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l. This course

In this course we will:
= discuss a series of “hot topics” in syntax and semantics

* do so by looking at their (different or similar) behaviour in two
related, well-studied languages: Dutch and German

" |ook at variation within and across the two languages

= We will also compare Dutch and German with other
languages.



l. This course

Topics (week I):

* The scopal interaction between negation and modality
" The role of head movement in scope computation

= Semantic effects of head movement

" The role of head movement in grammar

= Split scope effects



l. The scopal interaction between
negation and modality
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l. Negation and modality

When a clause contains more than one scopal element,
questions arise about their interaction.

* Here we consider one such interaction: the possible scope
relations between a negative element and deontic modals.

» Existential deontic modals (‘0’) in English scope under
negation:

(1) John cannot leave —>¢

(2) John may not leave —>¢



l. Negation and modality

This also holds for Dutch and German (and actually for all
languages, as far as we know):

= Dutch:

(1) Hans kan niet vertrekken —>¢
Hans can not leave

(2) Hans mag niet vertrekken —>¢
Hans may not leave

" German:

(3) Hans kann nicht abfahren —>0
Hans can not leave

(4) Hans darf nicht abfahren >0

Hans may not leave



l. Negation and modality

However, universal deontic modals (‘] ‘) can scope under or
over negation in English

(1) a. John doesn’t /does not have to leave —>[]
b. John doesn’t /does not need to leave — > [
(2) a. John mustn’t/must not leave 1> —
b. John oughtn’t/ought not to leave 1> —
c. John shouldn’t/should not leave 1> —
d. Johnisn’t to leave 1> —



l. Negation and modality

And here, Dutch and German differ!

= Dutch:

(1) Hans moet niet vertrekken 1> —
Hans must not leave
'Hans mustn't leave’

(2) Hans zou niet moeten vertrekken [ > —
Hans would not must leave
'Hans shouldn't leave’

= Note: Dutch is one of those languages where a modal like
should is expressed by means of a combination of the words
for would and must.



l. Negation and modality

And here, Dutch and German differ!

" German:

(1) Hans muss nicht fahren. — >
Hans must not leave
‘Hans doesn’t have to leave!

(2) Hans soll nicht fahren. > —
Hans should not leave
‘Hans shouldn’t leave!
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l. Negation and modality

= |n addition, there are universal deontic modals which must
appear in the scope of negation.

* These modals are standardly taken to be Negative Polarity

Items (just like English any, cf. van der Wouden 1994 et seq):

(1) You need *(not) leave — > []

(2) No /*every /*some student need leave — > [
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l. Negation and modality

Dutch and German also exhibit modal NPIs:

(1)

(2)

Dutch:

Je hoeft *(niet) weg te gaan.
You need not away to go
‘You don’t need to go’

Geen/*iedere / *een student hoeft weg te gaan

No/every/a student need away to go
‘No student needs to go’

— >

— >
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l. Negation and modality

Dutch and German also exhibit modal NPIs:

" German:

(1) Hans braucht *(nicht) zu gehen
Hans need not go
‘Hans doesn’t need to go’

(2) Kein/*jeder/*ein Student braucht zu gehen

No/every/a student need to go
‘No student needs to go’

— >

— >
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l. Negation and modality

" |atridou & Zeijlstra (2013), Homer (2015): since NPIs surface in
the domain of deontic modality, we might also expect there to
be Positive Polarity Items (PPls).

= PPIs: elements that have the boring property that they cannot
take scope below negation (Szabolcsi 2004):

(1) | am (*not) somewhat ill

(2) | didn’t see some gir| 3> —/*— >3
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l. Negation and modality

latridou & Zeijlstra (2013): The landscape of deontic modals

Universal Engl: must, should,
ought to
Dutch: moeten,
zouden moeten
German: sollen
Existential -

Engl: have to, need Engl.: need
to Dutch: hoeven
Dutch: - German: brauchen

German: mussen

Engl: can, may -
Dutch: kunnen,

mogen

German: kbnnen,
diirfen
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l. Negation and modality

Three questions:

Q1: Are there distributional similarities between PPl modals
and better-known PPIs?

