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Main Claim: No preexistence requirement applies to indefinites in the restrictors of 
quantificational adverbs (contra Diesing, 1992).  The effects attributed to such a 
requirement are better accounted for by an extension of familiar focus principles. 

1. “Quantificational” Readings of Indefinites 

1.1. The relevant reading 

(1)    I usually love a sonata by Dittersdorf.  [Diesing (1992): 113] 
     = in most cases when I hear a sonata by Dittersdorf, I love it 

Key property of “quantificational” reading: adverb seems to quantify (in some sense) 
over individuals that satisfy the description in the indefinite.   

[In (1): usually quantifies in some sense over sonatas by Dittersdorf] 

1.2. First contrast: creation vs. non-creation verbs 

[Diesing’s observation] Quantificational reading is possible for read but not for write. 

(2)     I usually read a book about slugs. 
     (i) ≈ [On Tuesdays] What I usually do is read a book about slugs. 
     (ii) ≈ When I encounter a book about slugs, I usually read it. 
      = “quantificational reading” 

(3)     I usually write a book about slugs.  
     (i) ≈ [In the summer] What I usually do is write a book about slugs.    ] 
     (ii) ≠ When I encounter a book about slugs, I usually write it  
      / I’m usually the one who wrote it 

Assumptions: In quantificational readings (ii), the indefinite object somehow serves as 
the 1st argument of the quantifier (restrictor), and the rest of the VP is the 2nd argument 
(nuclear scope). 

                                                 
* I’d like to give special thanks to Irene Heim and Kai von Fintel for their extensive discussion and 
guidance.  I’d also like to thank Marcelo Ferreira, Danny Fox, Sabine Iatridou, Polly Jacobson, Roger 
Schwarzschild, my classmates in the fall 2004 workshop course at MIT, and members of the MIT 
Syntax/Semantics Reading Group for useful comments and discussion. 
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In the existential readings (i), the restrictor is something else and the whole VP is the 2nd 
argument (nuclear scope). 

1.3. Diesing’s approach: Preexistence requirement 

[In effect] Quantification restricted to preexisting books about slugs. 
 With read: OK, since you can only read books that exist 
 With write: doesn’t make sense b/c you can’t write book that already exists 
   (3) would be necessarily false on reading (ii) 

This has intuitive appeal, but I’ll show that it’s empirically inadequate. 

1.4. Problem for preexistence: FOCUSED creation verbs 

(4) (a)   I usually [HANDwrite]FOC a book about slugs. 
     = When I write a book about slugs, I usually do it by hand.1 

 (b)   I usually [KNIT]FOC a scarf. 
     = When I make a scarf, I usually do it by knitting. 

e.g.: sentence (4.b) is quantifying in some sense over a set of scarves, and saying that I 
knit most of them.  This should be impossible under Diesing’s view. 

1.5. Outline of talk 

• Lay out assumptions about adverbial quantifiers and quantificational indefinites. 

• Show how sentences with focused creation verbs like (4) can be derived using 
independently motivated principles of focus and quantification. 

• Extend these principles to capture the original contrast between creation and non-
creation verbs 

2. Preliminary Assumptions 

2.1. Contribution of aspect 

Assumption: Tensed clauses always have either perfective or imperfective aspect. 

(5) (a)   [[PERF]] = [λf<i,t> . [λt . ∃t’[t’⊆int t and f(t’)=1] ] ] 
 (b)   [[IMPF]] = [λf<i,t> . [λt . ∃t’[t’⊇int t and f(t’)=1] ] ]2 
     [where ⊆int and ⊇ int represent the sub- and superinterval relations] 

                                                 
1 The focus literature contains many examples with focused verbs, of course, including some that happen to 
have creation verbs, but I haven’t seen this particular issue about Diesing’s predictions pointed out. 
2 I’m ignoring the “imperfective paradox” (see, e.g., Landman 1992, Portner 1998, and Parsons 1990). 
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(6) Effect of perfective and imperfective aspect 

 

2.2. Basic use of usually / always  

I assume that on its basic reading, usually is a quantifier over times (intervals). 

