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Relations between phenomenology and intentionality may be accounted for by grounding theories. But these leave data about cognitive phenomenology as it appears in the world unaccounted for. Cognitive phenomenology identity theory proposes resultance as against supervenience to be the relation that brings together phenomenology and intentionality.

0. Cognitive Phenomenology.
The subject matter of this inquiry is relation between consciousness and thought. Each such relation requires thought to be there, and thought is a cognitive commodity. Now, consciousness may also be called phenomenology. So thesis about cognitive phenomenology affirms that there is a specific conscious side to the thought. 


Not everybody agrees with the thesis that there is phenomenology proper to the cognitive area, that there is a close relation between consciousness and thought. These are then called separatist theories, because they approach consciousness and thought in separate manner, as not being intrinsically related.

Thought has to do with mental directedness at some object or content, or with aboutness.  The modern introduction of the concept of intentionality proceeded by saying that in each thought, something is thought about and that in each desire, something is desired.  Intentional directedness does not require the real in-worldly existence of an object. Objects of thought may be non-existent or even contradictory and therefore impossible, and they would still be there in their function. This is one reason why some may prefer intentional directedness to aim at the content. But anyway, it is easy to see that, in approaching intentionality and thought, one gets hooked at directedness or aboutness, without thereby necessarily considering consciousness or phenomenology to have any role in the procedure. 

On the other hand, the usual examples of consciousness or phenomenology produced sensations, such as feelings of pain, which, notice, do not comport any directedness at objects. Then the talk about consciousness or phenomenology produced qualitative experiences or the what-it’s-like experiences. Both of these ways to tackle phenomenology offer themselves to the separatist treatment. Sensations do not seem to have their propositional intentional objects, like this looks to be the case with thoughts. Also, qualitative feelings coming along with experiences do not seem to contribute anything substantial to the content or object of intentional directedness.


These separatist treatments of intentionality and phenomenology recently began to be questioned. (Horgan and Tienson 2002) The thesis is that there is phenomenology of intentionality (PI) and that there is intentionality of phenomenology (IP). The first of these theses actually accepts cognitive phenomenology, and the second one accepts substantial involvement of worldly intentional experiences into phenomenological experiences as their precondition. Because the just mentioned theses figure importantly in what we have to say below, it will be convenient to have them preliminarily spelled out here.


(PI) Phenomenology of the intentional: each intentional act or directedness has phenomenological experiences built into it in not just an accompanying and rather in a substantial manner. 


(IP) Intentionality of phenomenology: each phenomenological qualitative experience involves not just the intentional directedness to objects or content but to the whole experiential world as its precondition.

In the following, we will concentrate upon the (PI) thesis, which actually encompasses the topics we deal with: cognitive phenomenology, i.e. thoughts as substantially qualitative conscious experiences. 


The (IP) thesis, in this manner, is not our immediate concern here, although it points to another substantial intertwining between intentionality and phenomenology: that the very possibility of qualitative conscious experiences presupposes not just the intentional directedness at some specific intentional objects, but finally at the whole experiential world that these objects inhabit. Holistic element in this procedure is of importance. But we will not dwell upon it at this occasion as at our specific topics.


On the other hand, the (IP) thesis is important, as we understand, for the very formulation of an appropriate approach to the (PI) thesis, or better said, to what seems to us an adequate treatment of cognitive phenomenology.


As the title of this paper says, we are trying to formulate a cognitive phenomenology identity theory. And the identity relation requires, as we understand, the fulfillment of both the (PI) and (IP) conditions. 


Intuitively, our approach claims that, for each occasion of a thought that occurs in the world, conditions may be given from both directions of intentionality towards phenomenology and again from phenomenology towards the intentional, and that these conditions are satisfied. The conditions for qualitative phenomenology (PI) actually match conditions for the worldly intentional forthcoming of phenomenological experiences (IP).