Q2: How do neutral modals behave w.r.t. negation and what is
the relationship between their scope and their surface order?
For instance, may precedes negation linearly but scopes under
it (as in She may not leave).

Q3: How do PPl modals achieve their scope over negation if
they are structurally under it?

Spoiler: For the latter two questions, latridou & Zeijlstra refer
to semantically active head movement.
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l. Negation and modality

Q1: Are there distributional similarities between PPl modals
and better-known PPIs like English some?

= Szabolcsi (2004): Four diagnostics for PPI-hood (apart from the
fact that they don’t take scope below negation).

= Metalinguistic/contrastive negation
" |ntervention effects

= Extra-clausal negation

= Baker/Szabolcsi facts

" Let’s discuss each in turn and apply them to Dutch moeten and
German mussen.
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l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 1: Metalinguistic/contrastive negation

" PPIs may appear under the scope of metalinguistic negation
and/or contrastive negation:

(1) You didn't do something wrong, you did everything
wrong!

(2) If you push the red button, you will see something, but if
you press the blue button you WON’'T see something.

18



l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 1: Metalinguistic/contrastive negation

" PPI-modals may also appear under the scope of metalinguistic
negation and/or contrastive negation:

A: Everybody must read 5 articles on the topic
B: Nobody MUST read 5 articles on the topic; they may

do so.

= Note: we use nobody here because in English metalinguistic/
contrastive negation requires negation to precede it.
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l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 1: Metalinguistic/contrastive negation

= Dutch:

Ze MOET niet op negatie werken, — > [
she must neg on neation work

ze wordt hooguit aangemoedigd
she is at best encouraged

'She doesn't have to work on negation; she is at best
encouraged’
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l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 1: Metalinguistic/contrastive negation

" German:

Sie SOLL nicht zum Arzt gehen, sie muss! — > []
she must not to the doctor go she must

'She is not supposed to see a doctor, she has to.

21



l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 2: Intervention effects

" PPIs cannot reside in the immediate scope of an anti-additive
operator:

(1) *John didn’t call someone.

= The PPl can be shielded from the effects of an anti-additive
operator by an intervener:

(2) John doesn't always call someone.
V not > always > some

(3) John didn’t offend someone because he was malicious
(but because he was stupid).

V not > because ... > some
22



l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 2: Intervention effects

" PPI-modals can also be shielded from anti-additive operators:

(1) | mustn't always take the garbage out; sometimes Jan

does it for me
V not > always > must

(2) She must not marry him because he looks smart but

because he is a good linguist
V not > because > must
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l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 2: Intervention effects

= Dutch:

lk moet niet altijd het vuilnis buitenzetten;
| must NEG always the garbage outside-put;

vaak doet Jan het
often does Jan it

‘I mustn't always take the garbage out;

Jan often does that’
V hot > because > must
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l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 2: Intervention effects

= Dutch:

Ze moet niet met hem trouwen omdat hij er goed uit ziet,
She must NEG with him marry because he there goed out looks

maar omdat hij een goede taalkundige is
but because he a good linguist is

‘She must not marry him because he looks smart but
because he is a good linguist’

V hot > because > must
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l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 2: Intervention effects

" German:

Sie soll ihn nicht heiraten, weil er reich ist,
she should him not marry because herich is

sondern weil er ein guter Linguist ist
but because hea good linguist is

‘She should not marry him because he is rich but
because he is a good linguist’

V hot > because > should
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l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 3: Extra-clausal negation

" A PPl can bein the scope of negation if the latter is
extraclausal.

(1) | don't think that John called someone.
vV not > [p/p SOMeE

(2) | don’t claim that John called someone.
vV not > [¢p/p SOMe

= Note: we use both think and claim because think is a so-called
neg-raising predicate, but c/aim is not.
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l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 3: Extra-clausal negation

= Dutch:

lk denk/claim niet dat ze moet vertrekken
| think/claim not that she must leave
‘I don’t think/claim that she must leave’
V not > [cp/p Must
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l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 3: Extra-clausal negation

" German:

Ich glaube/behaupte nicht, dass sie gehen soll
| think/claim not thatshe go should
‘I don’t think/claim that she should leave’

