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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1. The aim of this paper is to apply some recent results from the philosophy of 
action in the theory of narrative. The intuitive idea is that narrative discourse may 
be conceived of as a form of natural action description, whereas a philosophy or, 
more specifically, a logic of action attempts to provide formal action descriptions. 
It is expected that, on the one hand, narrative discourse is an interesting empirical 
testing ground for the theory of action, and that, on the other hand, formal action 
description may yield insight into the abstract structures of narratives in natural 
language. It is the latter aspect of this interdisciplinary inquiry which will be em-
phasized in this paper. 
1.2. If there is one branch of analytical philosophy which has received particular at-
tention in the last ten years it certainly is the philosophy of action. Issued from 
classical discussions in philosophical psychology (Hobbes, Hume) the present analy-
sis of action finds applications in the foundations of the social sciences, 2 in ethics 3    

1This paper has issued from a seminar held at the University of Amsterdam in early 1974. 
Some of the ideas developed in it have been discussed in lectures given at the Ecole Pratique des 
Hautes Etudes (Paris), Louvain, Bielefeld, Münster, Ann Arbor, CUNY (New York) and Ant-
werp, in 1973 and 1974. A shorter version of this paper has been published as Action, Action 
Description and Narrative  in New literary history 6 (1975): 273-294. Only slight corrections 
and additions have been made in the present version, mostly in the references. On some points, 
due to its late publication, the paper is somewhat outdated. I am indebted to Waltraud Bren-
nenstuhl for some comments on the first part of the paper. 

2 See especially Louch 1966, where a critical examination of classical work on 
explanation in terms of laws of action  is given. 

3 The relations between the philosophy of action and ethics are obvious, and most work in 
the domain of analytical

 

ethics pays attention to these relations pertaining to the obligations 
restricting our courses of action. In the present paper, however, these relations will remain un-
discussed, and we therefore must refer to some classical texts collected in Foot 1967 to Hare s 
well-known monograph (1952), and to a recent collection Honderich 1973. Note also that 
much of this work should also be studied within a logical perspective, viz. within deontic logic 
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and in linguistic pragmatics. 4 At the same time well-known work 5 by such philos-
ophers as Melden, Kenny, Peters, Anscombe, Austin, Chisholm, Danto, and others 
has been given closer scrutiny within a logical perspective 6 by such philosophers, 
logicians and linguists as Davidson, von Wright, Porn, Nowakowska, Kummer and 
Brennenstuhl. These are only a few names from the enormous literature on the 
topic, to which should be added names from the closely related fields of the philos-
ophy of mind 7 and language. Below we shall focus on the results from the logical 
approach to action and action description because it provides a more explicit basis 
for a theory of narrative.  

1.3. Whereas classical work on (literary) narrative 8 mainly discusses topics like 
perspective  time and tense, the relationship between plot and story, and between  

(see HiIpinen 1971). It should be stressed that the basic ideas of ethics and deontic logic might 
show its relevance also in the analysis of narrative, especially in some types of literary narrative, 
e.g. in the existentialist  tradition, dealing with problems of moral obligation. 

4 Most interestingly perhaps in Austin s work (e.g. Austin 1962; 1970) and further in the 
work of those influenced by him notably Searle (1969) and Grice (1967). Grice s principles of 
rational, cooperative conversation are given within the perspective of the basic principles deter-
mining rational interaction in general. From a proper linguistic point of view these ideas have 
been given attention in much recent work in Germany. See e.g. Wunderlich 1973 and especially 
Kummer 1973 for a more systematic and explicit treatment. See also van Dijk 1975b. 

5 It is impossible to give full references on the philosophy of action here. The following 
works have mainly been used for this paper, but we will not (if possible anyway) refer to them 
for the particular views taken below on different aspects of action. Further I will only mention 
essays collected in books: Shwayder 1965; Mischel 1969; Vesey 1968; Care and Landesman 
1968; White 1968; Binkley, Bronaugh and Marras 1971; Danto 1973; Brown 1968; Kenny 
1963; Melden 1961. For a good bibliography see Blinkley, Bronaugh and Marras 1971. 

6 For the logical  approach to action see especially the exploratory work by von Wright 
(1963; 1967) and Davidson (1967), both in Rescher 1967. Porn (1970; 1971) is especially 
interested in providing a serious basis for social and political concepts. 

