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Speakingthe Truth in L ove

Father, we thank You for lovely weather. We thamk fr Your love to us that is the same yestertiaigy,
and forever. While everything else changes, Yowairethe same. We pray, Father, that You will bénwg and
help us in our understanding. As we think aboutesdifficult and sometimes controversial issuespres that
You will grant us a clear vision of Your way. Fathae with us we ask, for Jesus’ sake. Amen.

Last time we discussed four issues raised by tharated movement. | mentioned Schaeffer's commitrieen
truth, the importance of distinguishing betweereasial issues and non-essentials, a commitmetietpurity
of the church, and the importance of disciplinihngge who start teaching falsehood in the churchalst
talked about how we are to regard those who stahunches that are mixed denominations. We spo&etab
the importance of what Schaeffer later came tosgbking the truth in love. | gave the illustrataf how he
wept when he remembered the bitterness and hartrereswas between those who left the Presbyterian
Church in the 1930s and those who stayed withihig.important not to have that kind of bitteraesd
resentment but to respect people for the choicasliey make.

| want to move on now to three more points in reteghip to the separated movement. | recognizethit
raises a lot of questions, some of them quite coetsial.

The fifth issue | want to talk about is cooperatatrihe local level in the work of the kingdom beém
churches that are pure and those that remain ix@dndenomination yet are evangelical in their cotmmant.
As you all know, this has been a huge area of dson and still is. The work of Children for Chnigas a
work that would only use people who were membeideofominations that as a whole took a clear stanti®
authority of Scripture and the nature of the evéingeGospel. They would not allow even a deeplynoatted
evangelical person who was a member of a denoramé#tiat included liberalism to be involved in therkw of
Children for Christ. In that case, it was becatnse work was based on the work of the local chufttey felt a
strong need to send the children who were convéoteturches that were evangelical. Here we come to
another question. When we are involved in somecaggehe work of Christ’s kingdom in a city, shduhere
be cooperation at the local level between evangjatiturches that are members of evangelical deraimons
and evangelical churches that are members of nugadminations? It is a very difficult question.

We will see as we go along that it was in this niod of Schaeffer’s life on his trip to Europeat he began
to change his mentality in this particular area. Wésee that as he went around Europe lookinghyrches
that were faithful to God’s Word, he found them stimes in separated denominations and sometimaswit
the state churches, for instance in Scandinavigritain. He felt a tremendous gladness in his higafind
anyone there at all who stood faithfully for GoW&rd and for the evangelical Gospel.

This issue is sometimes called second-degree sepanahich not only refuses to work together witlose
who are liberal but also refuses to work with soneewho is evangelical yet is in a denomination that
dominated by liberalism. Certainly for myself, coigifrom England, | have found that in Europe ongois
thankful for anybody who is evangelical. You aradgand delighted to work with them whatever den@tndm
they may belong to if they really are faithful to&s Word. That is because there are so few pespteare
and so few churches that are evangelical. In Araeg@mnetimes there is the unnecessary luxury ofgrio be
more pure than what is necessary. People are fimiesotly glad for what God does in people’s liv8his
obviously raises all sorts of questions. It wasiasgion we had to face in Britain when we had angelistic
crusade in our area. Our own denomination is oaedands firmly on its commitment to the full autity of
God’s Word and its commitment to the evangelicasi@d. We made the choice that we would gladly work
with anyone, whatever denomination they belonge@km was evangelical. Even then there was stilllliga

© Fall 1989, Jerram Barrs & Covenant Theologicah@eary



Francis A. Schaeffer: The Early Years Lesson 7, page 2

anyone who wanted to help. There were a coupl¢hafr@hurches in the area, but we were very glathft
and to be able to work together with them. Thahésfifth issue that is raised by this topic. Yoill see as you
read through the next section of Schaeffer’s hie dpening of his vision to God’s work in a wideayweven
within some of the older traditional denominatiovisere there were people struggling to remain falttd
God'’s Word.

