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1 Overview

In the traditional E-type approach to d-(onkey)-pronouhsse pronouns are inter-
preted as definite descriptions that contain a bound i-{ddal)-variable (Evans, 1977;
Cooper, 1979; Heim, 1990). Elbourne (2001, 2002); Birir@p@® have recently pro-
posed a variant of the E-type approach which dispenses wistiable binding for
donkey anaphora resolution altogether, deriving covagavia s-(ituation)-variable
binding. However, they still assume that d-pronouns cordascriptive content, while
remaining somewhat vague with regard to what the contertdtlyxiz. | will clarify
this point of vagueness, discussing examples of d-pronaithamultiple antecedents
as well as ambiguous donkey-sentences. | will show thaufaistg descriptive con-
tent in d-pronouns is A) not necessary and B) problematic.

l. Evans/Cooper proposal: it = “the donkey owned by Him
Il.  Elbourne/Buring proposal: it = “thedonkey”
lll.  Present proposal: it = “theentity”

| thus argue that d-pronouns are void of descriptive cont&his has interesting
consequences for the theory of situations.

2 Background
2.1 The Traditional E-type approach

Compare sentences (1) and (2).

(1) Every studentwonders which plate heshould eat from.
(2) [[Every farmer [who [owns [a donkey]]]] [beat&]]].
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(1) has a reading in which the referent of the pronbercovaries with the subject
of wonder We say thate functions as an i-(ndividual)-variable that is bound by its
antecedent. The possibility of such binding is contingenaaonfiguration in which
the antecedent c-commands the pronoun. (2) is an examplesafcalled “donkey
sentence”. The curious fact about such sentences is thabjbet pronoun obeat
it, covaries with the object odbwned a donkey as if it were bound by it. Yet the
antecedernd donkeyis embedded in a relative clause and clearly does not c-contima
the so-called “donkey pronouiit”

The traditional E-type solution to this problem consistdreating the d-(onkey)-
pronoun {t) as a definite description that contains a context senditiyleer type vari-
able R) and an i-variablegro) (Evans, 1977; Cooper, 1979), (3a) paraphrased in (3b):

3) a. ...beats [the [R; «<c.et>> Procie>]]  (Heim and Kratzer, 1998)
b. ... beats “the donkey owned by hijfn

R picks up a context salient function suchdmkey-owned-byrhe variablelinm, )
within the d-pronoun can be bound by the c-commanding subjdxeats farmer. This
assures that the pronoun covaries with farmers. Since fleetaif ownsin the relative
clause also covaries with the head of the relative clafasmer, a donkeyandit will
covary with the same element, and thus with each other.

2.2 Some problems with the traditional approach

The approach outlined above has a number of shortcomingdwhlaive been pointed
out over the years and have motivated substantial revisions

The uniqueness presupposition problem definite description presupposes the unique-
ness of its referent. On the analysis of d-pronouns outlatsal/e this has the effect
that the d-pronoun will have an interpretation of the fdtma (uniqug donkey owned

by him In other words, the traditional approach predicts thereg@ presupposition
that the relevant farmers own exactly one donkey each. Hexythe sentence also ap-
plies to farmers who own more than one donkey. Heim (1982g4dkis to constitute

a lethal problem for the traditional E-type approach.

The situation solution The problem with the uniqueness presupposition rests on the
premise that the sentence in (2) involves quantificatiom exelds. If instead the uni-
versal is taken to quantify over something smaller, suchtaat®ns the uniqueness
presupposition would be restricted to situations (Berni®87; Heim, 1990). With
quantification over situationgyeryin (2) has in its restriction a set of situations each
containing single farmer-donkey pairs, but the same fawaarbe part of several dis-
tinct situations, paired with a different donkey in each.u3tadopting a situation se-
mantics (Kratzer, 1989) the uniqueness presuppositiataged with definite descrip-
tions is no longer a problem for the E-type approach.

The problem of the formal link This concerns th& in (3), which is said to pick up
a context salient function. Kadmon (1987); Heim (1990) ssgjghatmarried manin



(4b) makes salient wife-of function, andguitarist in (4c) makes salient guitar-of
function.