Target truth conditions: 

(7) (a)   When it’s raining I usually call my mother. 
 (b)   When it’s raining I always call my mother. 

 [[(a)/(b)]] = [Given some relevant time span T] for most/all intervals t such that  
 t ⊆int T AND t is a maximal interval at which it’s raining,  
 there is some subinterval t’ of t such that I call my mother at t’. 
≈ during most periods of rain, I call my mother at some point 

2.3. Why “maximal” intervals? 

What if we counted all intervals of rain?3 

(8) Intervals of rain 

 

PROBLEM: Consider t1 and t2.  For (7.b) to be true it would have to be the case that: 
 I call my mother at some subinterval of t1,  
 AND I call my mother at some subinterval of t2. 

 I have to call my mother in multiple (probably infinite) overlapping intervals 

BUT intuitively, it only has to be the case that I call my mother once during each entire 
period of rain – the intervals in (8.a).  

2.4. Lexical entry for usually1  

[Parallel for always, rarely, etc.] 

                                                 
3 I’m assuming that when makes no truth conditional contribution.  Johnston (1994) argues against this; but 
in any case the quantification has to somehow be restricted to maximal intervals in this kind of example. 

periods of rain
 
 

(a) 

(b) 
t1 t2

intervals at which 
it’s raining

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

 [[p]] 

[[PERF]]([[p]])

[[IMPF]]([[p]])
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(9)    [[usually1]]T = [λp<i,t> . [λq<i,t> . For most times t∈Max(Tp ∩ pS), 
 q(t)=1] ] 
= [λp . [λq . | Max(Tp ∩ pS) ∩ qS} |  
 is a sufficiently large fraction of | Max(Tp ∩ pS) | ] ]4 

(10)    Definition of Max: For any set of intervals S:  
Max(S) = {t: t∈S and ~∃t’[t⊂int t’ and t’∈S} 
where ⊂int is the proper subinterval relation 

In other words, given an interval T (the relevant time span), usually takes:  
 pS: a set of intervals (the restrictor) 
 qS: a set of intervals (the nuclear scope) 

 true iff, counting only subintervals of T, most of the members of pS that are maximal 
[as defined in (10)] are also members of qS. 

2.5. Example of an indefinite object with usually1: Existential reading 

Let T* ≈ “these days” 

 (11)  (a)   I usually read a book about slugs.    [=(2)] 
    reading (i) ≈ [On Tuesdays] What I usually do is read a book about slugs. 

 (b)   LF: 

 

 (c) Meaning:  
  [[(11.a)]] = 1 iff for most maximal intervals t that are subintervals of T*  
      and are on Tuesday (i.e., entire Tuesdays within T*),  
      there is some subinterval of t at which I read a book about slugs. 

Notice:  

• PERF aspect is crucial.  (Otherwise the reading would have to last all day.) 

• Each Tuesday counts only once.  (If I read four books about slugs some Tuesday, that 
doesn’t get me off the hook for the rest of the month.) 

                                                 
4 For a function of type <α,t>, fS = the set characterized by f (though sometimes I’ll use sets and their 
characteristic functions interchangeably).  Tp is the power set of T, that is, the set of sets of points in time 
that are part of T.  This includes non-intervals, but intersecting this with pS will yield only intervals. 

usually–T*
PERF [I read a book about slugs]

[on Tuesdays]
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3. More Assumptions 

3.1. Secondary meaning of usually / always  

1st ingredient of analysis 

I assume that there’s a 2nd meaning of usually / always which we get by extending the 1st 
meaning to quantify over pairs <x,t> of individuals and times.  [≈Unselective binding] 

Note, though: Our first pass will effectively ignore the time part of the pairs and be 
equivalent to quantifying over individuals – But this will change once other ingredients 
of the analysis are added.  [For evidence that it’s in fact inadequate to simply quantify 
over individuals in these kind of cases, see e.g. Percus (1999).] 