Nowakowska (1973) combines several approaches and casts them in a language borrowed 
from mathematical linguistics. See Kummer 1975 for a survey of Nowakowska and for further 
suggestions. Probably the most systematic treatment, criticizing von Wright but essentially in 
his footsteps, is the recent dissertation by Brennenstuhl (1974). Our short survey heavily draws 
upon the studies mentiones here, but we also formulate some of our own ideas about action. 

7 As will become clear below, the analysis of action cannot be carried out independently 
from the analysis of mental events. See Ryle s (1949) classical treatment for the principal back-
ground of the discussions about the relationship between mind and action, and especially Ans-
combe (1963) for a first systematic discussion of intention

 

as a crucial category in the defini-
tion of action. Powell (1967) more particularly investigates the requirement that we must know 
what we do. For a brief survey of these and similar problems related to intentions, wants, pur-
poses, etc., see Whiteley 1973. Most of the articles in the collections referred to in footnote 4 
also give extensive attention to these mental  aspects of action. 

8 See e.g. the monographs and collections by Booth (1961), Stevick (1967) Stanzel (1964), 
Hamburger (1968) and Lämmert (1967), which are representative for traditional studies of nar-
rative, especially literary narrative, e.g. about the novel . The results of this work are supposed 
to be well-known and will not be reviewed in this paper. 
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author and narrator, the description of characters, and so on, recent structuralist 
approaches, inspired by anthropological work on the structure of myth and folktales, 
show a neat tendency both to a more systematic and a more fundamental ap-
proach. 9 The structural analysis of narrative is most often limited to a characteriza-
tion of the action and interaction sequences of a hero

 
and his protagonists and 

antagonists. Such simple (inter-)action patterns are typically manifested in relatively 
elementary forms of narrative like our everyday stories of personal experience, 10 

myth, folktale, fairy tale, etc. More sophisticated forms of narrative, like the mod-
ern novel, have proved to show much less clearly the typical action patterns dis-
covered in the analysis of primitive narrative , but it cannot be denied that there is 
considerable methodological advantage in first studying the structure of less com-
plex narratives. 

It has been attempted to make the analytical procedures and categories used in 
this structuralist work more explicit, e.g. by a more systematic generative ap-
proach, 11 where base rules (comparable with Phrase Structure Rules in grammar) 
and transformations are being formulated, or by a mathematical (topological, game 
theoretical, graph theoretical) analysis of the relations between characters in a 
plot. 12 

However, although this formalizing tendency has great importance, its theoreti-
cal basis is weak and hardly goes beyond a few rather trivial and intuitive features 
of narrative. What is needed is a much more rigorous theoretical analysis of actions, 
interaction and agents and their description in narrative discourse, basic narrative 
categories which remained undefined in structuralist approaches.  

1.4. A serious understanding of the nature of action is of course only one part of 
the foundations of narrative theory. First of all, not all action descriptions would 
traditionally be called narratives : a psychological or sociological description of be-
haviour and social interaction of individuals or groups is rarely characterized as a 
narrative. Obviously, there are further constraints on action discourse in order to 
qualify as a story  or a narrative . Part of these constraints are pragmatical, and de   

9 In the last ten years there are a great number of (often rather different) studies, both 
theoretical and descriptive, in the paradigrn opened by Propp (1968[1928]), e.g. by Barthes, 
Lévi-Strauss, Greimas, Todorov, Dundes, Maranda, etc. See Communications 4 and 8 (1964; 
1966), Bremond s articles, now collected in Bremond 1973, Greimas 1966; Dundes 1964; 
Köngäs Maranda and Maranda 1971, for the most influential writings. For a linguistic 
approach see also Hendricks 1969. 

10 See especially Labov and Waletzky 1967 which will be a main source for our treatment 
of natural narrative  below. 

11 Within different perspectives this generative  approach has been made by Lakoff (1964), 
Zolkovskij and Sceglov (1971) van Dijk (1972, 1973a), van Dijk, Ihwe, Petöfi and Rieser 
(1972). 