4) a. Every man who has a wife is sitting nextter.
Judgment: (ok)..next to his wife

b. Every married man is sitting next ker.
Judgment: * .. next to his wife

C. Every guitarist should brinig.
Judgment: *. . bring his guitar

The traditional approach, in which such functions can b&gaauip and (partially)
determine the interpretation of the pronoures andit respectively, predicts all sen-
tences in (4) to have a donkey-reading. However, only (4asdo

An NP-deletion solution Elbourne (2001, 2002) proposes that there is no such func-
tion Rpresent, but instead that d-pronouns are derived from uihrphrases, featuring
a definite article and a noun (e.the donkey. Arguing that E-type pronouns are sub-
jectto essentially the same licensing conditions as NEtiel, Elbourne proposes that
E-type pronouns actually involve NP-deletion (i.e. deletof donkey. It is argued to
be the spell-out of the remaining definite article, akin ifrispo the famous proposal
in Postal (1966) to assimilate pronouns to determiners.dBlEtion is claimed to be
licensed either by the existence of an antecedent NP, or lexta@mely salient prop-
erty. These conditions are then argued to be met in (4a),diunr{b, c). Thereby the
burden is shifted to the exact conditions under which NRtit#i is licensed.

I will elaborate on this point below in section 3.1, arguihgt reference to NP-
deletion is superfluous.

No need for i-binding Recall that in order to solve the problem with the unique-
ness presupposition, quantification over situations wasdaced. Elbourne shows
that quantification over situations does not just renderuthigueness presupposition
harmless but turns it into a tool that derives the covaridratereen the donkey owned
and the donkey beaten.

The semantics of the universal quantiferyis such that its restriction constitutes
a set of base-situationg,sand its nuclear scope constitutes an extended situatifom s
each g. Every g contains a farmer, a donkey and an owning relation betweztwib.
And for every suchsthere is an swhich contains a unique donkey. Since the donkey
in s, is the unique donkey in it, and $s an extended situation of the base-situation
which contains a donkey, the two donkeys must be identical.

(5) a. [Every [, farmer who owns a donkey] [ beats it]].
b. Informal truth conditions:
for every x, s such that x is a farmer who owns a donkeyjnthere
is an extended situation of,ss., in which x beats the unique donkey
ins..



This allows Elbourne to eliminate the bound i-varialgeo(in (3a),himin (3b)). In his
(and similarly in Biring’s) proposal the d-pronoun is a pdedinite description.

No room for i-binding I-(ndividual)-variable binding as in (3) is not only unnesary
for an account of donkey anaphora, it is empirically prold&ém The problem con-
cerns the availability of a sloppy reading of d-pronounsamdP-ellipsis (Elbourne,
2001, 2002; Biiring, 2004). Consider the following examples

(6) In this town ...
a. every farmer who owns a donkey beiats

and the priest does, too. (strict / ?*sloppy)
b. every farmer who owns a donkey betits donkey,

and the priest does, too. (strict / ?*sloppy)
C. every farmer who owns a donkey betits donkey he owns

and the priest does, too. (strict / sloppy)

The d-pronoun in (6a) patterns with the pure definite deionip(6b) in that a
sloppy reading is very marginal in both. And it crucially fgaihs against the skolem
descriptior the donkey he owr{(§c), which straightforwardly allows a sloppy reading.
While the traditional E-type approach (3) wrongly predittat (6a) and (6¢) should
pattern together, the proposal that d-pronouns are puneitéefiescriptions makes the
right predictions here.

Summarizing, a situation semantic E-type approach to &gypnpronouns, as de-
veloped in Elbourne (2002) and Biiring (2004) is able to salveimber of problems
associated with the traditional E-type approach. The neatufres of this new approach
are A) that the d-pronounis not a skolem description but a gefinite description, and
B) that the antecedent is part of a situation, and the d-pmishooked up to this situa-
tion (in BUring’s proposal via syntactic binding of a s-étion)-variable, in Elbourne’s
proposal via the semantics of the universal quantifier). d4peonoun, being a definite
description, comes with a uniqueness presupposition wioictes covariance on an-
tecedent and d-pronoun. However, Elbourne leaves vaguttiddescriptive content
of the deleted NP in the d-pronoun is and how NP-deletioncisnised. A possible
view is that NP-deletion is licensed under syntactic/lakidentity (cf. Biring (2004)
p. 36). In the remainder of the paper | will argue that sucheawis not tenable. |
further argue that d-pronouns (like any other pronouns) atohave any descriptive
content.