First approximation of target truth conditions [this won’t be quite right yet!]: 

(12)     I usually / always love a sonata by Dittersdorf.  [=(1)] 

    = [1st approximation] [Given a relevant time span T]  
 For most / all pairs <x,t> such that x is a sonata by Dittersdorf  
 and t is maximal (so t = T), I love x at t. 
= [Within the relevant time span T] I love most /all sonatas by Dittersdorf. 

3.2. Lexical entry for usually2  

Again, parallel for always, rarely, etc. 

(13)    [[usually2]]T = [λP<e,it> . [λQ<e,it> . For most pairs <x,t> such that  
        t∈Max(Tp ∩ P(x)S), Q(x)(t)=1] ] 

    [Max defined as in (10) above] 

In other words, given an interval T (the relevant time span) usually2 takes  
 pS: a set of pairs <x,t> of individuals and times (the restrictor) 
 qS: a set of pairs <x,t> of individuals and times (the nuclear scope) 

 true iff, counting only subintervals of T, most of the members <x,t> of pS such that t is 
maximal with respect to x [as defined in (10)] are also members of qS. 

3.3. Assumption – indefinites:  

2nd meaning for indefinites (somewhat ad hoc): 

(14)    [[a2 book about slugs]] = [λx . [λt . ∃t’ [x is a book about slugs at t’] ] ] 
         = {<x,t>: x is a book about slugs at some time t’}5 

Note: t’ and t are not linked in any way! 

                                                 
5 To get this compositionally, then, [[a2]] = [λP<e, it> . [λx . [λt . ∃t’ [P(x)(t’) = 1] ] ] ] 
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Q. Why not just have “x is a book about slugs at t” 
A. This would effectively re-introduce a pre-existence requirement like Diesing’s (in fact 
a stronger requirement).  This would again incorrectly rule out sentences like (4) with 
focused creation verbs. 

3.4. Assumption – I read __ 

Meaning of I read __ (slightly less ad hoc?) 
[achieved by movement, let’s assume; other means possible] 

(15)    [[I read __ ]] = [λx . [λt . I read x at t] ] 
       = {<x,t>: I read x at t} 

3.5. Example of an indefinite object with usually2: Quantificational reading 

(16) (a)    I usually read a book about slugs.    [=(2)]   
    reading (ii) ≈ When I encounter a book about slugs, I usually read it. 
 (b)   LF: 

 

 (c) Meaning: 
     = [[usually2]]T* ( [[a2 book about slugs]] ) ( [[PERF[I read (__)] ]] ) 
     = [[usually2]] T* ( [λx . [λt . ∃t’ [x is a book about slugs at t’] ] ] )  
      ( [λx . [λt . ∃t’[t’⊆int t and I read x at t’] ] ) 
     = 1 iff for most <x,t> such that x is a book about slugs at some t’,  
      t is a subinterval of T*, and t is maximal (in the relevant sense), 
      there is some subinterval of t at which I read x. 

[without further restrictions, (c) = (c’)] 

 (c’)    = 1 iff for most <x,T*> such that x is a book about slugs at some t’,  
      there is some subinterval of T* at which I read x. 
     = During T*, I read most books about slugs. 

Remember: Changes are coming up that will prevent the step from (c) to (c’). 

3.6. Outline of talk [again] 
 Lay out assumptions about adverbial quantifiers and quantificational indefinites. 

• Show how sentences with focused creation verbs like (4) can be derived using 
independently motivated principles of focus and quantification. 