Obviously, the following needs to be done. We need to formulate a specific proposal about cognitive phenomenology identity. The first move into this direction is formulating in a clear manner possible relations between cognitive or intentional processes on the one hand and between phenomenology or qualitative processes on the other hand. In this way, we will refine the above renderings of (PI) and (IP) conditions, especially in respect to the relation of supervenience that exists between consciousness and thought according to the grounding theories. The second stage of our exercise consists in pointing out some data characteristic for occurrences of intentionality/phenomenology in the world that do not match the approach of grounding theories. The insufficiently appreciated distinction between the vague mind-language area restricted content and between non-vague in-the-world intentionality/phenomenology occurrences is thereby pointed out.  Finally, as based upon this, another kind of relation between intentionality and phenomenology must be searched for than is the relation of supervenience that is proper to the grounding theories, so that this relation will be able to account for data concerning concrete appearances of phenomenology/intentionality identity in the world. Due to the particularist and holistic nature of cognitive phenomenology identities, resultance is proposed as the proper relation between intentionality and phenomenology, in both (PI) and (IP) directions.

The dialectics of our exercise thus consists in first specifying supervenience as the relation between I and P in both directions, according to grounding theories. The difference between in-worldly occurrences of cognitive phenomenology identities and between language-mind restricted abstract intentional content is then pointed out. Resultance is finally proposed as an appropriate (PI) and (IP) relation to account for cognitive phenomenology identity in-worldly occurrences data. Cognitive phenomenology identity requires resultance to be in value from both (PI) and (IP) directions.
1. Phenomenology-Intentionality Grounding Theories

Our exercise consists in spelling out an appropriate relation between two areas: phenomenology and intentionality. We understand phenomenology to encompass qualitative conscious experiences, and intentionality to be mental directedness at the object or at the content of a thought.


A proposal coming to the mind is that one of the items may depend upon another. As thereby one item will support another one, these may then be called grounding approaches to the phenomenology-intentionality relation. 


Notice that (PI) and (IP) theses just claimed that there is a possible relation, even of the intrinsic sort, between phenomenology and intentionality, so that intentional features are intrinsically phenomenological, and that phenomenological features are intrinsically intentional. The intrinsicsness of these relations merits to be specified. (IP) thesis, as it was just mentioned, needs to be understood as the thesis that brings in as substantial preconditions of phenomenology not just intentional directedness at the object or at the content, but at the whole experiential world. Such a precondition is just this, a precondition: it is not explicitly spelled out in the process of phenomenological experiences, but it has an intrinsic role in enabling them.


The relation between I and P needs to be spelled out however, in both directions. One can put the primacy question, and weight the answers along the lines indicated below:


“Phenomenology vs Intentionality.



Which is more fundamental: phenomenology or intentionality?




Reductive intentionalism: P derives from I.




Reductive phenomenalism: I derives from P.




Separatism: P and I are equally fundamental and separate.




Integrativism: P and I are equally fundamental and intertwined.” (Chalmers 2008)


The setup here is about grounding relations between I and P. Either P is grounded in I, in a reductive manner, or again, I is in this way grounded in P. Separatism and integrativism, from this perspective, bring on the scene the rest of logical possibilities about grounding relation, as the ways to resist its one-way-directedness. Separatism allows for two distinct and unrelated groundings, whereas integrativism goes for two intertwined groundings. Of all these options, our intuition is closest to integrativism, if one understands intertwined grounding relation as the one of equivalence.


Grounding relation needs to be specified. One can use supervenience as the grounding relation. In this way, one obtains the following couple of theses:


(SPI) Phenomenology supervenes upon the intentional.


(SIP) The intentional supervenes upon phenomenology.

Notice that these are basic grounding relations between I and P, so that the grounding is accounted for by supervenience. (SPI) and (SIP) seem to be simple and plausible grounding relations for the involved I and P areas. What about separatism and integrativism then? It is easy to see that separatism does not engage into any grounding between I and P. As for integrativism, we think that the intertwining of I and P grounding needs to be specified, and that it should be pushed into the direction of identity relation in order to be plausible. But in this case then grounding relation actually looses its bite. We will say more about this in what follows.