The sixth issue that is raised as we think abopérsged Christianity is the danger of being pathefseparated
movement. | feel it is very important that we deis.tFundamentally we may say that the dangergsathgsm.
Our thrust begins to become negative if we arecagful. One can become ingrown. We begin to thak we
are the pure ones. Everything outside is terribkd @nfaithful, and everyone else is the enemy. Thatlead to
a kind of pride that is not honoring to God. Gosiists the proud and gives grace to the humble. The
commitment to truth, unless we are very carefuh, lmacome a snare of the devil to lead us into iteetibn of
pride. At the moment where we think we are cloge#he altar of God, we can find that there is ®adous
pride, rigidity, and ingrownness in the heart wheeefail to see what God is actually doing and agglshing
in the world. Instead we concentrate on our owvttelgatch of purity.

There is also the danger of witch hunting. Sometimbat holds a group together is their commitme miuirity
and separation above everything else. It can leadnentality where one constantly patrols the dimualways
on the lookout for someone who might put a footwg:dSome are always on the lookout for someone who
might not be completely, purely Orthodox. The dangehat one starts defining that in a narrowet an
narrower way to make absolutely sure that we ddet@nyone squeak in who is not totally spotl@$ss is an
area where we have to be very careful. We begiarget that we all make many mistakes in our tmgkas
well as in our lives. We are sinners in the arealudt we believe, think, and say, as well as inaitea of what
we do and the attitudes in our hearts. When weldtafore the throne of Christ, we will see cleavlyat His
truth is in all its perfection and detail. We wialize the areas where we ourselves were wrongplamdito our
own misunderstandings. The danger, along with pmteingrownness, is constantly searching the thand
scouring it out to make sure that we are complgiahg. No one is allowed along who is bending aysbg
one bit from what we consider to be the pure truth.

Another danger here is that such a movement caneasily become man-centered rather than God-@shter
The leaders who speak the loudest and who fighthdingest against everyone else are seen to beas$iepuore
and the ones who stand most strongly within a m@rénThat can be a real area where the devil cgim be
cause chaos. Such men can begin to see this saparatement as their kingdom. They begin to takeemo
and more control. Their authority begins to haygeater and greater sway. It can very easily leasbmething
that is very centered on the individuals who stap@dnd shout the loudest about whatever the prabéem
That is something that is negative rather thantpesi

Another danger here is that, if we are not carefel can begin to cultivate conservatism of evenglisimply
for its own sake. What started out as a clear camerit to a conservative view of Scripture and tlosg2l can
begin to become more and more conservative cujguglitically, economically, and in every otheayw We
can see very clearly how that became a problenmaswent by.

Finally, the most important danger is that we begidefine ourselves as those who stand againstthamy
rather than those who stand for the truth. We needmmunicate the truth to others who need iyeséiose
who need to be served, and love those who neee llmvbd. We begin to define ourselves as those sidod
against this, that, or something else. For the<iihn, it is never enough to be against things.Gbspel is a
Gospel that gives us truth and life abundantlgalts us to share that abundant truth and life witier people
out of the abundance that God has given us. btismegative message; it is a message of tremsndou
affirmation of life itself, the truth, and salvatithat God has given us through Jesus Christ.
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It seems to me that this is the most difficult peoh. It is not enough to be against things; onetbdee for
things. The kingdom of God, Paul says in Romanssldghteousness, joy, and peace in the Holy Siitis
not a lot of rules about just exactly what everyetse’s conscience should hold. In the context wiRaul says
that he was talking about the way faithful Christiazan differ with each other about things, he say® very
careful not to define things too narrowly. Thaha what the kingdom of God is about. It is about
righteousness, joy, and peace in the Holy SpihtsTs a positive message that we communicatepand
mentality from our hearts outward has to be a pasinentality.