• Extend these principles to capture the original contrast between creation and non-
creation verbs 

usually–T*
PERF [I read t ]

a2 book about slugs
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4. Introducing Focus Sensitivity 

4.1. A further restriction on quantification 

2nd ingredient of analysis 

Modification: Focus plays a special role in restricting quantification [Rooth (1985), von 
Fintel (1994), etc.].  Roughly: 

(17)    Focus restriction: Domains of quantification are restricted to cases with a 
true focus-alternative. 

4.2. Example of the focus restriction 

(18)    John usually shaves [in the SHOWER]FOC. 
     = usually when John shaves, he’s in the shower 

Assume the alternatives to in the shower = {in the shower, at the sink} 
Also suppose the relevant times are t1 – t7, and the facts are as follows: 

 John shaves in the shower at t1, t2, and t3. 
 John shaves at the sink at t4. 
 John doesn’t shave (in the shower or at the sink) at t5, t6, and t7. 

Let’s construct the domain of quantification in steps: 

Step 1: Take all times t1 – t7 and list alternatives: 

 t1: {John shaves in the shower at t1, John shaves at the sink at t1} 
 t2: {John shaves in the shower at t2, John shaves at the sink at t2} 
 t3: {John shaves in the shower at t3, John shaves at the sink at t3} 
 t4: {John shaves in the shower at t4, John shaves at the sink at t4} 
 t5: {John shaves in the shower at t5, John shaves at the sink at t5} 
 t6: {John shaves in the shower at t6, John shaves at the sink at t6} 
 t7: {John shaves in the shower at t7, John shaves at the sink at t7} 

Step 2: Check each ti to see if any of the alternatives are true. 

 t1: {John shaves in the shower at t1, John shaves at the sink at t1} 
 t2: {John shaves in the shower at t2, John shaves at the sink at t2} 
 t3: {John shaves in the shower at t3, John shaves at the sink at t3} 
 t4: {John shaves in the shower at t4, John shaves at the sink at t4} 
 t5: {John shaves in the shower at t5, John shaves at the sink at t5} 
 t6: {John shaves in the shower at t6, John shaves at the sink at t6} 
 t7: {John shaves in the shower at t7, John shaves at the sink at t7} 
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 t5 – t7 are eliminated from the domain.  
 Sentence (18) comes out true since 3 out of 4 is enough to be “most” 

 [but with t5 – t7, it would only be 3 out of 7] 

4.3. Applying the focus restriction to quantificational indefinites 

Apply this to (19). 

(19)    I usually [KNIT]FOC a scarf. 
     ≈ When I make a scarf, I usually do it by knitting. 

Assume [idealization]: 

• The relevant scarves = {s1, s2, s3, s4} 

• The relevant times = {t1, t2, t3, t4} (non-overlapping) 

• The alternative set for knit = {knit, crochet, sew} 

• The facts: I knitted s1 during t1, s2 during t2, and s3 during t3, and I sewed s4 during t4, 
and I didn’t make any other relevant scarves during the relevant times. 

Step 1: Take all possible pairs of books and times, and construct alternative sets. 

(20)    Preliminary domain of quantification for (19) with alternative sets: 
    <s1,t1>: Alt = { I knit s1 at t1, I crochet s1 at t1, I sew s1 at t1 } 
    <s1,t2>: Alt = { I knit s1 at t2, I crochet s1 at t2, I sew s1 at t2 } 
    <s1,t3>: Alt = { I knit s1 at t3, I crochet s1 at t3, I sew s1 at t3 } 
    <s1,t4>: Alt = { I knit s1 at t4, I crochet s1 at t4, I sew s1 at t4 } 

    <s2,t1>: Alt = { I knit s2 at t1, I crochet s2 at t1, I sew s2 at t1 } 
    <s2,t2>: Alt = { I knit s2 at t2, I crochet s2 at t2, I sew s2 at t2 } 
    <s2,t3>: Alt = { I knit s2 at t3, I crochet s2 at t3, I sew s2 at t3 } 
    <s2,t4>: Alt = { I knit s2 at t4, I crochet s2 at t4, I sew s2 at t4 } 

