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I The complement of a A closed B artifact is not closed.
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3-PROOFS OF THE ABSURDITY (CONTd)I Ludics : there is one such proof  daimon .I Daimon z
I Corresponds to failure in proof-search.I Usual proofs : no failure, no daimon.I 
 �D � zI Not to know vs. to know not ; everything in between.
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4-DESIGNSI Loci : finite sequence of biases , e.g., h1;0;4i.I Correspond to locations of subformulas, i.e. to the future .I Andreoli : focusing, distinguishes between two polarities .

Negative invertible, &;P;8.

Positive synchronous, �;
;9.I Logical time as alternation positive/negative.
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positive rule.I Cut-net : coincidence handle/tine between two designs.I Deterministic streamlike normalisation.

Separation Böhm’s theorem.

Associativity Church-Rosser property.

Stability commutation to reasonable intersections.
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contravariant : if G � H, then jDjH � jDjG.I Intersection types : jDjG\H = jDjG [ jDjH.I Under reasonable locative hypotheses, the union is disjoint.jG&Hj := jG\Hj = jGj� jHjI Connection to records . . .
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Completeness of E is therefore E?? = E, up to incarnation.I Essential in proving external (full) completeness.I Internal completeness of disjunction : if G\H =2 ; thenG�H := (G[H)?? = G[H.I A.k.a. disjunction property .
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