
A  N E W S L E T T E R  F O R  T H E  C A U X  R O U N D  T A B L E  N E T W O R K
L O O K I N G  A T  B U S I N E S S  A B O V E  T H E  C L U T T E R  A N D  C O N F E T T I

J U N E  2 0 1 6 V O L U M E  V I ,  I S S U E  V I

LEADERSHIP AT THE
CROSSROADS

Re-Earning Moral Authority

in Difficult Times | p. 4

CORPORATE
MINDING

The Meaning of Corporate

Trust | p. 10



10

Corporate 
Minding

Dr. John Little

In this essay I explore the meaning 
of corporate trust and introduce the 
idea of corporate conscience. I begin 
by discussing personal conscience 
to illuminate some key points about 
values, trust and the human good. I 
also use the broader term, ‘corpo-
rate minding’ to describe that which 
keeps watch over what one is doing 
in the many relationships of trust that 
characterize corporate life. Through-
out, I emphasize the critical role of 
questions in sharpening and strength-
ening the powers both of self-mind-
ing and of corporate minding1. I con-
clude with a practical suggestion for 
Directors with regard to their vital 
appropriation of the corporate trust 
given them.

1  ‘Minders’ watch over their charges, such as politicians 
- their daily activities, contacts, utterances – to suggest creative 
ways forward, while protecting them from blunders, oversight 
or wrong-footing. Minders usually operate behind the scenes. I 
use the term ‘minding’ in a self-reflective sense of being mindful 
and fully aware of what one is doing – a form of self-governing, 
whether of one’s own person or, in terms of one’s role as a Director 
of the Board in its self-governing of the corporation.

The recent diesel emissions scandal has severely damaged 
Volkswagen’s financial standing and reputation. Can it re-
cover? Who is to blame? Who knew, and when? Was knowl-
edge limited to two software engineers? Did the CEO, Mark 
Winterkorn, know, and if so, when? Was the European Com-
mission aware in 2010 of its possibility but did nothing? 
Whatever the answers to these questions to pinpoint respon-
sibility and blame, the viability of the firm will ultimately 
rest on the trust given it by its stakeholders. Volkswagen’s 
deception of government regulators, customers and probably 
internal staff has brought severe damage upon the company. 
This is yet another case that highlights the central issue of 
trust (as a mutual exchange with stakeholders) in corporate 
life. On the one side, as I will argue below, trust given by 
stakeholders, in effect, empowers the corporation to get 
things done. On the other side, without this trust, or when it 
is compromised, eroded or damaged, things eventually fall 
apart. The corporate understanding of and honoring the trust 
embedded in each and all of its stakeholder relationships is 
critical to its well-being. Furthermore, in managing these 
relationships, personal conscience plays its own critical part.

Matters of trust are obviously not restricted to corporate 
business. In the US Presidential campaign, Donald Trump 
has clearly touched many people in his ‘promise’ to “make 
America great again” – a reminder of Regan’s ‘morning for 
America’ – to address the loss (economically, socially and 
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culturally) that they believe they are experiencing. A new 
political force is emerging with its early signs of enthusiasm 
and preludes to trust amongst voters. Presidential power is 
generated by votes: each vote signals trust in the promises 
made and willingness to collaborate. If Trump succeeds, will 
his conscience be up to the job when facing real risks and 
challenges? And, on the other side, were all electors in good 
conscience when deciding to bestow power, as they did with 
their vote of trust that he would deliver on any hopes they 
might have, and will they stay the course if things get bad?  

The political sphere is not immune to issues of corporate 
trust, but can be caught up and contaminated as well. Al-
though the Volkswagen scandal involved a deception of the 
US government regulator, it inevitably touched on relations 
with the European Union, for the fraud in general terms did 
appear to have come first to the attention of Brussels some 
years earlier without their taking any action.  The fabric of 
trust is global and related to human solidarity.