12 Cf. Buchler and Selby 1968; Kahn 1973; and Marcus 1974. 
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fine the contextual conditions for the speech act

 
of telling . Secondly, narratives 

do not exclusively consist of action sentences, but contain descriptions of circum-
stances, objects, mental properties or processes of agents, etc. Finally, it should be 
stressed that the relationship between the structure of action and the structure of 
action discourse in general or of narrative in particular is not unproblematical: in 
telling a story about some (real or fictitious) events and actions we usually give only a 
partial description of a selected number of actions, often even in a heavily trans-
formed way and permanently accompanied by our inferences from observed human 
behaviour. Conversely, it has often been stressed that our insight in the structure of 
action depends on our mental processes of perception and thinking, and hence on 
our discourse about action. We here touch more general problems of linguistics, 
logic and the philosophy of language with respect to the semantics of natural 
language dealing with the relations between the structure of our language and its 
discourses on the one hand and the structure of the world  on the other hand. 

Clearly, since narratives are only one (empirical) type of discourse, this more 
general knowledge of the syntax and semantics of discourse and of the features 
distinguishing types of discourse is a necessary requirement. Nevertheless, we shall 
in this paper neglect the proper linguistic aspects of narrative discourse and concen-
trate on the characteristic features of its abstract underlying ( logical ) structure.  

1.5. Besides these more general theoretical and methodological problems, a number 
of empirical issues should be clarified. Although our natural language contains a set 
of words like narrative , narrate , story , plot , tell , etc., referring to specific 
speech acts and their products , it is not self-evident that the intuitive meaning of 
such words identifies a clearly definable set of empirical objects. Is there an effec-
tive method for distinguishing the set of narrative discourses from the set of non-
narrative discourses, and can we determine for each discourse whether it is narrative 
or not? In case it should turn out to be impossible to decide on syntactic and 
semantic grounds alone whether a discourse is a narrative (in isolation), is it possible 
to specify the pragmatic conditions under which each discourse with some specific 
syntactic and semantic properties can be qualified as a narrative or not? Further-
more, do such decisions of an observer about empirical objects correspond to 
intuitive procedures of speakers of natural language: do they have the ability to 
unambigously distinguish, identify and compare narrative discourses; are they able 
to assign degrees of narrativity

 

to a discourse; what is the nature of this ability: is 
it based on a fixed pattern or on a set of rules comparable with the rules of gram-
mar? Finally, it should be investigated at this empirical level, in what respect the 
notion of narrative  has a more abstract and general character: we do not only have 
narratives manifested in natural language discourse, but also in picture sequences, 
movies, and perhaps, derivatively, in music and dance. 

All these questions must remain without explicit answer here. We simply adopt 
the hypotheses that there is an empirical class of discourses called narratives  or 
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stories , although this class may have fuzzy edges, and that language users have the 
ability to produce, interpret such discourses as such, i.e. identify and distinguish 
them as narratives and, finally, that this ability is based on a system of rules and 
constraints associated with the rules of grammar.   

2. THE STRUCTURE OF ACTION  

2.1. It is impossible to give a complete and adequate review here of all relevant 
work in recent action philosophy. Some major results will be integrated in a pre-
liminary discussion about the structure of action.  

2.2. The basic idea about action is the following: there is a conscious being, e.g. a 
human, bringing about some change (in his body, in an object, in a situation) with a 
given purpose, under certain circumstances. It is the task of a theory of action to 
explicitly spell out the analytical content of the terms of this definition : what is 
conscious; how do we bring about something; what is a purpose; what are relevant or 
necessary circumstances; can animals also act?, etc. Most of these questions cannot 
possibly be answered in the space of an article section, if they can be answered at 
all. Let us take, then, some central features. 

Verbs like to do or to act usually only apply to animate beings overtly behaving

 

in a certain way, where overt behaviour  roughly refers to a state change (event) of 
their body, or to an ordered set of such changes. 

A first constraint separating doing/acting from this more general notion of bodily 
movement is that the movement be brought about by the animate individual itself: 
I do not do something/act, when something or somebody else causes my body or 
part of my body to move. A simple test is the possibility to use the pronouns itself 
(himself, herself, etc.) in a sentence describing doings/actings. 

Next, it is useful to separate the class of actions from the more general class of 
doings . This distinction involves a series of rather complex constraints. First of all, 

we require the animate being to be conscious, i.e. aware of itself. More particularly 
it should know/believe what its bodily states and movements are at a given moment. 
Clearly, I do something when speaking, turning, lifting my arm, etc. when I am 
asleep, and, similarly, when breathing when I am unconscious, but such movements 
will not count as actions because we do not and can not know (directly) or believe 
that they take place. In moral or legal terms somebody is not responsible for such 
unconscious doings. 