3 Itis notthe donkey: the present proposal

In what follows | will show that the descriptive content oktt-(onkey)-pronoun both
can (3.1) and must (3.2) be a superset denotation of alllpesaitecedent denotations.

1The notions “strict” and “sloppy” correspond to the follawgi readings:
strict: the priest beats the farmers’ donkeys
sloppy:  the priest beats his own donkey
2A “skolem description” contains a bound i-variable, a “pdescription” does not, cf. Biiring (2004).



And finally, | will address an interesting question, whicle fireceding investigations
uncover, regarding minimal situations (3.3).

3.1 Donkey pronouns can be “donkey-free”

No need for NP-deletion Elbourne rightly fully abandons the bound i-varialple
in (3). He simultaneously abandons the contextual preelicatiableR, replacing it
by an NP which is subject to NP-deletion. This, Elbournersigisolves the formal
link problem. It seems to me however that the problem of thienéd link is already
solved by the mechanism that ensures covariance in the Elbt&iiring system, and
therefore NP-deletion is superfluous in this respect.

While it is certainly true thaguitaristin (4c) makes salient the concegpiitar, it
does not introduce an individual with the property of beinguitar. In the situation
semantic approach a la Elbourne and Biring it is clear thigt@mindividual can be
a donkey-antecedent, since covariance is achieved bymeterg the referent of the
d-pronoun as a unigue entity (or “unique donkey” for Elbauand Biring) in the
extended situation and therefadentical to the donkey in the base-situation. If there
is simply “donkeyness” or “guitarness” (as in (4c¢)) in thesbaituation, the referent
of the d-pronoun has nothing that the uniqueness presupposbuld force it to be
identical to. This forces the definite description (i.e. grenoun) to be interpreted
relative to a situation outside of the sentence, a situatibith contains a suitable
unique individual. Such a situation however, being outshde sentence, cannot be
distributed over byevery Therefore no covariance is derived.

This is reminiscent of Biring (2004)’s discussion of seotnlikeEvery man in
Athens worships the goddggs 44-45). Although Biiring does not actually claim that
this solves the problem of the formal link, it does, as far ean see.

Pronouns range over entities Let me briefly show that descriptive content is not
necessary to derive donkey-readings in the cases condidertar. To compare the
old (informal) truth conditions with the new (informal) thuconditions we can simply
replacedonkeyin (5b) byentity:3

@) a. [Every [, farmer who owns a donkey] [ beats it]].

b. New informal truth conditions:
for every x, g such that x is a farmer who owns a donkey jritgere
is an extended situation of,ss., such that x beats in.san entity in
S, Which is unique in its minimal situation.

(7b) derives covariance in a manner parallel to (5b). Treaaiissue here regarding
the relation between,sand the minimal situation in which the entity is unique. This
issue will be addressed in section 3.3.

To complete this subsection reconsider the sloppy-ideisstie (which is really a
variant of the problem of the formal link).

SElbourne and Biiring differ with respect to the value whichitlsemantics assigns to the s-variable on
the d-pronoun. For Elbourne it corresponds to thefar Biring to g,. | am adopting Biiring’s variant.



(8) In this town ...
a. every farmer who owns a donkey beiats

and the priest does, too. (strict / ?*sloppy)
b. every farmer who owns a donkey betits entity,
and the priest does, too. (strict / ?*sloppy)

The paraphrase of the proposed meaning of the d-pronoursseematch the ac-
tual d-pronoun quite closely.

Having shown that my proposal maintains the virtues of tloppsal put forth by
Elbourne and by Biring, | will continue by discussing adeaygs of my proposal.

3.2 Donkey pronouns must be “donkey-free”

In this section | will point out problems with the NP-deletiproposal and show that
these problems do not arise on the present approach.

3.2.1 Afirst problem for NP-deletion

Relational donkey-antecedentsAn NP-deletion approach to d-pronouns roughly says
that d-pronouns are the result of manipulating the overhfof a noun phrase of the
formthe NPby applying NP-deletion to it, and spelling out the left odefinite article

as a pronoun. An a priori plausible assumption (which is sones explicitly made,
e.g. Buring (2004) p. 36) is that the deleted NP is identioats antecedent. This
cannot be quite right in the light of the following examples.

9 a. ok Every man who has a wife is sitting nexhier.
b. ?* Every man who has a wife is sitting nexitte wife.