My focus here, however, is more restricted. My proposition 
is that corporate trust (as given by its multiple stakeholders), 
is in effect an exchange of power, and thus can be regarded 
as a process of corporate empowerment that is given by its 
stakeholders and to be developed and sustained over time. 
On this premise, I will discuss what would constitute a cor-
porate conscience as the vital minding force of this trust’s 
integrity and as distinct from, but dependent on, the individ-
ual conscience. I propose that both need be developed and 
refined for sustainable business. 

The corporate promises (explicit and implicit) made to its 
stakeholders hold the key to a corporation’s gaining and 
holding stakeholder trust. Together with its trust in stake-
holders to deliver their side of the bargain, equivalence is 
reached in each of their respective relationships and, in the 
power so exchanged between them, genuine collaboration 
ensues. To the extent that Directors take up an active exam-
ination of their own corporation’s terms of trust, and deepen 
their understanding, appropriation and living out of them, so 
is their corporate minding likely to be more vital and their 
corporate practice more authentic and trustworthy. 

Conscience and self-minding

As I conceive it in principle, the ‘minding’ role of a corpo-
ration keeps watch on the relationships with its stakeholders 
in two ways.  Firstly, for signs of good will (that trust is well 

placed) and of fresh opportunities that may be emerging in 
the field; and secondly, for breaches of honesty and violation 
of the implicit ethical standards embedded in its relation-
ship. This minding can be likened to the role which personal 
conscience plays in one’s own decisions and actions. ‘Con-
science’, though broadly understood, is difficult to define, 
often elusive in appropriation and subtle in engagement. It 
merits some further reflection at this point.

Conscience is akin to a vital force within oneself, a vector 
that ‘homes in’ on what is true. It speaks a ‘voice’ that is 
personal, authoritative, relational and sure: personal because 
it is only heard by me and is uniquely mine; authoritative 
because it states what it judges to be right (and just) or 
wrong (or not good); relational because it concerns my 
relationship with another or others; and sure, because a 
‘good conscience’ stands firm and at peace, confident that 
all relevant questions have been asked and answered. It is 
perhaps the telling indicator of internal harmony and good 
relations. It informs any wise judgment of integrity that 
precedes decision-making. As a contributor to self-minding, 
it seeks to protect one from blunders and falsehood or from 
illusion and unreality, and to do what is right and avoid what 
is wrong. It is our primary resource for getting at what is 
true, right and real, and, in its contribution to self-minding, 
releases the mainspring of one’s full freedom and energy (in 
willing) to do it.  It is one’s personal monitor of truth-telling 
and honest dealings.  It is about judging correctly.

Questions are forefront in one’s judging rightly (and correct-
ly), while attendant feelings of quiet or disquiet are indica-
tive of its quality. Good judgment, at least, is confident, and 
is capable of answering all relevant questions.  Only thus 
can it rest and be ‘quiet’. Good conscience is precisely about 
wise judgment. It is not decision, but is significant in its 
deliberations - and yet may strongly urge it.

For the most part, conscience lives in the depths of our con-
sciousness, its ‘voice’ coming forward when situations de-
mand. Questions may arise as to whether one’s conscience 
is truly good and alive, or whether it be unformed, bad or 
indifferent, or kept silent and neglected, or considered even 
irrelevant to modern living. A conscience is formed (or 
deformed), however, over one’s life. It is influenced initially 
(when we are children) by those we trust, and is refined (as 
we mature) by being attentive, using one’s memory and in-
telligence, being open to questions and by critically reflect-
ing alone and in collaboration with trusted others. By such 
practices - surely a life-long project of learning - we inform, 
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shape and keep our self-minding and self-control alive, bal-
anced and on track. By such inner work, we become better 
disposed to contribute meaningfully and appropriately to 
human solidarity.

But there is an holistic paradigm at work in the development 
of conscience. With one’s moral compass set in the direction 
of human solidarity, its norms within conscience are subject 
to learning, revision or revelation, especially through the de-
cisions one might make. For, in decisions’ commitments and 
promises, the deeper self sets, affirms and creates its own 
direction and horizon of possibility, opportunity and growth. 
This is, paradoxically, a private world, so to speak, a person-
al vision, a work in progress with risk and unknown person-
al and public consequences. Necessarily it is informed by 
one’s personal history and especially by contributions from 
others we trust. In this role of self-making, our conscience 
is formed or deformed: by our choices we create and change 
ourselves and the world in which we act. This is true for 
both saint and sinner alike. Our capacity to choose and act 
is itself a gift – namely as a being with freedom to ‘create’ 
oneself and, with others, a world worth living in. Every act 
of creation brings into existence something of value within 
oneself (that may well form and strengthen conscience) and 
within the world. This understanding of creation as gift - 
and gift as creation - is the prime template and foundation of 
life itself, and hence of human living.