Since it is problematical in which respect it can be maintained that animals know 
about their proper states and movements, it will be assumed that animals (non-
humans) can do something, but not act. If it is true that thinking involves natural 
language, or at least its abstract underlying forms, and if thought is a crucial mental 
process defining awareness, we should also exclude babies and perhaps seriously 



   
          T. A. van Dijk / Philosophy of action and theory of narrative 292

mentally ill humans from the class of those which can significantly be said to act 
and not merely to do. Indeed, animals, babies and the mentally ill ire not hold 
responsible for their doings. We call person the conscious human who knows about 
its proper states (at least some of them) and who can think about its doings. Hence, 
following this (still unprecise) definition, I am not a person when I am asleep, hyp-
notized, drugged, etc. Only persons are able to perform actions. A person who 
performs an action will be called an agent. Since all normal persons (i.e. those 
which are not paralyzed, etc.) are able to act, persons are possible agents. It might 
even be maintained that persons are permanently acting (trivially so when we in-
clude mental acting

 

like thinking), but we will reserve the term agent to denote  
the person performing particular acts, at a given moment. 

Note that there are bodily movements of which we may be aware as persons but 
which we can not bring about as agents: especially the movements of our internal 
organs. Apparently, there is a further constraint which requires that only doings 
which are under our control may be actions. This is why reflexes are not actions. A 
doing is controllable if it can be brought about (or stopped) by a person, where 
control of a doing need not imply awareness of that action or intention

 

as dis-
cussed below. Not all controllable doings, however, are actions. We may control 
our breath and the batting of our eyelids, but usually these are not actions. They 
become actions only at the moment we actually control them. 

Next, there is a number of doings which we usually can control but of which 
we are not directly aware, e.g. because we are aware (think) of other things or 
doings/actions, although they are not regular or periodic bodily functions (like the 
ones mentioned in the previous paragraph): playing with a pencil when listening 
to somebody, scratching our head when think, etc. 

Finally, there is a set of doings which are controllable, of which we may be 
aware when doing them, and which we do control in most circumstances, but which 
in certain circumstances we cannot help but doing , e.g. because of a momentary 
failure in the control of our movements: dropping a vase, stumbling, and perhaps 
weeping and laughing. 

The characteristic feature of the doings of the last two sets is that they are per-
formed without the intention to perform them, and without having a specific 
purpose for performing just these doings. These are crucial notions, and necessary 
constraints for doings to be actions.  

2.3. Obviously a definition of action in pure behaviouristic terms, viz, as bodily 
event

 

is impossible. We introduced such mental notions like awareness, knowledge, 
belief, thought, intention and purpose, in order to define persons and specific 
properties of their doings. Although our natural lexicon has a rich subset of terms 
referring to such mental processes, events, acts or states, our theoretical and empiri-
cal knowledge about them is very limited, both at the physiological and at the 
psychological (cognitive) level of description. Our access to them is largely indirect,   
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e.g. via an analysis of self-descriptive speech acts/discourse. 
Relations between mental states or events and doings are usually referred to in 

explanatory terms: we do something because

 
we like to, want to, intend to do so, 

etc. Yet, it is not easy to bring these relations under the classical notion of causa-
tion, involving general laws. We will therefore use the more neutral term condition 
(sufficient or necessary). Thus, it is a necessary condition for a doing to be intended 
in order to count as an action. An action may therefore simply be characterized as 
an ordered pair of a mental event of intention and a bodily event (or set of events 
subject to further ordering constraints) predicated of a given person. Of course the 
content

 

of the intention must be identical with the doing associated withit: 
(Int(x), y) is an action only if x =y, at least for successful action (see below). 

However, the picture is much more complex; but little has been said explicitly 
about the exact theoretical relationships between intentions and doings. Perhaps we 
should construe intensions as functions e.g. with doings as values and some mental 
event as argument. But what mental event? One step toward a possible solution of 
this puzzle is first to introduce a set of possible actions. Possible actions are action 
concepts, which are abstract constructs (viz. functions, with different action in-
stances in possible situations as values). The set of possible actions of a given person 
is called his ability-set (or simply his abilities). It is reasonable to assume that a 
person has epistemic access to this set: he knows what he can do. A particular action 
(e.g. eating this apple now), which is a value of an action concept (eating [an ap-
ple]), would in this perspective be an ordered pair of a particular intentional event 
and a particular doing. Particularity is determined by a given situation, i.e. a pos-
sible world at a given time (point or interval). Similarly, these particular doings 
are values of possible doings, like raising an object, biting, chewing, etc. 