    <s3,t1>: Alt = { I knit s3 at t1, I crochet s3 at t1, I sew s3 at t1 } 
    <s3,t2>: Alt = { I knit s3 at t2, I crochet s3 at t2, I sew s3 at t2 } 
    <s3,t3>: Alt = { I knit s3 at t3, I crochet s3 at t3, I sew s3 at t3 } 
    <s3,t4>: Alt = { I knit s3 at t4, I crochet s3 at t4, I sew s3 at t4 } 

    <s4,t1>: Alt = { I knit s4 at t1, I crochet s4 at t1, I sew s4 at t1 } 
    <s4,t2>: Alt = { I knit s4 at t2, I crochet s4 at t2, I sew s4 at t2 } 
    <s4,t3>: Alt = { I knit s4 at t3, I crochet s4 at t3, I sew s4 at t3 } 
    <s4,t4>: Alt = { I knit s4 at t4, I crochet s4 at t4, I sew s4 at t4 } 
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Step 2: Check each value of <x,t> to see if any of the alternatives are true. 

(21)    Applying the focus-sensitive restriction (17): 
    <s1,t1>: Alt = { I knit s1 at t1, I crochet s1 at t1, I sew s1 at t1 } 
    <s1,t2>:  Alt = { I knit s1 at t2, I crochet s1 at t2, I sew s1 at t2 } 
    <s1,t3>:  Alt = { I knit s1 at t3, I crochet s1 at t3, I sew s1 at t3 } 
    <s1,t4>:  Alt = { I knit s1 at t4, I crochet s1 at t4, I sew s1 at t4 } 

    <s2,t1>:  Alt = { I knit s2 at t1, I crochet s2 at t1, I sew s2 at t1 } 
    <s2,t2>: Alt = { I knit s2 at t2, I crochet s2 at t2, I sew s2 at t2 } 
    <s2,t3>:  Alt = { I knit s2 at t3, I crochet s2 at t3, I sew s2 at t3 } 
    <s2,t4>:  Alt = { I knit s2 at t4, I crochet s2 at t4, I sew s2 at t4 } 

    <s3,t1>:  Alt = { I knit s3 at t1, I crochet s3 at t1, I sew s3 at t1 } 
    <s3,t2>:  Alt = { I knit s3 at t2, I crochet s3 at t2, I sew s3 at t2 } 
    <s3,t3>: Alt = { I knit s3 at t3, I crochet s3 at t3, I sew s3 at t3 } 
    <s3,t4>:  Alt = { I knit s3 at t4, I crochet s3 at t4, I sew s3 at t4 } 

    <s4,t1>:  Alt = { I knit s4 at t1, I crochet s4 at t1, I sew s4 at t1 } 
    <s4,t2>:  Alt = { I knit s4 at t2, I crochet s4 at t2, I sew s4 at t2 } 
    <s4,t3>:  Alt = { I knit s4 at t3, I crochet s4 at t3, I sew s4 at t3 } 
    <s4,t4>: Alt = { I knit s4 at t4, I crochet s4 at t4, I sew s4 at t4 } 

Step 3: Eliminate all the pairs for which none of the alternatives are true. 

(22)    The new domain of quantification, with alternative sets: 
    <s1,t1>: Alt = { I knit s1 at t1, I crochet s1 at t1, I sew s1 at t1 } 
    <s2,t2>: Alt = { I knit s2 at t2, I crochet s2 at t2, I sew s2 at t2 } 
    <s3,t3>: Alt = { I knit s3 at t3, I crochet s3 at t3, I sew s3 at t3 } 
    <s4,t4>: Alt = { I knit s4 at t4, I crochet s4 at t4, I sew s4 at t4 } 

Result: 3 out of 4 pairs in the new domain satisfy the quantification,  
enough to be “most,” so the sentence is true. 