Right now, we should take a look at the supervenience as the proposed grounding relation between I and P. Supervenience is a generalist strategy. Here is one example of supervenience form the area of morality. If St. Anthony is morally good, then this will be accounted for by the supervenience relation by extending the case of his goodness to the counterfactual possible world situations. It will then be claimed that, take any situation in all possible worlds with the same subvenient basis such as there is in the actual world inhabited by St. Anthony. Subvenient basis in each of possible worlds will contain the equivalent of all physical facts that are there in the actual world. Then, any possible world with such a subvenient basis will be inhabited by St. Anthony’s counterpart, and it will be impossible that that counterpart would not be morally good person if St. Anthony in the actual world is a morally good person. Supervenience, as this example shows, is a relation that grounds on the basis of generality. The subvenient basis of the actual world situation is extended to all the possible worlds situations where an equivalent subvenient basis is forthcoming. The supervenient grounding is thus enabled by extension of the actual subvenient case to all possible subveniently equivalent possible worlds. We will come back to these generality considerations about supervenient grounding in the last section of this paper. But now it will be useful to look at (SPI) and (SIP) from the just introduced perspective:


(SPI) Phenomenology supervenes upon the intentional.

(SPI) claims that, take any subvenient intentional basis in the actual world, it will then be the case that, for each possible world with an equivalent subvenient intentional basis, it will not be possible not to have the same supervenient phenomenology in that possible world that would not be equivalent to the phenomenology that was there in the actual world.


(SIP) The intentional supervenes upon phenomenology.

(SIP) says that, take any subvenient phenomenological basis in the actual world – it will then not be possible, for any counterfactually forthcoming possible world with an equivalent subvenient phenomenological basis, not to have the same supervenient intentional properties forthcoming as this was the case for the actual world.


This starts to clarify generality relations involved into supervenient grounding for I and P, respectively. At this point, it will be useful though to provide simple intuitive reasons for why anybody would like to buy (SPI) or (SIP) grounding relations at all.


Let us start with (SPI). This is actually the first case one may think of as one considers the relation between I and P. Take my cat related thought, which is an intentional feature. If I entertain this cat related thought, then, it seems, this cat thought will be necessarily accompanied by some cat-thought related phenomenology or with some cat thought related conscious qualitative experiences. One can see that such is the case if one compares one’s cat related thought to one’s spider intentionally related thought. It is easy to see that in this later case, the supervenient conscious qualitative accompanying experience will be quite different in respect to the former case. The (SPI) is quite close to the cognitive phenomenology issue we are concerned with. The difference with our later proposal though will be in that we do not buy grounding relation but identity relation in tackling cognitive phenomenology.

It is a little bit harder to intuitively support (SIP) proposal. But there may be gains of insight with such an exercise nevertheless. (SIP) will be embraced by a consciousness freak. This is someone believing that consciousness is more important than intentionality. But just how can this be? Here is a possible illustration. Our substantial cognitive activities, from the point of view of consciousness freak, consist in a very rich and dynamical, continuous conscious flow. Such a flow is substantial and it forms the basis of our cognition. Upon the basis of rich dynamical continuous activity in the conscious landscape, there happen to appear intentional events, such as thoughts. Right now, I am in the room, where all the time I experience changing illumination coming from the outside window, of immense complexity in the corresponding changes over the surface, and I am feeling the changes in temperature, my body position and the fact that I am wearing a shirt. All these facts from the very rich experiential environment I happen to be in as I am typing this text are not available to my cognitive attention, but they are some aspects of my very rich conscious experience. Now, at some moment, as I am thinking about matters related to writing my paper, the very complex and rich conscious activity I am in locally results in forces that bring about my cat related thought. From the just described perspective, my intentional cognitive thought supervenes upon the rich conscious activity that, from the perspective of this thought, looks as supervenient intentional property upon a very rich conscious subvenient basis. This would be an intuitive account of (SIP). We said that (SPI) is close to cognitive phenomenology, as it deals with intentional phenomena, such as thoughts, in the first place. But we had some reservations. Now, (SIP) brings to the fore an important fact of the I-P relation. I (the intentional) should not be just observed from an atomistic and tractable perspective, as it is presupposed by (SPI), as being one single cat-thought about which we then wonder how the P may eventually supervene on it. From the (SIP) perspective, each single thought is the outcome of a rich background cognitive conscious activity. We think that this fact should be accommodated into our story. But we doubt that this could be effectuated from the generalist perspective of supervenience. More about this in the next section.


