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Donkey sentence: A sentence that contains an indefinite NP inside an if-clause or relative clause, and a pronoun which is outside that if-clause or relative clause, but is anaphorically related to the indefinite NPs.

(1) If someone is in Athens, he is not in Rhodes.
(2) If a man owns a donkey, he beats it.
(3) Every man who owns a donkey beats it.

First dicsussed by Stoic philosopher Chrysippos, also discussed in medieval literature, revived by Geach (1962).

Truth conditions:

(1') Forall x [ x is in Athens --> not(x is in Rhodes) ]
(2') Forall x Forall y [[x is a man & y is a donkey & x owns y ] --> x beats y ]
(3') Forall x Forall y [[x is a man & y is a donkey & x owns y ] --> x beats y ]

Question: How does the indefinite acquire universal force?

--- (aside:) ----

Heim claims that these are not "generic" uses of indefinites, as in:

(4) A donkey is grey 
[meaning donkeys in general are grey]

Argument #1:
"Someone" does not have generic readings:
(5) Someone is grey.

But "someone" licenses donkey anaphora.

Argument #2:
Generic readings are prohibited in pivot of existential constructions and object of "have"
(6) John has a donkey
(7) There is a donkey in the yard

But indefinites in these environments license donkey anaphora.

"I admit that these considerations do not prove beyond doubt that donkey sentences contain no generic indefinites, especially not in the absence of an analysis of generic indefinites that would explain, e.g., why they do not appear in “there”-insertion contexts. For the time being, i.e., for the remainder of this chapter, I will nevertheless assume – as is generally assumed – that donkey sentences and generic indefinites are distinct phenomena." (p. 37)

So these are not donkey sentences:

(10) Someone who is in Athens is not in Rhodes.
(11) John beats a donkey if it kicks him.

--- (end aside) ---

Generalization: An indefinite that occurs inside an if-clause or relative clause gets interpreted as a universal quantifier whose scope extends beyond this clause.

Geach: Indefinites just get a wide-scope universal interpretation under such circumstances. Nothing special to be said about pronouns.

Under what circumstances, exactly? What on earth do relative clauses have to do with "if"-clauses? And it doesn't work with just any relative clause:

(12) A friend of mine who owns a donkey beats it.

Geach actually never gave a generalization. Egli and Smaby tried; Heim argues against these.

So the puzzle remains: How do indefinites acquire universal force and wide scope over the conditional?
