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The publication of the English original of Hans Kamp’s “Events, discourse
representations, and temporal reference”, previously published only in French
translation (Kamp 1981b), is a welcome addition to the literature. Not only
does it make that paper much more widely accessible than it has been
previously, which is valuable in itself for the many good and still-timely ideas
it contains, but the paper and the new postscript included with it do indeed
offer an important clarification of the motivations for the development of
Discourse Representation Theory. This paper is, to me, an example of Kamp
at his best, beautifully structured and full of subtle observations of both
linguistic and philosophical interest. That’s the biggest reason that it’s nice
to see it published now. This note about its relation to the motivations for
DRT is just a supplement to the postscript, with the same goal of clarifying
the historical record.

The postscript gives a good explanation of the historical context of the
paper and the reason for publishing it now. And what Kamp says there about
my role in leading people to a mistaken idea of the motivations for the main
ideas of DRT seems completely plausible to me. According to Kamp, my
paper (Partee 1984) was apparently responsible for the idea that DRT was
principally developed as a theory of nominal anaphora, including discourse
anaphora and donkey sentences. And indeed that was how I thought of it.

At the time that I was working on Partee 1984, I knew Kamp’s earliest work
on events, temporal interpretation and the two past tenses in French, Kamp
1979 and Kamp & Rohrer 1983. And of course I knew his classic DRT paper,
Kamp 1981a, which was presented at an Amsterdam Colloquium in 1980
and first published in the proceedings in 1981. But those two lines of work
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were not connected in my own mind. I viewed Hans’s DRT paper in the light
of Irene Heim’s dissertation (Heim 1982), and thought that the emphasis in
Hans’s work, as in Irene’s, was on separating indefinites from quantificational
expressions and treating indefinites as not having any quantificational force
of their own; formalizing the notion of “discourse referents” from Karttunen
1969 and using it to make sense of the notion of “indefinite reference”; and
on seeing the connection between donkey sentences and discourse anaphora.
I didn’t in my own mind connect any of that with Hans’s work on temporal
reference.

In my 1984 paper I was building directly on Hinrichs’s MA thesis (Hinrichs
1981). (It was written in German, and my German is weak, but it concerned
the past and past perfect tenses in English, so the examples were all English
sentences, and it was written within the framework of DRT, so I was able
to read it.) Hinrichs’s thesis did concern temporal anaphora in part; but
that notion was not entirely new then, being found at least implicitly in
Reichenbach’s work (Reichenbach 1947) and explicitly in my earlier work
(Partee 1973), but it did not exploit the full power of DRT to handle a wider
variety of kinds of anaphora. The motivation for my 1984 paper was to
show how DRT could help provide a more principled basis for modeling the
similarities between nominal and temporal anaphora that I had uncovered
in my 1973 paper. So I intended to be helping by showing that what Kamp
and then Hinrichs had done about temporal interpretation and reference
time could be extended to the broader range of temporal anaphora, including
bound anaphora and donkey anaphora in the temporal domain.

So in short, I cannot argue at all with what Hans says about my work
in his postscript: I indeed had no idea that the original motivation for DRT
came from the temporal domain. And what I can also see from the postscript
is that the aspects of DRT most central for Kamp are not the aspects of it
that were most central to me. I had a diffident and even skeptical attitude
toward the idea that some representational level mediating between syntax
and model-theoretic semantics is really necessary. Chierchia and Rooth had
shown that the notion of “accessibility to anaphora” of Heim’s File Change
Semantics (Heim 1982, Ch.3 and Heim 1983) and Kamp’s DRT could be re-
formalized without using an intermediate representational level (Chierchia
& Rooth 1984), and Zeevat also did a reworking of DRT in which Kamp’s
“discourse referents” are simply variables together with certain restrictions -
a fully compositional analysis (Zeevat 1989). For me what was most valuable
in Kamp’s and Heim’s work was the treatment of indefinites (and in Heim’s
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work, the account of the contrast between indefinites and definites), of
quantification, and of anaphora. And I hadn’t seen any of that in Kamp’s
work on temporal reference — and that also does not figure in this paper of
his, which I had read long ago in its French version — , and that’s what I was
trying to add.
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