That is the final issue regarding the dangers,|prob, and issues that are raised by the questiseparation.
Fundamentally what happens is that, by definingseli@ver against others and negatively, it leadbe
direction of a deadness of soul. Schaeffer usesadymver and over again that if you see someonénigak
mistake in a certain area in doctrine, life, ortaimg else, it is not enough just to react againdtou have to
stress what they were concerned for in the right \war example, suppose you do not agree withdba of a
second blessing. You do not think that the New drasnt teaches that there are two receptions dfiohe
Spirit or two distinct stages in the Christian Jifss many Pentecostals and charismatics teachnditienough
to just say that is not what the Bible teaches attmiHoly Spirit. You have to understand whatpleeple were
concerned for. They saw a tremendous spiritual messlin the church, and while we may not agree théh
doctrinal position they have come out at, we mesaware that they long for a greater reality ofldody Spirit
in their lives. A greater reality of commitment agefvice to Christ is totally biblical. Rather thast saying
that you are not in favor of the second blessirghave to say and teach very clearly that the Nestament
challenges us to be filled with the Spirit every.dé@e have to teach a positive message in our oxes,lin our
teaching, and in the attitudes of our own heatt hot want to define myself as anti-charismatiaroti-
Pentecostal, but | want to define myself as benoghtoly Spirit. That is really important, and théstrue in any
area. It creates a totally different mentality,,twothe way you treat other Christians with whoou glisagree.
If we take this particular issue, we may disagteeua exactly how we will describe the work of thel{HSpirit
in the believer’s life. But we are glad to honodaaspect the commitment to Christ and the desibeet
obedient to the Holy Spirit and to live a spiritliéd, which is so very evident in those with whave may
disagree. This is really important, because itteeauch a different mentality. We are able to exxdour
Christian brothers and sisters, whoever they aherevwe disagree on some issue. We fight for theeghing,
which is a spiritual reality. We may say this ig egactly what we think about this issue.

This is a fascinating thing in thinking about theh8effers. Over and over again through the yehasé¢ met
many charismatics and Pentecostals who assumethéh&thaeffers were charismatic or Pentecostal. Th
reason they did that was not because they welteegraver explicitly said they were but because 8poke so
much about prayer, the Holy Spirit, and the reaitgpirituality in their lives. It was so evideiot anyone who
met them, got to know them, and worked with theat they were deeply spiritual people who were daily
dependent on the Holy Spirit. They communicateéry different mentality spiritually from what we gna
sometimes communicate within a Reformed traditvamich can be a negative attitude toward the HolyitSp
That is terrible; how can anyone be negative ablmitHoly Spirit? There are some very importantessioere
practically in terms of how we treat one anothanokg other things we may say that it opens alksairtioors
in terms of communicating the Gospel. As you galown through Schaeffer’s life and ministry, you béa
delighting to speak to Pentecostal and charisngatiaps. They welcomed him with open arms thoughéwer
said he agreed with what they were saying. He dichgree with them, and he was quite clear abait But
he recognized there was a deeper commitment tibuspity that is shared there even though the d&im may
not be the same. There were even some practicelseheould not have practiced himself, but he wary glad
to say that they were people who loved the Lorddesired to serve Him. So this is very importané $tould
not only stress what it is not, but we must stielsat it is. It is not enough to react against sénmet, but we
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should teach that area clearly, affirmatively, aodgitively. There will be those who will say itssmply a
guestion of truth, so they will not have anythingdb with anyone who disagrees with them at angtpoi

There are also people on the more liberal side setyahat truth does not matter. If you think aldunduism,
it says all paths are the same. It is a matteolefdance and acceptance, and people can pursuewreivay.
They say to love everyone, no matter what they tharyk, or believe doctrinally. Schaeffer came batkr the
years to the issue of speaking the truth in lowau ¥o not remain silent about the issues of triorih you
communicate them very clearly. At the same time, gemonstrate that you really love people. Youtbark
of what Paul says to Timothy when he says to cogear opponents with gentleness. He does notsay t
hammer them, drive them away, and have nothingtwith them. He says to correct them with gentlenies
the hope that you may win them to the truth.

Let me give you a practical illustration from Scti@es own ministry. This happened when | was hegre
Covenant Seminary as a student. One of my fellodesits here went to a public debate between otieof
Death of God theologians and an evangelical apsioge said at the meeting the evangelical, whoauaszlly
brilliant man, just completely devastated this Deait God theologian. He was brilliant, his wit wasarp, and
so he destroyed his position. He said by the entlefliscussion everyone was on the other manésksdause
he behaved like a gentleman. What came acrosstfrerapologist was ruthlessness. In contrast, time sa
fellow told me he went to the debate between Sébaahd Bishop Pike. If you remember anything alitilke,
he was an Episcopalian bishop who was very lidbedlogically. For example, he suggested taking iisthe
communion wine so that one might have a spiritupkeéence. He really was extremely liberal. Screxdffad a
public debate with him, except Schaeffer was vangful to say that he never regarded it as a debatevas
not interested in winning an argument with this rde was interested in the man. That is a toté¢difice in
mentality. The fellow who went to this meeting stid contrast was so dramatic. The thing that carness so
clearly was Schaeffer's compassion for him as dividual. He was not interested in what the audéenas
thinking. He wanted to communicate what the tru#iswo this man and to care for him. While it wasg/ve
evident to people that intellectually Bishop Piké dot have a leg to stand on, Schaeffer was vargfal not to
destroy or humiliate him publicly. He had a perdammaversation with him, it just happened to bé&ant of
hundreds of other people. This was so much sahlegtbecame friends, and they were able to comrataic
with each other afterward. Schaeffer was able targbvisit him and carry on talking with him.