We also doubt the plausibility of one feature proper to generalities such as these to be involved into the supervenience grounding accounts: that they force us to see particular occurrences of intentional events such as thoughts – and, equally so, particular occurrences of atomistic phenomenological or conscious qualities – to be instances or realizations of a type. This is not immediately clear at first sight. Supervenience generality bias invites one to see particular occurrences of intentional thoughts as being instances or realizations of the kind of a thought type. But isn’t the (SIP) thesis building upon subvenient consciousness basis? Yes, but generality involved into the counterfactual possible worlds consideration somehow serves the kind of general type shape of thought, by building upon all possible worlds sharing an equivalent conscious or phenomenological subvenient basis, and thus sharing also the supervenient intentional outcome.
2. Cognitive Phenomenology in the World 

Let us first remind ourselves about the area our inquiry deals with. It is the area where consciousness and thought come together, the area of cognitive phenomenology. It may be disputed that there is such an area, if one takes the thought or the intentional as coming separated from consciousness and phenomenology. Our approach disagrees with such a claim, and we think that, if there is thought in the world, it has to be a conscious thought. We agree that outside of its worldly appearance, just as it is forthcoming in the mind and language restricted area, the thought may be treated as the intentional content, independently of consciousness or of phenomenology that may eventually be attached to it. But in the world, occurrences of thought are those of the genuine cognitive phenomenology. Just to provide an example: if I think about a cat, there is always present some qualitative phenomenological experience of my having this thought, right now and here, and there is not present any other quality of my experience in such a case, such as it is forthcoming in my thinking about spiders. Such worldly forthcoming of intentional occurrences as concrete particular events should be distinguished from abstract intentional content considerations, appearing in the area reserved for language and mind.


The basic idea of our own approach, as just said, is that each worldly occurrence of intentionality is identical to the worldly occurrence of therewith forthcoming phenomenology. (Notice that the world here is experiential world, as it deals with I and P and not with the material substrata of these.) The picture coming from here as based upon grounding approach to the I-P relations, may be like this, if identity is involved:


(SPI) Phenomenology supervenes upon the intentional.


&


(SIP) The intentional supervenes upon phenomenology.

This means that both the supervenience of P on I (SPI) and the supervenience of I on P should be satisfied, and that this would have as its outcome an identity relation between the two.


Although this is an inviting proposal, it does not match some data about the area we are concerned with: cognitive phenomenology. We have seen that (SPI) proposal about the I-P relation recognizes that the area we deal with involves cognitive thought or intentional matters. But the involvement of phenomenology as just an accompanying and not as an intrinsically appearing feature in the case of cognitive phenomenology does not seem to correspond to the way thoughts appear in the world: as intrinsically involving qualitative consciousness or phenomenology, not just as an accompanying relation. It seems that supervenience grounding involves a confusion between the just mentioned difference, featuring occurrences of intentionality/phenomenology in the world, on the one hand, and intentional content, restricted to the area of language-thought. Therefore, intentional content is a supposed  abstract entity, which has its instances and realizations in the world, but is not itself placed there. So abstract intentional content does not involve phenomenology at all. On the other hand, occurrences of intentionality in the world necessarily involve phenomenology. (SPI) leans towards treating cognitive phenomenology or thought (which only appears in the world, because of phenomenology-involvement) as if it would present a case of intentional content (coming without phenomenology, because of not forthcoming in the mind and language independent world at all). 


(SIP) is closer to the holistic situation of cognition in the world. It accentuates cognitive richness and dynamics. But again, it is difficult to see, just as in the previous case, how generalist requirements of supervenience relation between I and P would be able to account for this. 


Here are briefly some data about cognitive phenomenology as we see them. First, as already mentioned, cognitive phenomenology applies just to the appearances of I/P in the world, and not to the abstract or in the best case illata supported intentional content (illata, in counter distinction to simple abstractions, are abstractions from occurrences in the world).  Then, cognitive phenomenology may be described as appearance of punctual intentional outcomes upon the rich dynamical cognitive conscious or phenomenological basis, as this was the picture coming from (SPI).

In fact, grounding accounts though leave data about cognitive phenomenology as it appears in the world unaccounted for. Occurrences of cognitive phenomenology in the world are particular features as the result of holistic cognitive forces. They should thus be treated as concrete determinants of determinables, these last ones being abstract illata. This is opposed to the usual dealing with cognitive phenomenology occurrences in the world as with so many instantiations or realizations of the supposed intentional content. The appeal of such treatment comes from tractable and atomistic simplicity promises, in disagreement with the real worldly richness of cognitive phenomenology occurrences.