V not > [¢p/p Should
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l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 4: Baker/Szabolcsi facts

" PPIs cannot be in the immediate scope of a clause-mate
negation or anti-additive operator:

(1)  *Neg > PPI

= But the configuration becomes licit when it is embedded in an
NPI licensing environment:

(2) V NPI licenser > Neg > PPI

30



l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 4: Baker/Szabolcsi facts

(1) | am surprised that John didn't call someone.
V surprise > not > some

(2) Every boy who didn’t call someone...
V every [not > some]

(3) Only John didn't call someone.
V only > not > some

" For some reason this test works less well with two negations
(Nobody didn’t call some student), so we use other NPI-
licensers.
31



l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 4: Baker/Szabolcsi facts

= Dutch:

(1) Alleen Jan moet vanavond niet werken
Only Jan must tonight neg work
‘Only John doesn’t have to work tonight’

vV only > — > must/moeten

(2) lk ben verbaasd dat je niet moet sporten
| am surprised that you neg must sport
'l am surprised that you must not do sports’

V surprised > — > must/moeten
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l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 4: Baker/Szabolcsi facts

" German sollen behaves differently, it cannot be construed in
the scope of negation:

(1) Nur Hans soll heute nicht arbeiten
Only Jan must tonight neg work
‘Only John must not work tonight’
*only > — > should

(2) Ich bin UGberrascht, dass du nicht schwimmen sollst
|  amsurprised thatyouneg swim should
'l am surprised that you must not swim’
*surprised > — > should
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l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 4: Baker/Szabolcsi facts

" The reason that German sollen behaves differently has to do
with the fact that sol/len is a so-called strong PPI, a PPl that is
banned from all downward entailing contexts (like not, no,
few, at most three, only).

" Dutch moeten is a so-called weak PPI, a PPl that is only banned
from anti-additive contexts (not, no).

= The 4™ diagnostic only applies to weak PPIs, not strong PPIs.
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l. Negation and modality

Diagnostic 4: Baker/Szabolcsi facts

= Dutch:

(1) Alleen Jan moet vanavond werken
Only Jan must tonight work
‘Only John must work tonight’
V only > must/moeten

" German:

(2) Nur Hans soll heute arbeiten
Only Hans should today work
‘Only Hans should work tonight’
* only > should/sollen
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l. Negation and modality

Q2: How do neutral modals behave w.r.t. negation and what is
the relationship between their scope and their surface order?

» English have to or German missen can occur in positive
sentences and so they are not NPIs.

" |n negative sentences, they scope under negation so they are
not PPIs.

4

= We referred to this class of modals as ‘neutral deontic modals’.

= Why is it that these modals scope below negation? After all,
surface structure does not play a role: in German mussen or

koennen are higher in the clause.
36



l. Negation and modality

Q2: How do neutral modals behave w.r.t. negation and what is
the relationship between their scope and their surface order?

" German:

(1) Hans muss nicht fahren. — >
Hans must not drive
‘Hans doesn’t have to drive.

(2) Hans darf nicht fahren. —>¢
Hans may not drive
‘Hans may not drive.
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l. Negation and modality

We make three starting assumptions:

= Semantic scope should have a corresponding configuration in
the (overt or covert) syntax (May 1977, 1985 and many
others);

= Negation never lowers at LF: it is interpreted in its surface
position and may only raise to a higher position at LF if it
moves along with another, independently raising element (cf.
Horn 1989, Zeijlstra 2004, Penka & von Stechow 2001, Penka
2007);

" Deontic modals are base-generated lower than I°

38



l. Negation and modality

We make three starting assumptions:

" The first assumption is not controversial or non-standard at all.
* The second one is well-accepted, though there is a

phenomenon that may look to counter evidence it, split scope,
which we will discuss later.

* The third one is less standard, at least for English.
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l. Negation and modality

Base positions of modals

" |tis assumed since Chomsky 1957 that English modal verbs
appearingin | (or T) are base-generated in I. But is this
received wisdom correct in this case?

= What we know is that modals end up in I/T, but that does not
mean they start out there.