NP-deletion a priori predicts that (9a) and (b) should pattegether, contrary to
fact. (9a) is a perfectly well-formed donkey-sentence) (&b alleged LF-equivalent)
on the other hand is utterly odd.

| take this contrast to constitute a first, strong argumeairegy the idea of deriving
d-pronouns by NP-deletion under identity with an antecedién

3.2.2 Coordinated donkeys

Now that we know that the relation between the descriptiveamt of the pronoun
and that of its antecedent NP cannot be required to be onenfiig we continue by
asking what the relation exactly is. Crucial insight intistmatter comes from different
kinds of structures that supply multiple antecedents forpgahoun. Such sentences
involve coordination. | will assume the following semastaf coordination, based on
Partee and Rooth (1983)’s Generalized conjunction:

(10) [and = Af cer,i> - Ag<et,t> - AQ<e,i>-f(Q)&g(Q)

According to this definitionand combines with two generalized quantifieisnd
g one after the other, and gives an expression of the type ohargkzed quantifier



(<<e,t>t>). Then it takes a predica@ (of type<e,t>) and gives a truth value. When
taking the predicate (i.e. the VP) it “feeds” it to each camgu(i.e. the two generalized
quantifiers that it has previously combined with). For ounkiey-sentences this has
the effect that formally the same VP is interpreted in thepsaaf each of the conjoined
generalized quantifiers. Thus whatever requirements thensl§? have on its subject
must be fulfilled in both conjuncts.
Concretely, since d-pronouns need suitable donkey-am¢ete, each conjunct will

need to provide a donkey-antecedent for the pronoun to lzetabkceive a donkey-
reading.

Donkey-owners and non-ownersConsider first an example in which a possible donkey-
subject and an impossible donkey-subject are coordinated:

(12) [Every farmer who owns a donkewd every butcher] beais.

In (11)it does not have a donkey-reading, i.e. the sentence doesveaaading
on whichit covaries witha donkey(or with farmers, or butchers, or farmer-butcher
pairs etc). But insteal must be referential, referring to some discourse-salibjeab
(e.g.the priest’s goat

I claim that the lack of a donkey-reading ifin (11) is due to the fact that the
VP beats itdoes not have a possible donkey-antecederit fiorthe second conjunct.
According to the semantics of coordination adopted hegeViR is interpreted in each
conjunct. The fact that (11) does also not have a reading achvithis interpreted as a
d-pronoun in the first conjunct but as referential in the seldalls out naturally, if we
assume that the distinction between bound and non-bouihgesign)-variable orit is
structurally encoded on the VP-level (Biiring, 2084).

Coordinated donkey-owners and goat-owner€onsider next an example in which
two possible donkey-subjects are coordinated, but wherddiscriptive content of the
antecedents is distinal¢nkeys goas).

(12) [Every farmer who owns a donkeyd every priest who owns a goat] beats
it.
This sentence is judged to have a donkey-readiriig @he sentence can mean that
the farmers beat their donkeys and the priests beat theis.gdais is expected with

4| call a “possible donkey-subject” a DP which as a subjectmaride an antecedent for a d-pronoun.
Concretely,Every farmer who owns a donkéeya possible donkey-subject, whitevery farmerby itself is

not:
@ Every farmer who owns a donkey beidts  (donkey-reading availabje

(i)  Every farmer beats. (No donkey-reading available
5The structure of the VP with a situation binder is:
(i) 21 [vp <[beatsthg; donkey]]

3 is a situation binder which grabs the situation index frasnspecifier (the subject) and transmits this
index to the s-variabler on the definite article (or pronoun respectively). The dalde of the pronoun
therefore is either bound to the subject (in both conjunats) is free. < is a situation-extending operator,
which takes a predicate (i.e. the VP) and an individual, pl#sindividual in the base-situation and the
predicate in an extended situation thereof. In other wad&? prefixed with< no longer maps an individual
to a set of situations in which s/he Vs, but onto a set of siinatthat can be extended to one in which s/he
Vs. See Biring (2004) p. 37ff.



regard to the availability in each conjunct of a donkey-aatkent. What is interesting
about this sentence is thiatannot have the same descriptive content as its antecedent,
since there are two distinct antecedents. Concretatyiéreit donkey thena goatin
the second conjunct couldn’t be its antecedent. Aritlereit goat, then the exact
same problem would arise in the first conjunct, with the aadeata donkey