Of course it is possible to intend these parts of our doings as such, which makes 
them, together with the appropriate intention, actions. Actions of which the doings 
can not be (or perhaps better: are not usually) separately intended, are called basic 
actions. This notion is not without problems, but it must be considered from a 
practical and cognitive point of view, not from a physical point of view: of course 
all our bodily movements are gradual

 

and not strictly discrete. Basic actions are 
the result of the most elementary practical abstraction level. We do not distinguish 
movements e.g. under the level

 

of biting, as can also be inferred from natural 
language. 

Given this conceptual construction we might define intention rather as a selec-
tion function taking doings from the set of possible doings as arguments and having 
doings (movement n-tuples) as values. Thus, only those doings are actions which are 
values of the intention-function. Further, intentions must receive a time index (to) 
themselves, as well as an (intended) time for the occurrence of the doing-particulars 
(t;), where of course ti > to. A doing (at t,), then, is an action if it is identical with 
the value of an intention-function over possible doings (and time intervals). We may 
call these selected doings the intent of the intention. The exact (cognitive) nature 
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of intentions will be left undiscussed here: it may be a mental event (if not an act) 
determining the series of ad hoc mental events ( immediate intentions ) bringing 
about our doings. 

Intentions themselves are the outcome

 
of other mental events. There is a deci-

sion procedure operating over all possible actions (e.g. for a given time point). This 
decision procedure is determined by a complex number of other factors, involving 
preferences (general and particular), or wants and wishes, which in turn may de-
pend on likings, desires, motives and character features, together with the necessary 
data: our knowledge and beliefs (we may only like what we know/believe to exist, 
and want what we know/believe not yet to be the case, etc.). This whole complex 
mental structure below  our intentions will be left undiscussed. 

There is, finally, one internal

 

factor left which seems undispensable in a serious 
action theory. Usually we do not simply intend an arbitrary action and then some-
times execute it. We have a reason to select exactly that action type. Indeed, the 
factors of preference, want, desire, etc., do not seem to pertain (only) to the action 
itself but to its outcome, its result. I buy a book for the reason that I think that by 
buying it I will get it, and getting it is what I want. This sort of reasoning is usually 
called practical reasoning and has been considered as the typical condition 
( cause ) determining our intentions/actions. The structure of the practical 
syllogism representing such reasoning is roughly as follows:  

(i) a knows: DOap > q  
(ii) a wants: q 
(iii) DOap  

where >

 

stands for relevant conditional

 

(see van Dijk 1976; 1977). We can also 
put what is wanted (q) in the conclusion, leaving the second line open. Together 
with the conditional a modus ponens only yields q as conclusion if we fill in the 
antecedent in the second line. Hence DOp must be true for q to hold. Real reason-
ing processes are of course much more complicated: a must know what is the case, 
what will be the case at the time of his action, what other circumstances are, etc. 

We see that an action is done for a certain end, i.e. with a certain aim in mind. In 
order to denote this having an aim in mind  we use the familiar term purpose. Pur-
poses involve wants but further require the belief that the object of our want-at-
titude is brought about by our actions: (Waq, Ba(DOap > q)). In this case q is a 
consequence of our action, and may be a state or another event. Consequences are 
direct when they follow the action immediately. Sometimes our purposes pertain 
to indirect consequences, i.e. consequences of direct consequences, e.g. when I saw 
a tree, the immediate consequence is that the tree falls, but my purpose pertains to 
the fact that I have more light in my room or have some timber. In the same ex-
ample the tree is sawn

 

is the proposition representing the result of the action. It is 
the final state of the change brought about by my action, whereas the initial state 
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is the situation on

 
which my action operates. In cases where result and conse-

quence coincide we may speak of purposeless action: we perform an action for the 
only reason to perform the action, e.g. because we want, like it as such (WaDOap), 
like smoking a pipe, making a walk or reading a poem.  

2.4. Until now we limited our discussion to only one form of action, which we may 
call positive. However, there are many actions which do not satisfy the conditions 
and definitions given above. 