" English modals are verbs, but they are different from regular
verbs in that they are always tensed. Hence, one can easily
argue that they start out in some (higher) VP and then move
into I/T.
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l. Negation and modality

Base positions of modals

" This argument can even be made stronger for Dutch and

German. There modals can be infinitival, and show up in a
verbal position:

= Dutch:

(1) Marie zal dat moeten doen.
Marie will that must do
‘Marie will have to do it

41



l. Negation and modality

Base positions of modals

" This argument can even be made stronger for Dutch and
German. There modals can be infinitival, and show up in a
verbal position:

" German:

(1) Maria wird das tun mussen.
Marie will that do must
‘Marie will have to do it

42



l. Negation and modality

Now, the clausal order is IP > NegP > VP.

* Why do neutral modals not take scope in | (above negation)
and instead take scope below in V below negation?

" Here, a central assumption comes in: head movement
reconstructs. That is, elements that undergo head movement
are interpreted at their base position.

= Note that this is not enough to account for the scopal behavior
of PPl modals. But now, we focus on neutral modals.
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l. Negation and modality

But why would head movement reconstruct?
* There are three ways in which we can account for this:
= Head-movement necessarily reconstructs.

" Movement reconstructs unless there is a reason for it not
to.

= Head-movement takes place at PF only and so does not
feed LF (e.g. Chomsky 1995, Boeckx and Stjepanovic 2001,
Harley 2004 and many people thereafter).

44



l. Negation and modality

Either way, for neutral modals (and also for NPI modals) it
follows that they take scope below negation, as they
reconstruct below negation after undergoing head movement.

= But there are still those PPl modals. Why does Dutch moeten
not reconstruct below negation?

= Dutch:

(1) Jan moet nicht vertrekken. 1> —
Jan must not leave
‘Jan mustn’t leave.’

" Thisis where we need to look closer into the relation between
head movement and semantics, and where things get even
more exciting! 45



l. Negation and modality

Q3: How do PPI modals achieve their scope over negation if
they are structurally under it?

= Recall the three possibilities that can derive the readings for
neutral modals:

= Head-movement necessarily reconstructs.
" Movement reconstructs unless there is a reason for it not

to.
= Head-movement takes place at PF only and so does not

feed LF (e.g. Chomsky 1995, Boeckx and Stjepanovic 2001,
Harley 2004 and many people thereafter).
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l. Negation and modality
Options 1 and 3 don’t bring us anything. But Option 2 does.

* Head-movement necessarily reconstructs.

" Since neutral and NPl modals can reconstruct, they will
reconstruct. Nothing changes here.

= But PPl modals cannot reconstruct below negation, because

they are PPIs. Hence, they are interpreted at a higher position.

47



l. Negation and modality

Head movement then feeds the wide-scope of PPl modals.

= Dutch:
(1) Jan moet nicht vertrekken. 1> —
Jan must not leave

‘lan mustn’t leave.

[cp Jan must niet [, <moet> vertrekken]]

48



l. Negation and modality

But what if the modal surfaces below negation?
" PPIs can also undergo Quantifier Raising to a higher position:

(1) a. Johndidn't see a man —>F: 3>
b. Johndidn't see some man ¥~ >4 d>

= This should then also work for modals:

49



l. Negation and modality

That is indeed the case:

" |n Spanish, modals covertly undergo movement to a higher
position:

(1) Juan no debe ir syntactic order: — > [

John NEG MUST leave semantic scope: [| > —
‘John must not leave’

50



l. Negation and modality

Evidence for this comes from cases where the higher head
position is occupied

" Look at the following French examples:
(1) Il ne doit pas partir >, =>1

He must not leave
‘He must not leave’, ‘he doesn’t have to leave’
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l. Negation and modality

Evidence for this comes from cases where the higher head
position is occupied

= Now, let’s put the example in the perfect:

(1) Jean n’a pas du prendre 'autobus  — > [], *[1> —
Jean neg has neg must take the bus
“Jean was not forced by circumstances to take the bus’

= All of the sudden, only the low scope reading is available.
Head movement to the position occupied by du is not
possible.
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l. Negation and modality

Under this view, all cases where modals take scope above their
base position are the result of overt or covert head movement.