In the first example | used, you can be quite shia¢ did not happen. It seems to me that no onewds
present had any doubt about what Schaeffer thahghtuth was. They knew he had truth on his fidehad
the capacity, and he was able to show what wasguath Bishop Pike’s position biblically and in @thways.
At the same time, it was not a public humiliatidralh This was a genuine conversation betweenm&a who
were able to communicate afterward. On a prackisadl, something that Schaeffer said many timabdse
who worked with him was if you have a discussiothvgiomeone, particularly if it is a public discussbut
even if it is just a private one, it is not youtlicey to put every nail in the coffin. You shouldtregard it as if
it is an intellectual boxing match where you ageénig to knock this person down and leave him oud.call
you will do is humiliate him. His pride will be attked, his personality will be degraded, and yorelmmade
communication impossible. You have closed a dodhégpossibility of communicating to that person.
Schaeffer said you always want to leave someormerercto retire gracefully into. That way they gmhome
and think about it. They can draw some of the agsiohs themselves. You do not need to draw every
conclusion. You speak the truth, but speak itwag that respects this person and shows love ta.tHeyou
look at Jesus Himself in the Gospels, the only feble was really hard with were the Pharisees. @ hese
the people who were sure they had everything rigbti could call them the separatists of that ddyosE are
the people He was really hard with because of taek of compassion on other people and their igid o
other people, He was not that way at all. As yadrihe Gospels, Jesus’ compassion and care farmebele
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is evident. He desired to communicate the truttihvémn, and He respected them, even those who tawmay
from Him.

It is very hard to find the balance between spaaktie truth and loving. It seems that it dependghercontext.
For example, we will not accept a man like BishdgePwho teaches a liberal Gospel, to preach impthipit.
That is the issue that 2 John addresses. He tatks alse teachers and false prophets who trawtaahd the
early church seeking to gain a hearing for theneseby turning up at churches here and there anecérg to
win all the people. You do not welcome to your atusomeone who is a liberal and ask them to corde an
preach on Sunday. You delight if they come to yahurch to join you and hear God’s Word preachedabse
in that they hear the truth. You delight to gekbt@w them as individuals and seek to communicatbdm
what is truth. Timothy says if there are oppon@ifthe Gospel, we are to correct them with gentene the
hope that we may win them. That must be one’s dodépends on the context. If you have someone who
troubles the local church by going around and tiegctalse doctrine to everyone, you may have toigise
that person in the same way as you would discioreeone who was a gossip. The New Testament speaks
about people like that who try to get into everyst®mes and lead them astray. You do not wantlpeop
spreading malicious tidbits of gossip for everytméear and be hurt by. The New Testament requires
discipline. If you had someone who was an adulterer swindler in their business, the church itedato
discipline them because they can damage the church.

But there are all sorts of other contexts whemight be completely appropriate to have someory@im home
who teaches a false gospel. In the work of L’Alm@ had people come to stay with us who were mirssted
theological teachers in liberal churches and sen@gsaVNe understood very well that they were coniirig our
situation because they wanted to think and quesBometimes when they first came they were not epgn
at all. The fact that they would be warmly receiaed welcomed as a person made in the image oiwaod
has value before God and should have value to de rmwa enormous difference. Then we could say tkat w
believe Christianity is true, therefore we wereap have any issue raised and any question disdu¥Ve
were not ashamed of the truth, and we were ndttieiged that they would come up with something wWaaild
disprove it or cause problems. They could say akdrdnatever they wanted to say, and then we couttbg/n
and discuss it together.