Note: If we had stopped at step 1, it would have been 3 out of 16  not true 

4.4. Focus on other constituents 

This result generalizes to sentences with contrastive focus on other constituents such as 
the subject or an adverbial modifier, such as (23).  For example 

(23)    [I]foc usually knit a scarf. 
     ≈ when someone knits a scarf, I’m usually the one who does it. 
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5. Extending Focus Sensitivity 

(24)     I usually read a book about slugs.    [=(2)] 
    reading (ii) ≈ When I encounter a book about slugs, I usually read it. 
 

3rd (and final) ingredient of analysis 

The basic idea: (24) is interpreted as if read were focused but the alternatives were 
{read, fail to read}  

(25)    Principle of default focus6: For the purposes of principle (17), if a sentence 
S has no overt contrastive focus, it’s taken to have the alternative set 
{S, FAIL-TO S}, where 
FAIL-TO p = NOT p and POSSIBLE p  
    = ~p & ◊p  

Characterizing the possibility modal: 
[Assuming Kratzer’s possible-worlds semantics for modals (Kratzer, 1977, 1991)] 

• [informally] expresses “opportunity” 

• Modal base restricted to worlds where all the facts up to the specified point in time 
are the same as in the actual world. 

• Deontic and other requirements included (in modal base and/or ordering source). [so 
that, e.g., seeing a book in the window of a closed bookstore doesn’t count as an 
opportunity to read it, even though you could smash the window to get it] 

Formally speaking, FAIL-TO just has to include both propositional negation and a 
possibility modal.  

5.1. Example 

Suppose: 

• The relevant books about slugs = {b1, b2, b3, b4} 

• The relevant times = {t1, t2, t3, t4} 

• The facts: I had the opportunity to read b1 at t1, b2 at t2, b3 at t3, and b4 at t4.   
I actually read: b1 at t1, b2 at t2, and b3 at t3 (and that’s it). 

Now when we construct the domain of quantification and apply the restriction, many 
pairs will be eliminated. 

                                                 
6 This principle is reminiscent of Johnston’s (1994) idea that for a case to count in quantification, it must be 
“a fair question” whether the nuclear scope holds of that case.  It could also be seen as a modification of 
Ahn’s (2005) idea that the minimal restriction of a quantifier consists of the disjunction of the “polar 
alternatives” of the nuclear scope. 
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(26)    Applying the focus-sensitive restriction (17): 
    <b1,t1>: Alt = { I read b1 at t1, I FAIL-TO read b1 at t1 } 
    <b1,t2>: Alt = { I read b1 at t2, I FAIL-TO read b1 at t2 } 
    <b1,t3>: Alt = { I read b1 at t3, I FAIL-TO read b1 at t3 } 
    <b1,t4>: Alt = { I read b1 at t4, I FAIL-TO read b1 at t4 } 

    <b2,t1>: Alt = { I read b2 at t1, I FAIL-TO read b2 at t1 } 
    <b2,t2>: Alt = { I read b2 at t2, I FAIL-TO read b2 at t2 } 
    <b2,t3>: Alt = { I read b2 at t3, I FAIL-TO read b2 at t3 } 
    <b2,t4>: Alt = { I read b2 at t4, I FAIL-TO read b2 at t4 } 

    <b3,t1>: Alt = { I read b3 at t1, I FAIL-TO read b3 at t1 } 
    <b3,t2>: Alt = { I read b3 at t2, I FAIL-TO read b3 at t2 } 
    <b3,t3>: Alt = { I read b3 at t3, I FAIL-TO read b3 at t3 } 
    <b3,t4>: Alt = { I read b3 at t4, I FAIL-TO read b3 at t4 } 

    <b4,t1>: Alt = { I read b4 at t1, I FAIL-TO read b4 at t1 } 
    <b4,t2>: Alt = { I read b4 at t2, I FAIL-TO read b4 at t2 } 
    <b4,t3>: Alt = { I read b4 at t3, I FAIL-TO read b4 at t3 } 
    <b4,t4>: Alt = { I read b4 at t4, I FAIL-TO read b4 at t4 } 

Result: 3 out of 4 pairs satisfy the quantification, sentence is true. 