" But there is another option here as well.

= Could it not be the case that those modals always undergo
covert QR and that head movement itself is a pure PF

phenomenon?

" To answer this question, we first need to see if there are other
phenomena where head movement feeds semantic. Are there
such phenomena?

53



IV. Non-HM Approaches
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

Under this view, all cases where modals take scope above their
base position are the result of overt or covert head movement.

" But there is another option here as well.

= Could it not be the case that those modals always undergo
covert QR and that head movement itself is a pure PF

phenomenon?

" To answer this question, we first need to see if there are other
phenomena where head movement feeds semantic. Are there
such phenomena?
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

Recall: the reason why certain modals, like must, scope above
negation, and others, like may or need below negation has to
do with the following (according to latridou & Zeijlstra 2013):

= Modals start out below negation.
" Modals undergo overt or covert Head Movement.

* Modals obligatorily reconstruct unless that leads to
unacceptability.

" Only modals that are PPIs scope above negation.
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

Jeretic & Thoms (2025) argue that this makes wrong
predictions:

" Modals can take scope above negation when they don’t move
above negation

" Modals can take scope above negation when negation is
higher in the structure

= Modals can take scope above negation when another head
intervenes.

57



IV. Non-HM Approaches

In English, modals overtly raise across negation. But in many
other languages they do not. Still they can scope over negation.

(1) Russian:
Ty ne dolzna ostavat’sja. >, = >
You not must stay
‘You must not stay’

(2) Slovenian:
Ne morm it. >, ¥*=>0
not must.15G go
‘I must not go’
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

In English, modals overtly raise across negation. But in many
other languages they do not. Still they can scope over negation.

(1) Spanish: 0> -
No debes salir.
neg must.2sg go.out
‘You must not go out’

(2) Non devi uscire. 0> -

neg must.2sg go.out
‘You must not go out’
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

In English, modals overtly raise across negation. But in many
other languages they do not. In Swedish, modals raise only in
main clauses, but the readings are the same in embedded
clause.

(1) Swedish: 0> -
Du ma ikke dra.
you must neg eat
‘You must not leave’

(2) Dette er personen som ikke ma dra 0> -
this is person.the rel neg must leave

‘This is the person who must not leave’
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

Note that this is not an argument against HM as such, as in
these cases it could still be argued that Head Movement applies
covertly.

= But this is not the only problem J&T point out.

" They also look at cases where negation looks to appearin a
higher position.
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

latridou & Sichel (2012) observe that modals scope in the same

way with respect to sentential negation as to negative subjects.

(1) No one {can/has to/may/need} leave. - > mod
(2) No one {must/should/ought to} leave. mod> -

* Jatridou & Sichel (2012): These negative subjects contains no
negation. No one is something like:

(3) [+p [A person]; [NegP Neg vP t....]]].
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

J&T argue against this. They argue that the negation is higher in
these cases.

(1) She will probably lose.
She probably will lose.

(2) She probably won’t lose.
*She won’t probably lose.

= Probably cannot appear to the right of sentential negation. It
cannot appear to the right of nobody either.

(3) a. *Nobody probably will lose.
b. Probably nobody will lose.
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

Now if the negation would be lower in the structure, that
should be possible:

(1) [+p [A person]; [probably [NegP Neg vP t;...]1]].

" The same point can be made for fronted negative expressions.
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

Fronted negative XPs trigger subject-auxiliary inversion and
license NPI subjects:

(1) At no point did anyone think to inform me of the plans.

(2) a. | didn’t leave because it started raining.
->pbecause, because>-
b. Nobody left because it started raining.
->pecause, because>-
c. At no point did | leave because it started raining.
~>because, *because>-

= At no point must take higher scope than usual.
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

But modals can take scope above this:
(1) At no point must they leave >, =>0

* Note though that here the modal does not have to take scope
above negation.
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

Another argument comes from French. In French, falloir ('must’)
scopes above negation.

(1) Ne pas falloir fumer, c’est normal. 0> -
neg neg must.inf smoke it’s normal
‘Being required not to smoke is normal.

(2) Il ne va pas falloir parler. 0> -
expl neg go neg must.inf talk
‘We will have to not talk.