Yet, on a basic level, conscience can be marginalized and 
get lost, by our own choice, in the heat and hubris of the 
deal and the moment. Neglect and lack of strengthening and 
reinforcement - or worse, one’s own imperious self, in a 
mirror of assertive solitude as the benchmark of truth - can 
bury true conscience. If this can apply to each one of us, 
it can more so apply to an organization where power and 
authority are vested in a few individuals driven by self-inter-
est or a truncated corporate interest, and then partly metered 
out to others. There, the telltale sign of its neglect is that 
questions are suppressed, swept aside, treated with contempt 
or the person is attacked with overt intimidating aggression 
to induce silence.  It takes courage to speak (or really hear) 
the truth or to ask the hard question (or seek to answer it). 
And it takes trust to do so, in oneself and in likeminded 
collaborators. 

Enron’s rise and demise illustrates trust gained and gone 
awry. Its CEO, Jeffrey Skilling, promised a great vision 
(profits) in the new energy market, and entrusted the bright-
est and best to bring this about. With technology, good PR 

and ‘clever’ accounting, new deals, contracts and arrange-
ments were set up, money flowed in and trust was generated 
in the market. Creative thinking was promoted, critical 
thinking sidelined. Bethany McLean, a journalist with For-
tune magazine, however, asked Skilling “how does Enron 
make its profits?” and, resisting his aggressive push-back to 
her questions, and getting no insight from his or his Chief 
Financial Officer’s attempts to explain, she had the further 
courage to write about her own lack of understanding.  
Thus, did the house of cards begin to fall! 

Trust and minding another

As conscience sheds light on one’s own truth, trust offers 
a pathway to another’s. As personal truth leads to integri-
ty and freedom in action, so my trust of another (which is 
firstly to trust my own judgment and processes at arriving 
there) invites and facilitates their capacity, integrity and 
freedom to act in cooperation with me. The mutual ‘giving 
of trust’ between two persons in business is a prerequisite to 
any free and unencumbered exchange of valued goods and 
services - like a bridge, carrying heavy (or light) traffic of 
mutual obligation between partners. Mutual trust essentially 
bonds and empowers their relationship. Being trusted elicits 
creative energy and responsibility. Trusting another is the 
mainspring also for oneself to make a genuine commitment 
and promise. Mutual trust, in short, empowers cooperation. 
Trust based on deception however is no bridge to empower-
ment, but a slide to mutual loss.

Like conscience, however, trust (as deliberate and intention-
al) is often in the background, operating out of habit and 
not consciously recognized within one’s decision-making. 
Furthermore, it can be neglected, assumed, or naïve. Like 
faith, it believes that the other will deliver on his or her side 
of the bargain. It may signal its presence in subtle ways, or 
not so subtle, such as in a nod, a handshake, a smile or a 
simple word.

Mutual trust is a binding force between persons – where the 
free, informed commitment and self-giving it supports could 
be called, in its high form, love.  Here its strength lies, not 
as an individual act, but as mutuality and hence, exchange, 
whether of gifts, friendship or ‘goods’.  This applies not 
only in the most basic business transaction, but also in mar-
riage, community, politics and religion.  It allows the giving, 
in exchange, of one’s (source of) value to another – such as 
any particular good or service, skill, capability, possession, 
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including one’s blood and very-self and, even, life. It thus 
involves a mutual ‘giving’ and ‘receiving’. The giving of 
trust releases, in the other, the one trusted, the complementa-
ry giving of their value.

