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I_FIAI<EI+>
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N and P are exactly dual
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strategy = arrangement of P and N
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“Bureaucracy of syntax
“[...] inessential [...]

“[...] 75% of a cut-elimination proof is devoted to endless
commutations of rules.”

— Jean-Yves Girard
(proof nets)
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“It is embarrassing for proof theory that the natural
question of ‘when are two proofs to be considered
identical?’ lacks good answers |[...]

“I believe that deductive nets will be
the right place where to work.”

— Alessio Guglielmi
(web-page)
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“The focussing version [...] is a good setting for studying
sequential models |...]

The concurrent approach [...] is close to Geometry of
Interaction and Proof nets.”

— Samson Abramsky
(concurrent game semantics)



“Down with bureaucracy of
syntax!”

— Philip Wadler
(patterns)
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