(3) Il n” aurait pas fallu fumer. 0> -
expl neg have.subj neg must.ptcp smoke
‘You shouldn’t have smoked.’

67



IV. Non-HM Approaches

But in (2)-(3), there is another auxiliary above falloir.

(2) Il ne va pas falloir parler. 0> -
expl neg go neg must.inf talk
‘We will have to not talk.

(3) Il n” aurait pas fallu fumer. 0> -
expl neg have.subj neg must.ptcp smoke

‘“You shouldn’t have smoked.’

= Head Movement of one verb across another verb, is however
forbidden (Travis 1984).

68



IV. Non-HM Approaches

In fact, J&T argue that in all these cases one either has to allow:

= Covert head movement
= Head movement across the C-head

* Head movement across other heads, violating the HMC.
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

How likely are these assumptions

= Covert Head Movement is not generally assumed in the theory
(though not forbidden either).

" Head movement across the C-head requires that new head
positions can be created that otherwise are not available.

= Head movement across other heads should violate the HMC.
But maybe this only applies to overt head movement.
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

Hence the arguments against Head Movement seem strong but
are not insurmountable.

= Butif Head Movement is problematic here, would there be
other ways to derive high scope of certain modals?

* For this, we will look into the work by Homer (2015).
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

Homer (2015) argues that modals covertly raise to escape anti-
licensing.

= Prima facie, this looks like Quantifier Raising (QR)

= However, Homer shows that this covert movement is more
restricted than regular QR.

72



IV. Non-HM Approaches

Homer (2015) argues that modals covertly raise to escape anti-
licensing.

= Prima facie, this looks like Quantifier Raising (QR)

= However, Homer shows that this covert movement is more
restricted than regular QR.
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

Covert modal movement shares with QR that it is clause-bound:

(1) A professor greated every student
a > every; every > a
(2) A professor said that Sam greeted every student

a > every; *every > a
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

Covert modal movement shares with QR that it is clause-bound:

(1) Noone must leave
*Noone > must; must > noone
(2) Noone said that Chris must leave

Noone > must; *must > no one

" |mportant data point: Homer states that (1) cannot have the
surface reading; but for most speakers (1) is ambiguous
between the two readings. (* means bad in Homer English.)
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

But covert modal movement is more restricted than regular QR

(1) John must often stur this pot; otherwise the risotto will
stick
must > often; *often > must
(2) John often must stur this pot; otherwise the risotto will
stick

often > must; *must > often
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

But covert modal movement is more restricted than regular QR

(1) John often sturs some pot

often > must; some > often

" On these ground Homer claims that there is a special
operation Escape that only allows covert movement of a
modal when it will otherwise be anti-licensed.
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

At the same time modals can escape negation where non-
modals cannot, namely in the case of negative inversion
(Francis 2018):

(1) Never have more than four students passed this exam

never > four; *four > never

(2) *Never has somebody in my dept seen the ocean

*never > somebody; *somebody > never
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

Modals can take wide scope in such contructions:

(1)

(2)

To no student must you give the answer

must > no student; *no student > must

*Never has somebody in my dept seen the ocean

*never > somebody; *somebody > never
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

Note that this also explains the following readings with
intervention effects:

(1) Not everyone must jog

not > must; *must > not

" But be aware that Escape remains problematic for the Noone
must leave cases.
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

But do we really need a special operation Escape next to QR?

" Francis (2018): Must cannot Escape over negative adverbs like
never:

(1) *You never must give up

*never > must; *must > never
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

Also, non-modals cannot QR over not everyone as well:

(1) Not everyone read three books

Not > every > three; * three > not > every

= She concludes that there must be independent restrictions on
QR that are construction-specific.

= Subject movement is subject to Superiority (which explains
the data concerning negative inversion); Relativized Minimality
is subject to the head-phrase distinction.
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IV. Non-HM Approaches

So where do we stand?

= HM approaches to modal scope-taking are not free from
problems.

» Alternative approaches to HM (PF head movement + covert
QR/Raising/Escape) can apply as well but require additional
restrictions.

= So far, the battle is still open.
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