5.2. Success! 

We finally have the right semantics for quantificational indefinites. 

Now  [[I usually2 read a book about slugs]]T 
= 1 iff for most <x,t> such that x is a book about slugs (at some t’), t⊆T, 
 and t is a maximal interval at which I have the opportunity to read x,  
 I read x at some subinterval of t. 

This is no longer equivalent to quantifying over books because the opportunities can be 
smaller than T. 

Note: This explains why people sometimes give paraphrases like “when I encounter a 
book about slugs…”  (An opportunity to read a book generally involves encountering it.) 

6. Accounting for the Facts 

6.1. Explanation for the creation/non-creation contrast  

(27)     I usually write a book about slugs.  
     ≠ When I encounter a book about slugs, I usually write it  
      / I’m usually the one who wrote it 

So why is a quantificational reading not available with write? 
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In order for a pair <x,t> to be in the domain of quantification, it must be the case that I 
had the opportunity to write x at t. 

But in order to have the opportunity to write a particular book, it needs to be sufficiently 
individuated out of the vast class of possible books.  Without more context: 

Either  (A) No books would count as ones I had the opportunity to write unless I actually 
wrote them 

 (27) necessarily true 

OR (B) all imaginable books that I could plausibly have written during any of the 
relevant times would have to count – so if there’s even one relevant time when I 
could have written a book but didn’t, this counts not just as one book I didn’t 
write, but as many. 

 (27) almost necessarily false 

[Similar for always, rarely; in each case sentence is either (almost) necessarily true or 
(almost) necessarily false] 

6.2. Explanation for the focused/unfocused contrast 

Once a set of salient alternatives is available (e.g., {knit, crochet, sew}), the default focus 
principle (25) no longer applies, so the problem of determining what counts as an 
opportunity to write a particular book (or knit a particular scarf) doesn’t arise. 

Note: A preexistence account cannot simultaneously get both the creation/non-creation 
contrast and the focused/unfocused contrast, as my analysis does. 

6.3. The freelance writer context 

Prediction: If we could set up a context where the relevant books that someone had the 
opportunity to write were sufficiently individuated, then a quantificational reading should 
be possible with write. 

This is borne out, as seen in (28). 

(28)    [Context: I’m a freelance writer who gets requests from clients to write 
books, articles, and so on to various specifications.] 

    I usually write a book about slugs. 
     (ii) When I get a request for a book about slugs, I usually take the job. 

In this case, it’s clear that when I get a request to write a book, that counts as an 
opportunity to write a specific book. 

Note: this result (I believe) is separate from a host of questions around possible / 
incomplete individuals.  (Under a preexistence explanation, you would have to say that in 
this context the books count as existing before they’re written, whereas in other contexts 
they don’t.) 
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7. Conclusions 

7.1. Ingredients of my proposal 

• [ind. motivated] Focus-sensitive restriction on domains of quantification 

• [new] Principle of default focus, giving alternative sets {S, FAIL-TO S} 

7.2. Advantages over a preexistence account 

My account: 

• simultaneously captures both (i) and (ii): 
  (i) the contrast between creation and non-creation verbs [(2)-(3)] 
  (ii) the contrast between focused and unfocused creation verbs [(3)-(4)] 
A preexistence account can’t capture both (i) and (ii). 

• captures the intuition behind the preexistence explanation (it’s easier to talk about a 
particular book you didn’t read than a particular book you didn’t write) 

• Makes correct predictions in freelance-writer type examples without being committed 
to a certain view of existence 

• sheds light on how we understand quantificational readings (in terms of 
opportunities) 
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