Most of all, the discrepancy between cognitive phenomenology in-worldly data (remember that P comes to I only in the world and not in abstract realm) and grounding approaches is that these last ones build upon supervenience and thus that they use generalist strategy. But generalist (supervenience) supported approach cannot match the data about the unique particular occurrences of I/P in the world: appearances of I/P are particular, not repeatable.


How is that? Simple: as appearing in the world, each occurrence of thought is very rich event that is different from all others. The reason is that each cognizer has different conscious cognitive background. Even the first and the second occurrence of what could count as the thought of the same type will be different, in that the phenomenological quality of having a thought for the first time certainly is different from the phenomenological quality of having thought for the second time, if nothing else. On our view, intentional contents are just abstracta, or better as just claimed abstract illata, i.e. generalities with their roots in the concrete I/P occurrences in the world. So, realizations and instantiations, or again tokens of types are just wrong descriptions of the realist procedure in respect to I/P place in the world, fuelled by atomistic and tractable simplicity that they involve.


By the way, as I/P particular occurrences are in the world, they are non-vague: they constitutively include phenomenology, and phenomenology is non-vague, besides that, whatever appears in the world, is non-vague by our lights (Horgan and Potrc 2008). On the other hand, intentional content, as an inhabitant of language/mind, is well vague.

3. Resultance as the Relation between Phenomenology and Intentionality 

The dialectics of our enterprise unfolded in the following manner. We deal with cognitive phenomenology Therefore relations between Phenomenology and Intentionality that it involves need to be specified. Grounding theories provide such a specification, by proposing P to supervene upon I and I to supervene upon P, respectively. Then the identity relation between I and P would be obtained by the conjunction of these both directions proceeding supervenient relations. But this proposal reveals itself not to be in balance with the data about occurrences of cognitive phenomenology in the world. Each in-worldly intentionality occurrence comes necessarily endowed with phenomenology. Now, such an occurrence is extremely rich and particular. There are a huge number of aspects or properties involved into each such occurrence, and each occurrence comes as particular and different from all others, due to the uniqueness of rich cognitive background that produces it. As we recognize these particular in-worldly occurrences as instances or realizations of a type, such that some of them are cat directed thoughts, and not dog directed thoughts, we effectuate an abstraction procedure upon concrete particular occurrences, by singling out just one feature (being about the cat) in the very rich features pool forthcoming in each case. 


Particularity and richness of unique in-worldly occurrences is a datum that should be accounted for by an adequate rendering of relations between I and P. This is not possible however by the supervenience relation that builds upon a generalist strategy. In accordance with such a strategy is clinging to intentional content as realization or instantiation of an abstract pattern in each case. But this just does not match the data because such intentional content, as an abstraction, comes without any phenomenology, whereas each occurrence of the intentional in the world necessarily comes with phenomenology. So generalist supervenience strategy does not match intentionality in-worldly occurrences data.


If intentionality in-worldly occurrences are uniquely rich and particular in their nature, the search for an appropriate relation between I and P account may lead us away from supervenience and towards emergence. It is true that emergentists believe in a tractable naturalistic basis (figuring two atoms of H, say, and one atom of O) together with principles of combination in this basis. But the outcome, despite of being predictable, is particular and unique: new quality related to water emerges (involving being drinkable stuff filling seas and rivers) that was not there with the previous separate ingredients (neither H nor O have properties characteristic for their compound outcome water). Particularity and uniqueness of the emerging phenomenon is respected in the emergence approach by the lack of generalist patterns involvement at the explanatory level.


The problem with the emergence proposal, and with the “both P emerges from I and I emerges from P” rendering as an account of in-worldly occurrences of the intentional data is just this lack of explanation. So we need to look for another proposal for relation between I and P to match in-worldy intentionality occurrences data.


It is time to sum up the proposed rendering of relation between I and P. As against separatism, PI and IP theses affirmed their intertwining. But the relation between I and P still needed interpretation. The first proposal was that of grounding relations figuring supervenience: “P supervenes upon I and I supervenes upon P”. Because of mismatch of supervenient generalist accounts with the in-worldly particular rich occurrences of intentionality data, we tried emergence as an I and P relation that would comply with particular uniqueness. The outcome would then be “P emerges from I and I emerges from P.” But lack of explanation in emergence proposal kept us still looking for an adequate solution. Such a solution, as an interpretative proposal for I and P relation, we suggest, should be resultance. Before explaining what resultance is, let us look at the overall situation about the in-worldly cognitive phenomenology relation proposals:


Supervenience: generalist, explanatory.