It is clear to me that the New Testament breedskihd of mentality. God is very gentle. He did mgbte up on
Paul because he persecuted the church and talggtidad. God kept working on Paul, and eventuadyl P
came to the truth. He stopped kicking against titkb. Sometimes those who God works in are thdse w
initially speak most violently against the trutls,ia Paul’s case. It is evident in Jesus’ wordsito on the
Damascus road that He had already been workingufisheart. He asks why he kept kicking against th
bricks. It was obvious that Paul’'s conscience waesady being pricked about these Christians, whativeas
their lives or some of the things they said. Wendbknow for sure, because he did not tell us.tBete was
obviously something that God already used to tdRehl’s heart. You would not have seen it on theidet
We could have said, “This is a dreadful man. Wadbwant him to come anywhere near us. Let us hdrnims
and put up notices against him.” But that is netitientality of the New Testament. We have to bg gareful
that while we say it is our task to keep the putpean and make sure that those who teach God’sl Warur
churches teach God’s Word faithfully. It is not dask to separate ourselves totally from people mhay hold
all sorts of heretical ideas as central pointsenevind points that are not central. It is a venportant issue.

Vishal recently spoke at Covenant, and a Hindu asked him a question. It was beautiful the way he
discussed with him. At a point Vishal said, “Letlassomeone else ask a question now.” He did raoit wo
pursue it any more, not just because there weer pople there who had questions, but becausahaito
leave it before the Hindu felt that he was pusimed & corner. He told him very clearly what he thioiuwas
wrong with where he was coming from and what hei¢ind was right about the Gospel. He wanted to avait
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minute and go to someone else. He let him ask angtiestion later. That relationship will then go doday
Vishal went down and met the swami at the temphak very interesting, and he will try to have somore
time with him.

Throughout the Schaeffers’ years in Saint Louisytbontinued to pray for God’s direction. Edithtes inThe
Tapestryon page 246 of how they had this big map of thddvan their bedroom wall. They used to regularly,
as they lie in bed and look at it, pray that Godildasend them wherever He wanted them to go. Simioms
one occasion where Francis asked her if she waafgrépared to go to Scotland to Edinburgh if hethelt the
Lord called him to further study over there. Shiel she caught her breath, but she was willing. I&tebeen
praying that God would send them wherever He watfteoh to go. She was prepared to go. This was
something that was an ongoing prayer in their li8¥s was ready to go wherever God wanted ther.tt g
you read about their time in Saint Louis or tallattyone who was a member of the church at that gomewill
know that the Schaeffers had a really wonderfuethmre. They made many friends whom they regarsled a
such to the very end of their lives. God blessedt thinistry here. They were really content. Theydd their
home, and their children were happy in the schtidg went to. God opened all kinds of doors fonth& was
not restlessness, but it was an attitude of trjanige open to God. The Lord was sovereign, sowbis His
desire, they would go wherever He wanted them td'ge map on the wall was not simply with regard to
them; it was to think and pray for the work of Ghiall over the world. It was a reminder to themwbfat God
was doing everywhere. His kingdom stretches thrabghnations, so they prayed for other people filerint
situations. This prayer was not restlessness bdas one of the themes of their lives as it cargahto be.
They prayed that the Lord would use them in the waiy the place that He wanted them to.

Those prayers that God would take them where Heaslahem to go began to be answered in quite awew
in the spring of 1947. There was a board meeting@independent Board for Foreign Missions, arttb8tfer
was on that board. He raised at that meeting $kisei of Europe now that it was just after the seeworld war
had finished.

It is difficult to think about that now, because ame so accustomed to the tremendous amount amatemn
that pours into our homes over the television,ugrothe radio, through books, and into our churetiest
what is happening in the church all over the woYldu can think of the newsletter that many of duurches
have called “The Church Around the World.” There arany newsletters like that full of informationmyTand
imagine the situation in the 1940s: Christians me&ica knew virtually nothing about Christianityiurope.
Europe was engulfed in the most appalling war,inivehich almost 50 million people died. A great orély of
them were killed with conventional weapons. Eura@s completely devastated. | can still remember ld#te
boy in England, which did not get the worst bruhit,ovast sections of our cities that were comglfgbombed
flat. This was the 1950s, and | can still rememb&oning when | was a little boy. There had belemogt no
contact between the churches in Europe and thabe ionited States for the whole of the war.