However, ‘minding’ trust is fraught with difficulty. An Aus-
tralian government Inquiry into the collapse of a merchant 
bank, Tricontinental, (about three decades ago, amidst great 
changes in banking regulation) identified two Directors in 
the largely cohesive Board who sensed that something was 
amiss, but suppressed their own questions: one, in deference 
to his superior, also on the Board; the other, in deference to 
the CEO’s supposed expertise and experience. Their trust, 
misplaced in both instances, underestimated the value and 
import of their own feelings of disquiet that nagged at them. 
Had they asked and pursued their questions, they may well 
have averted the collapse. 

Trust is an invisible fabric of commitment and promise 
which upholds the free, responsible exchange of value. Its 
management requires a sharp, monitoring, minding function 
that, like conscience, constantly seeks the truth of the matter 
and, often, requiring courage to do so.

The corporate body

I turn now to corporate trust. Is it, like the legal person, 
merely a concept that sits upon a legally drafted base? Or 
does it have a transcendent (invisible) quality that can be 
understood only by what happens in the agreements, prom-
ises and commitments made by living persons in the name 
of the corporation? A transcendent quality persists. It holds 
firmly through time and space, yet is always evident empir-
ically in the way things are managed. Corporate trust is not 
assessed by ticking boxes, but by processes of live corporate 
self-examination and discernment in the midst of forthright 
engagement. It is an expression of the corporate spirit and 
needs always to be passed on to others after one’s race is 
run, much as a baton is, in a team relay, to a new runner.

The corporate body (or person) exists at different levels. In 
law, its articles of incorporation signify it; in visible form, 
the corporation is evident in the persons who occupy its 
“offices”. In reality, it becomes alive as those who occupy 
its offices turn their minds (and hearts) to act in its name. It 
exists as a living viable sustainable entity only when it has 
established mutually supporting relationships that (ideally) 
have been built up, explored, negotiated, assessed, mutually 

agreed upon and upheld over time. If any of these relation-
ships irretrievably break down, the ‘living’ corporate body is 
terminally ill, put on life-support (administration) or, simply, 
ceases to exist, though its legal deeds persist and its office 
bearers remain vital. A bank collapses if its creditors lose 
trust that the bank can honor its obligations. A consulting 
firm collapses if its clients lose trust in the integrity of its 
advice (think Arthur Andersen and Enron). A firm collapses 
if its shareholders lose faith (and trust) in its promises. The 
trusting relationship is forever delicate, tentative and open 
for abuse. It especially requires ongoing maintenance as 
circumstances and players change. It is very difficult to re-
build if damaged, as Volkswagen is currently experiencing, 
and for which BP, long after the Gulf oil spill, is still paying 
high dues.

Stakeholder trust

The Caux Round Table views stakeholder relationships 
as a key attribute within its concept of ‘moral capitalism’. 
Directors are the prime agents responsible for the trust that 
breathes life into these relationships. This responsibility (of 
stewardship) has immediate and long-term implications for 
the leadership and culture of the organization and on delega-
tions entrusted to every person and task. It also extends the 
notion of value-adding holistically to include all stake-
holders. For example, government adds value to the firm’s 
goods and services through the legislation and regulations 
it provides that enable the firm to trade and that can bring 
appropriately just sanctions for breaches of trust. (Beyond 
government, the community also adds value  – it was not the 
government regulator who discovered Volkswagen’s deceit, 
but the small research team at West Virginia University.) 
Staff add value through giving of their skills and capacities 
for creative, collaborative problem solving, decision-making 
and acting. As do others, each in their own way.

Perhaps this view of the corporation may sound idealistic. 
But leaders create and shape cultures – truth telling and truth 
seeking being their landmarks. A firm can suppress, ignore 
or deny the implicit trust it has, over time, engendered, built 
and maintained with its stakeholders, if it focuses exclusive-
ly on one stakeholder only, or, worse, on its own interests. 
This is evident in those that seek to maximize profit for 
shareholders, or under competitive pressure, to win or to 
perform whatever it takes. In this narrow and dominating 
focus, it is thus creating an unsustainable culture of minds 
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and consciences complicit (and likely to be so corrupted) in 
some form of theft, betrayal or deception.  Colin Whitehead, 
a ‘successful’ Enron trader was caught up in the company 
hubris of sophisticated theft.  Only later, when things fell 
apart, did he admit to the suppression of his own questions 
(of conscience) as to ‘what he was doing’. In a telling re-
mark, after he had recovered his moral integrity, he gave the 
reason: “because I did not want to know the answer”. 