This | take to be a strong argument in favor of the main clairthefpresent paper,
which is that d-pronouns must be void of descriptive contend thus essentially have
the same interpretation &ése entity®

Coordinated donkeys and goatsAnother type of multiple antecedent structure results
when two noun phrases are coordinated by a disjunction dsSin)

(13) a. If Mary sees a donkey, she waveg to
b. If Mary sees [a donkey or a goat], she wavet to
c. #If Mary sees a donkey or a goat, she wavehiéogoat

Recall that a situation semantic approach as in Elbourr@Rassures that if in
(13a) is interpreted & donkeyit can covary with the object afees because there is
going to be an (extended) situation containing bibia (unique) donkey in and the
base-situation which contaissdonkey Thus the two donkeys must be one and the
same.

Note now that (13b) also has a donkey-reading,ii.eovaries with whichever an-
imal Mary sees. (Sometimes it happens to be a donkey, soegtirgoat.) It is trivial
that my proposal in whiclit is interpreted ashe (unique) entitglirectly accounts for
this, in a fashion entirely parallel to (13a). If on the othand the pronoun contains
a noundonkey(or goai), (13b) would wrongly be predicted to have a reading (dyrict
speaking two readings) comparable to the fairly awkward)$3

“Singular non-donkeys” Consider next the behavior of a donkey-goat conjunction.

(24) a. Every farmer who owns [a donkey and a goat] biéats
b. Every farmer who owns [a donkey and a goat] béfadésdonkey.

(14a) does not have a donkey-reading, unlike (14b). Hemrlgl¢he d-pronoun
does not pattern with the (contentful) descriptibe donkey The noundonkeyand
even an actual individualonkeyare both present in the base-situation as potential

61n example (12) it would be possible to assume the d-pronobe tnterpreted dsanimal. But itis easy
to come up with structurally similar examples in which th@monkey-antecedents do not share such a close
common denominator. The NP-deletion idea rests on NPdingnunder identity or very high salience of
the relevant property. However, if the common denominatpsaya catanda TV setin (i) below is salient
enough to license NP-deletion, | would assume it to be dadiraugh also in ordinary donkey-sentences.

(i)  Every boy who bought a cat and every girl who ordered a T\psé for it with a credit card.

"The example is taken from Elbourne (2002) who credits BerSahwarz for it.

8Elbourne mentions the possibility that the pronoun colddlitcontain a disjoint NP, liké donkey or
goat It's true that this would be able to derive the right readiog(13b), as far as | can see. However,
such a move would again put a heavy burden on a (yet to be gedltheory of NP-deletion licensing. See
Elbourne (2002) section 2.7.2 for some discussion reggrithiese issues.



antecedents. It is not clear to me how under an Elbourniani®&l&ton analysis one
would rule out a reading parallel to (14b) for (14a).

If the pronoun is analyzed as lacking any descriptive cdraarthe other hand, a
donkey-reading of (14a) is ruled out, because there is ne-bifisation which contains
only one of the two animals. This is so under the assumptioictwhclaim to be
correct: that there is no syntactically represented sanan (14a) that contains a
donkey but not a goat and vice vefsa.

With a plural pronoun instead @f a donkey-reading is available:

(15) Every farmer who owns [two donkeys and a goat] btsm.

Note that, on a donkey-reading, all three animals (per oywgetrbeaten. There is
no (out-of-the-blue) reading on which only the donkeys ggttbn but not the goat.

This is exactly what is predictedftifiemis interpreted athe entities in g where §
contains all the individuals referred to by the objecbains(in addition to the subject,
see section 3.3).

Murderer sentences | call “murderer sentences” examples in which a d-pronoun is
interpreted within a VP-ellipsis site. Examples like theedrelow are discussed in
Tomioka (1999) and Elbourne (2001).

(16) Every police officer who arrested a murderer insultiead, and
every police officer who arrested a burglar did, too.

The sentence features two d-pronouns, one is the biraiih the first conjunct and
the other is within the VP-ellipsis site. Assuming the aptient VP and the elliptical
VP to be identical (Sag, 1976), the question is what the pm&tation of the pronoun
is such that it can covary with murderers in the first conjuamad with burglars in the
second. Tomioka treatsim asthe person he arrestede. as a skolem description,
in a way very close to the traditional E-type analysis. Abaschave seen arguments
against such an analysis (see the discussion around exépl&o Tomioka cannot
be quite right. However, he recognizes the kind of probleengtesent paper claims
to solve, and he makes a move in the right direction, in takiiregdescriptive content
of the pronoun to be less specific than the descriptive coiethe antecedent (i.e.
personrather tharmurdere).