First of all there is a form of positive action where initial state and final state are 
identical: we do something but the world  does not change, apart from the bodily 
change of our doing. Such doings are actions if the situation would have changed 
without our doing something. This is the typical case of preventive actions. The 
condition is of course that the agent believes that the counterfactual alternative 
situation would become realized without his action. By preventing a glass to fall I 
keep the situation as it was: the glass is on the table. Similarly, I may with such pre-
ventive actions stop an event or a process, e.g. by catching a ball, which would 
continue to fall without my catching it. 

Secondly, there is a form (or mode) of action which can be performed without 
doing something, i.e. without bodily state changes. In the preventive case this 
would mean that the simple physical presence of my body prevents an event to 
occur or to continue: sitting on a chair with the intention that it will not be re-
moved. 

Interesting are those cases where an action is performed by intentionally omit-
ting a doing. Such actions are called forbearances. They have a negative character, 
because we omit an action in a situation where such an action would be expected, 
usual, obligatory, regular, etc. We may forbear to operate a change in a situation or 
we may forbear to prevent that a change takes place (letting). Not eating when you 
are hungry may be an intentional action (typically so in a hunger strike), and omit-
ting preventive action when a child is drowning is even a criminal forbearing action. 
Forbearing is so to speak based

 

on letting (the situation be as it is, the situation 
change) because it operates on actions themselves (forbearings have been called 
second order actions). In forbearing we omit the formation

 

of an intention for a 
positive action or omit to change our ongoing actions. 

From this discussion it becomes clear that performing an action requires as a 
condition that we make assumptions not only about the actual situation in which 
we are acting, or about the situation which is the result of our action, but also 
about the counterfactual situation which would be case, at the time of acting, if we 
would not act. To take a simple example: we usually do not intend to open a closed 
window when we expect the wind it to open at the same time. Similarly we will not 
try to prevent a glass to fall if we assume it will not fall anyway. 

The theoretical difficulty with negative

 

actions is that they qualify as actions 
although there is no (observable) doing as defined, unless we introduce the theoreti- 
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cal unit of a zero-doing (as we also have zero-units in grammar). Another way to ap-
proach the problem is related with the essentially intensional nature of actions. 
Doings may qualify as actions because they are interpreted as such or socially count 
as such. In such a case, a non-doing may also be interpreted as an action, if in an 
alternative course of action the action would be normal, expected or obligatory.  

2.5. The conditions formulated in the previous sections determine when an action 
is successful and when it fails. Roughly, an action is successful if an agent accom-
plishes the doing(s) conform to his intention, viz. if intent and performed doing are 
identical. Still, such a successful action may not have the desired consequences (in-
dependent of my action) so that the purpose of the action is not satisfied. It is 
usually this notion of successfulness we have in mind: purpose and consequences 
are identical. 

A number of possibilities now arise to have semi-success and semi-failure. First, 
I may be able to realize the aimed consequences, although my action itself may fail. 
Second (see above), I may be successful in my action itself, but the consequences 
are not those which I aimed at. For both cases there may be different conditions. 
These, however, will not be treated here. Note, finally, that the notion of success or 
failure, just like the ascription and description of actions themselves, may be sub-
jective, i.e. relative to a given agent or observer. What is success from my point of 
view may be failure from another s point of view.  

2.6. We are still at a comparatively elementary level of action. Most actions, how-
ever, are complex or compound, i.e. are part of an action sequence or an higher 
order

 

action. Moreover, an important class of actions take place in interaction 
between several agents, a point which is neglected in most philosophical work on ac-
tion. Especially all forms of cooperative social behaviour, in particular 
conventional interaction like the use of language, require further analysis. 

An action is compound if the final state of the i-th action coincides with the ini-
tial state of the i + 1-th action of the same agent and if the agent intends all ac-
tions of the sequence in that particular order with the ultimate purpose that the 
final result and its consequences be realized. Example: building a house. There are 
also compound action sequences which are not necessarily ordered in time or con-
ditions, and where final states of component actions are not required as initial 
states for subsequent actions. Example: having breakfast. 

The last case offers the possibility for actions to overlap. Indeed, it is possible to 
perform actions at the same time, either with identical or with different purposes. 
This overlapping, to be precise, applies to doings, and must not be confused with 
the fact that actions may be performed at the same time when seen or described 
from different points of view. When laying the foundations of a house I am building 
a house at the same time . In all cases where a compound action satisfies the con-
ditions given, and where there is a conventional name for the compound action, we 