Emergence: particularist, non-explanatory.


Resultance: particularist, explanatory.

We need particularist and explanatory approach to the I and P relation in order to match in-worldly cognitive phenomenology occurrences data. This, we suggest, may be provided by resultance.


Just what is resultance? Resultance was proposed by moral particularism as an account of higher order properties succeeding upon a certain underlying basis. Moral particularism denies generalist accounts to be capable providing an adequate rendition of higher order properties. Considerations of holism are crucial here. It just seems unrealistic, given the rich holistic supportive and ever changing basis that an exceptionless generalist account may be given of appearance of higher order properties. In the rich holistic basis, each of the many existing dynamical forces may reverse or silence the expected generalist outcome.


An illustration of resultance relation is provided by realizing that this cliff is dangerous, on the basis of its properties comporting crumbling rocks, slipperiness, its steep incline. The main idea is that there is no generally predictable explanation of higher order property occurrence, as this was the case for supervenience. The involved explanatory pattern how higher order properties come form the basis of lower order arrangement is not generalist for resultance, as this happens to be the case for supervenience relation, where generality is obtained through extension of counterfactual possible worlds considerations from the actual world subvenient basis. In the case of resultance, to the contrary, just the actual world in its holistic and dynamical richness is involved. The explanatory patterns in such a situation are particular and unique. The relevance of patterns thus does not come from generalist expansion, but from particular unique patterns.


But just how could particular patterns be explanatory? Isn’t the only explanatory appropriate basis generalist by its very nature? We disagree with this last suggestion, by pointing out that relevant things in our life, in most of cases, happen to be unique, particular. A certain unique aesthetic pattern that you grasp may bring relevance to you just because of its particularity. Here is a thought experiment stressing this point (De Sousa 1988). You happen to be in love with this woman, and then unfortunately she dies. A deity tries to help you out with your situation by producing an exact replica of your lover, with the same physical constitution and memories, say. The fact though is that you will not only not be in love with the replica, knowing that it is a replica, but that you will be repulsed by this divine gift and substitution. This thought experiment shows the importance and relevance of uniqueness and of unique particular patterns. Once you start thinking about it, you realize that just particular and not generalist patterns are relevant. 


Resultance may be the relation between I and P needed to provide an adequate account of these as forthcoming in the world. It is particularist and explanatory – thus providing the needed relevance, as we just have claimed. This matches the datum that occurrences of cognitive phenomenology are rather rich, particular and unique.


Why does the resultance account of I and P relation finish up in identity between them? One simple answer is that the particularity of occurrences leaves no other choice. As we said repeatedly, the basis intuition is that in-worldly intentional occurrences must come with phenomenology. Now, take PI and IP resultance interpretations in both directions, and bring them together in a conjunctive manner. Then you have both


P results from I 


I results from P.

In each of these cases, there exist a particular unique holistically supported basis of either intentional landscape to ensure resultance of the matching phenomenology, and the phenomenal unique rich landscape resulting in occurrence of an intentional phenomenon. Each of these underlying bases is unique. Satisfaction of both of these through specific particular patterns is true to the diamond like particular and relevant structure of cognitive phenomenology identity.
Bibliography
Chalmers, D. (2008) Wrap-up. Fragments of consciousness net post.

Dancy, J. (1993) Moral Reasons. Oxford: Blackwell.
DeSousa, R. (1988) The Rationality of Emotion. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Horgan, T. and Potrc, M. (2008) Austere Realism. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Horgan, T. and Potrc, M. (Forthcoming). Vague Content in a Non-Vague World.

Horgan, T. and Tienson, J. (2002). The Intentionality of Phenomenology and the Phenomenology of Intentionality. In D. Chalmers, ed. Philosophy of Mind: Classical and Contemporary Readings. Oxford: Oxford UP: 520-33.
Potrc, M. (Forthcoming a) Cognitive Phenomenology.

Potrc, M. (Forthcoming b) Wimpy Vagueness Objection.

Siewert, C. (2006) Consciousness and Intentionality. SEP net post.
PAGE  
1