Pushing Tomioka'’s dilution of the descriptive content todktreme and combining
it with the approach to covariance proposed by Elbourne airihB, leads directly to
the present proposal, according to which (16) at the retdesal looks like®

a7 Every police officer who arrested a murderer insuttied.,,.;;, , and
every police officer who arrested a burglar gidsult hime,¢;,>, too.

9Note that this is not a given. As far as | understand there isomsensus about the size of situations nor
about how they are syntactically represented. The datasied here suggests that coordinated individuals
that together constitute a single argument of the verb sharmimal situation.
100f course him also encodes the featunemsculineandhuman This is an issue that needs to be looked
into further, especially also with regard to languages @&man which have grammatical gender distinc-
tions for non-animate objects.



3.3 Who is which donkey?

There is yet another kind of problem with sentences whichaanbiguous between
multiple donkey-readings. The problem is to ensure thatahpuns can pick out the
right antecedents. Consider the following examples:

(18) Whenever a police officer arrests a burgha&rinsultshim.
(29) If a woman talks to a rabbi while a priest is preséetgets mad.

These sentences have two distinct donkey-readings ea8hcdh mean that offi-
cers always insult burglars, and it can mean that burglaraya insult officers. How-
ever, the sentence, while ambiguous, is not vague, i.e nitaamean that sometimes
burglars insult officers and at other times officers insuighars. Similarly for (19).

The ambiguity of these sentences shows that we need to makéhsut the par-
ticipants can be distinguished. Since the covariance witihothouns is achieved via
a s-variable and since there is no descriptive content imtheonoun that could dis-
tinguish between potential referehlsit must be thatabbi and priest are in distinct
situations in (19), and equally fafficerandburglar in (18).

This, if | am right, suggests a hierarchy between the extgtgmesupposition and
the uniqueness presupposition that seems fairly natured.ekistence presupposition
that goes with definites establishes the identity of theregfiewith a suitable antecedent
in's, (or in the discourse).

Once this relation is established, the uniqueness presitigoof the definite has
the effect of zooming in on situations containing the andece identified until the
antecedent is unique in a situation.

It is worth noting that this then makes a claim about how maldim(linguistically
created) situation can Bé Specifically, coordinated noun phrases that together Eonst
tute an argument of a verb seem to be sharing a minimal ©tuétf. (14) above). In
this respect very close paraphrases like (20a) and (20biyast sharply?

(20) a.  Whenabutcher and a baker collidegets mad. *donkey-readiny
b.  When a butcher collides with a bakbe gets mad.

We observe that in (20a) the two noun phrases share a sirggéertile and a single
Case, and they cannot provide a donkey-antecedent for alaimgronoun. On the
present analysis this indicates that the butcher and therliaka) are part of the same
minimal situation which does not have a subsituation coirigionly one of them.

(20Db), on the other hand, does have a donkey-reading. Mepisgty it is ambigu-
ous between two donkey-readings. This may be correlatddthi fact that in (20b)
the two noun phrases receive a different Case each. If thighs Case may be argued
to be interpretable and function as some sort of existegtiahtifier for situations.

11This fact assimilates these examples to the bishop-sezgetiscussed in Heim (1990), Elbourne (2002).

121t is possible that situations created by the non-linguistintext have somewhat different properties
from linguistically created ones.

13Thanks to Lisa Levinson for pointing me to these examples.
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Another possibility is that the two noun phrases in (20b)iardistinct situations as a
function of their having distinct theta rolés.
| have to leave this intriguing issue for future research.

4 Conclusion

I have clarified a point left vague in recent situation-seticaa-type analyses of don-
key pronouns (Elbourne, 2001, 2002; Biring, 2004), regaythe descriptive content
of donkey pronouns. Investigating structures in which akégrpronoun caters (ei-
ther simultaneously or ambiguously) to two distinct antkrgs, | have reached the
conclusion that donkey pronouns must be void of descrigtivgent'® In doing so |
have uncovered an issue regarding the size and the symgatasentation of minimal
situations.
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