which will be constrained in relation to the second person's expectation. If you tell somebody in a trustworthy way to do something in the future which is supposedly good both for him and you, you enter into the structure of an offer because you refer to one of his future actions in relation to your expectation. More generally, the value of utterances as actions is usually inferred from the structure of persons, time, the truth values, the evaluation of good or bad, and deontic pressures, which belong to its propositional content. This value is inferred from the propositional structure as soon as the content is clearly evaluative - in the sense of attributing a negative or positive value to an act or state or event happening to the first, second or third person -, or imperative - in the sense of indicating something to be done by oneself or by the recipient in the future. But these normative (evaluative or imperative) values, are detected through indicative values which can be studied and classified, as it is generally done, according to the truth or logical values, time relations, conversational places and expression or expectations of first person's positions. The normative (evaluative or imperative) and indicative content of propositional actions are roughly organized in the following scheme :

	evaluative
	
	imperative

	deed of the agent
deed of the addressee
deed of a third person in the past or present
	PROPOSITIONAL
CONTENT
	deed of the agent
deed of the addressee
deed of a third person in the future or possible

	
	indicative
deed or state or affairs
in the past, present or future
	



We can see that the evaluative content always refers to the past or present. Indeed, if it refers to a future or possible time, it immediately takes an imperative value (even if it keeps some evaluative character), because what is good is to be obtained and what is bad is to be avoided. Conversely, the imperative content always refers to a future or possible time. For, if it refers to the past or present, it immediately takes an evaluative value (even if it keeps some imperative character), because what is past can be judged but no longer intended. The main classes of propositional actions can then be listed as follows :


table 2 propositional actions
	evaluative content
	imperative content

	the agent is the subject of the propositional content
	the agent is the subject of the propositional content

	acts of bragging, confessing, confiding, complaining, retracting
	acts of promise, oath, postponement, cancellation

	the addressee is the subject of the propositional content
	the addressee is the subject of the propositional content

	acts of compliment, congratulation, thanks, flattery, reproach, reprimand, remonstrance, insult
	acts of command, prohibition, advice, sermon, request, supplication

	a third person is the subject of the propositional content
	a third person is the subject of the propositional content

	acts of apology, denigration
	acts of warning

	the propositional content can have various subjects
	the propositional content have plural subjects

	acts of excuse, justification, disavowal, appraisal, criticism, denunciation, mockery, praise, plea, exoneration, accusation, charge, protestation
	acts of plot, offer, bet, threat, blackmail, denomination, condemnation

	indicative content

	truth or logical values
	conversational places

	acts of assertion, attestation, report, revelation, mythification, lie, recitation, implication, contradiction
	acts of question, reply, agreement, disagreement, reiteration, denial

	time relations
	expression or expectation of first person's positions

	acts of narration, prediction
	acts of declaration, expression, communication, dialogue



The analysis may shed some light on the puzzle of so-called explicit performatives. If I utter the explicit performative : "I promise I will come to my office", I do two things : first I promise by the structure of the propositional content of the subordinate, and second I assert that I promise. This is a general characteristic of explicit performatives which generally only underline other acts in process. In this example, the phrase "I promise" is only an assertive over-writing. Compare with : "I know it's true", in which I indicate first, that it is true (assertion), and second, that I know it's true, another assertion - except that the second assertion refers to a subjective state (my knowing that it is true) and not to a civil action as the phrase "I promise" does. Likewise, the famous "I declare the session open" is a propositional civil action which refers to itself as a declaration but also explicitates another civil action which is in process : opening the session. But the latter action is positional and not propositional : it is performed by the moral and physical fact of undertaking something (possibly under social conventions) and not by the linguistic expression. The propositional action only underlines the positional action of opening the session, but the former is not necessary for the latter to be accomplished : if the leader begins to speak (or to operate, if the session is a surgical operation), the session is also open, eventually without any word being uttered.

c) determinational actions

Finally, there are a large number of verbs of action which do not describe the origin or the process ot the action, but only its result for the recipient. These verbs were noticed by Austin when he took up the case of perlocutionary force, defined by the consequences of a speech act on the addressee. But civil actions which bring about the results signified by the verbs are not necessarily propositional and the results are not only cognitive. The generating actions can be positional as well as propositional actions and the results also concern liberty, good and evil, emotions, as well as beliefs. Thus, the main classes of determinational actions can be listed as follows :


table 3 determinational actions
	result in terms of liberty and constraint
	result in terms of good and evil

	acts of deliverance, organization, management, coercion
	acts of bringing about favour, preservation, disfavour, nuisance, corruption

	result in terms of emotions
	result in terms of beliefs

	acts of bringing about quietness, conciliation, consolation, pleasure, entertainment, joy, pride, seduction, desire, pain, agitation, fear, anger, bewilderment, astonishment, sadness, disappointement, demoralization, humiliation, envy, disgust, pity
	acts of persuasion, education, influence, indoctrination, bewitchment, mystification, manipulation



As noted in the first section, these results can be imputed to agents, if (and only if) the generating action is a civil action. This simply means that the same result could be achieved by events or actions which are not directed to the recipient at all. For example, someone could be frightened, bewildered, disgusted, and so on, by another person without the latter acting in his direction or paying attention to him. The result of fear, bewilderment or disgust, could happen, but there would be no action of frightening, bewildering or disgusting.
On the other hand, unlike positional and propositional actions, determinational actions can be alleged to have been accomplished involontarily. This means that an action can be actually directed toward the recipient, without evidence that it is intended (i. e. it has the will) to bring about a result such as humiliation or disappointment. The agent can be said to know that he is doing something toward the recipient - if this were not the case, there would be no civil action -, but there can be a gap between the agent's intention (i.e. what he wants in acting) and the result of his action. For the result does not depend only on the action, but also on the disposition of the recipient to be affected in a certain way by the action. The same action (for example the positional action of rejection) can be humiliating for someone or a cause of pride for another. And this causal power of the agent is not strictly determined by his intention - even if there are possible results which are necessarily linked to some concepts of action. For example, it is impossible to insult someone without wanting to harm him, but it is possible for an insult not to harm the recipient, it may even cause him pride. In this case the action of causing pride can be said to be accomplished involontarily, and yet it is still a civil action.
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