Were the engineer/programmers at Volkswagen who coded 
the car’s computer to detect conditions of regulatory testing 
and to adjust its NO emissions accordingly, doing likewise?  
Were they acting alone under the influence of a general 
corporate culture that promotes ‘top performance’? Or were 
they instructed to do so? Did they, whatever the reason for 
their actions, go against, or suppress their own conscience? 
Did they regard that the ‘good of the company’ (and the 
huge market potential for low emission vehicles) trumped 
everything (so long as we are not caught!). Did they deceive 
the company and gain due recognition for achieving the 
results they did? But as the fraud became known internally, 
was the further decision by senior management to conceal 
it driven by fear of the shame and ignominy that would 
result by disclosing it?  Risk management by Directors must 
surely take cognizant of such possibilities, whatever the 
corporation.

Directors’ appropriation of stakeholder trust

How do Directors begin to get hold of this deeper, vital (in-
visible) dimension of corporate trust for which they are the 
custodians? No doubt, depth of personal experience counts, 
as does their knowledge of the industry.  In the Tricontinen-
tal Bank failure, the inquiry made reference to the fact that 
the Chair of the Board had no banking experience, but was 
dependent on board members who, though very experienced 
in traditional banking, had no experience of the new mode 
of (merchant) banking then being introduced into the coun-
try. The Chair could not ask hard questions, since he had no 
familiarity with the field.  The Board generally placed its 
trust in the CEO, who at the height of the Bank’s apparent 
success before its collapse, was awarded in 1986 the Aus-
tralian Young Businessman of the Year. It became very clear 
during the Inquiry that that assessment was deficient, and 
the Board’s trust severely misplaced.

Directors could well take up, as a group exercise, periodic 
and robust discussions related to stakeholder trust. It is sug-
gested these might follow four tracks related to expectations 
and promises: 1) for the short-term, 2) the long-term, 3) the 
strategic approach and 4) the management of the relation-
ship. For customers, for example, and under competitive 
pressure, short-term perspectives may dominate, without 
due consideration given to long-term impacts.  In relation 
to strategy, Directors can always become more conscious-
ly mindful of whether the corporate strategy sufficiently 
recognizes how customer expectations inform a competitive 
market. Directors, if they wish to ensure that Corporate 
Responsibility is driven by trust and ethical norms need to 
insist that the corporate body manages the collaborative 
nature of the relationship with appropriate avenues of dia-
logue, responsiveness and engagement. 

Customers, as stakeholders, make decisions to purchase the 
firm’s product or service. These decisions implicitly rest 
on trust that the corporation is truthful, and will honor its 
promises concerning the product, warranty and follow-up 
service. Customers tell others of their experience and hence 
influence their trust and, perhaps, an interest to purchase. If 
customers have a good ongoing experience, they are likely 
to welcome new products and give of their time in helping 
the business understand their needs more deeply. Loyalty 
can pass down generations. Much can be lost if customer 
trust is lost. Volkswagen has had a big hit with customers in 
this regard, as it did with the government and the communi-
ty at large.

Figure 1, The Customer Value Exchange, shows in general 
terms the promises and expectations of both parties – the 
corporation and the customer - as an equivalent exchange of 
values between them.  This equivalence represents (ideally, 
if not implicitly) each party’s agreement on what would 
constitute a fair exchange, as a basis for their promise and 
ultimate delivery of it, and the reference against which dis-
honesty would be detected and trust betrayed if that were to 
occur along the way. On the corporation’s side, it represents 
the customer focus of the corporate conscience.
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Developing this idea we can now set out, as in Figure 2 
below, broad terms of the Corporate Trust that take into 
account each major stakeholder. 