Schaeffer mentioned at the Independent Board fogi§io Missions meeting that it might be good tafout
what was going on in the churches in Europe. Thesewompletely isolated because of the war. Becaluse
that isolation, it may be that there was a lothefalogical naiveté about the new wave of theolddjicaralism
called neo-orthodoxy. The teaching of Barth andodler came into the churches. They started sending
theological students to the United States to stbdithey had no idea what the seminaries werenldee. They
did not know that many of them had become theo#dlyidiberal. So it might be good to find out wivaas
going on there. They had a lot of discussion, d=titlwas a good idea, and then they said thate$iena
should go. That was how he first went to Europe;ltidependent Board for Foreign Missions decidad e
ought to be the one to go to find out.

© Fall 1989, Jerram Barrs & Covenant Theologicah@eary



Francis A. Schaeffer: The Early Years Lesson 7, page 7

Soin July 1947, Schaeffer set out for Europe witlee purposes in mind. The first was to find det situation.
He did a survey of what was happening in the eMaoadenovement in Europe and brought back a repirt
what had happened to Bible-believing Christiamtyeurope. The second purpose was to begin to legight
awareness of the theological dangers of neo-orthodée wanted to strengthen the churches and keebevho
remained in understanding the theological battfeébat time. Third, he wanted to look and see whatstatus
of children’s work was. He wanted to see if theaswa possibility of beginning to encourage chilthavork
like the work of Children for Christ. Those were thurposes with which he went to Europe. Formeglyknt
as a board member of the Independent Board of gioidissions and also as the secretary of the foreig
relations department of the American Council ofi€tlan Churches, which was the separated movenient o
evangelical denominations formed against the W@ddncil of Churches. So he went both as a boardbaem
and as a secretary. The church in Saint Louis bawea leave of absence. Edith went to Cape Cothtor
summer with the children. She spent the summee tivéh her sister and her sister’s family. EImeri@onand
his wife Jane came to pastor the church in Sainid.while they were gone and to live in their home.

During their lifetime, both of them were membergte Anglican Church. It was not actually untileaft
Wesley’s death that the Methodist movement becaseparate denomination. While many Anglicans refuse
to let him preach in their pulpits, the Methodistvement remained within the Anglican Church for gnan
years. They did not want Whitefield to preach aithecause they did not like the evangelical Godpwlas

only after Wesley’s death that the movement beceongpletely separate.

This is a good illustration of one of the things tatked about earlier in thinking about separati€ne may
have a very clear stand for what is true. Whenrgaud Whitefield, for example, you can see veryrtyaahere
he stood on issues of Reformed doctrine, the smrayeof God, and grace. He had the grace to acledye
that Wesley clearly preached the Gospel, and Ged hsn mightily in bringing many people to Christdanto
the church. He was glad to acknowledge that, eveagh he knew they disagreed. They disagreed quite
sharply on various doctrinal points having to ddhwgovereignty and Arminianism, righteousness and
perfectionism. Whitefield could see that he wasaa nvho proclaimed the Gospel of Christ very clearid
very faithfully. He was glad for that. We need ®diad for that. We may be able to disagree witihedher
and say what we think is important. For exampleway emphasize the grace of God as a biblical iaade
desire to sit down and discuss it. Scripture véearty teaches this. Our clarity and commitmenthgt must
not lead us to say that other people are not Gdmist In practice you know that almost everybody @Galvinist
on their knees, as the old saying goes. You seerapraying, and they thank God for what He dodkeir
lives. They thank God for the work of the Holy $in their weakness. Practically any believer igraaes that
they are dependent on God’s love, faithfulness,gaadiousness to them. It is that recognition amahihty of
the heart before God that is more important thauinigeevery “i” dotted and every “t” crossed. Youndaave
people who are committed to the doctrines of gnad¢keory who come across tremendously hard andidoro
and do not demonstrate a humble dependence orothde Ror every step of life and every word they
demonstrate a man-centered religion. There has tothodoxy in doctrine and in life.

This was something Schaeffer came back to lateAsm.have said already, it was a lack of evidenic&od’s
grace and graciousness in people’s hearts andthaesnade him start questioning everything agaie.we
right if it produces ugliness, narrowness, pride] battles for leadership? It caused him to questieerything.
Of course we must hold on to the doctrines of graoghatever else we are committed to. But it isremnore
important to believe and practice the graciousoésxod, His love toward us, and our dependence isrwidrk
in our lives. Schaeffer called this the innermastle at a later point in his life.
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