Figure 2:  The Corporate Trust 

The Corporate Trust 

-   Promise and Expectation  - 

The Corporation Promises 

(the stakeholder expects) 

Stakeholder 

1. Short term 
2. Long term 
3. Strategic outlook 
4. Management of 

relationship 

The Corporation Expects 

(the stakeholder promises) 

1. Quality product – value for money 

2. Service and guarantee 

3. Growth, innovation and new products 

4. Ongoing dialogue / empathy 

Customers 

1. Prompt and honest payment 

2. Loyalty 

3. Feedback and ideas 

4. Information on needs 

1. Return on investment 

2. Growth 

3. Long-term security 

4. Clear and honest reporting 

Investors 

1. Capital 

2. Competitive products 

3. Understanding of industry 

4. Avenues for equitable dialogue 

1. Equitable reward 

2. Growth in skill and responsibility 

3. Career path / promote on merit 

4. Performance appraisal 

Staff 

1. Skills, knowledge, attitude 

2. Drive, commitment & outreach 

3. Willingness to learn and adapt 

4. Networks 

1. Prompt and fair payment 

2. Growth and opportunity 

3. Support and assistance in supply issues 

4. Open and frank communications 

Suppliers / consultants 

1. Goods or services on time 

2. Quality and reliability 

3. Adaptability in changing markets 

4. Open communications 

1. Full compliance with law (& its spirit) 

2. Competitive and productive 

3. Responsible steward of environment 

4. Responsible engagement in community 

Government / community 

1. Justice - non-intrusive, efficient 

2. Fair and effective regulation 

3. Laws and infrastructure 

4. Opportunities for influence 

 

 

Figure 1:  The Customer Value Exchange 

THE CUSTOMER VALUE EXCHANGE 

 The Corporation Promises 

(The Customer expects) 

The Customer Promises 

(The Corporation expects) 

1. Short term  Quality product – value for money Prompt (and honest) payment 

2. Long term Service and guarantee Feedback and ideas 

3. Strategic outlook Growth, innovation and new products Loyalty 

4. Management of 
relationship 

Ongoing dialogue and understanding and 

empathic response 
Information on needs 
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This chart portrays the equivalence of promises and expec-
tations implicit in the corporation’s exchanges with each of 
its stakeholders. It brings out clearly the importance of the 
relationship, namely, that each party needs to be open to 
questions, information sharing, understanding, influencing, 
challenging and testing. This requires requisite skill, capa-
bility, fairness, courage and self-confidence of all involved. 
Without such rigor and fairness being evident within the 
corporation itself, it is unlikely that the corporation will 
stand clear, strong and fair with those with whom it deals 
and on whom it depends. This inevitably comes back to the 
example given by its leaders, particularly Directors.

Corporate conscience

The corporate conscience, as the collaborative inquiring 
spirit of its leaders, seeks answers to all questions relevant 
to honoring the Corporate Trust. (The Golden Rule of doing 
unto others… requires this – to walk in the shoes of each 
of its stakeholders). The general structure represented in 
Figure 2 can serve, in first instance, as a guiding template 
for Directors to develop in a common forum, such as an 
open, searching, frank workshop, their own comparable 
set of terms (or values). These, they could then confidently 
require of the CEO, in turn, to hold, delegate, nurture and 
to be accountable for - and to report exceptions, issues or 
developments as they occur.

This model reflects the general norms and values of the 
Caux Round Table’s view of ‘moral capitalism’, and is in-
dicative of what would constitute the corporate conscience. 
Directors could well make clear their expectation that the 
corporate practice, through the CEO, instantiate such terms. 
Equally, they would establish their own authority through 
their individual courage and forthright willingness and ca-
pacity to ask questions related to any term of the stakeholder 
relationship. In this way, they test the health of the corporate 
culture and the viability and integrity of its key relationships 
- and demonstrably be acting in accord with good corporate 
conscience. 

From what we have discussed, it is clear that this very 
notion of corporate conscience cannot stand apart from the 
integrity and health of individual consciences that have a 
clear notion of values and fairness that contribute to human 
solidarity, the Golden Rule (of doing unto others…) and the 
human good.  As the individual conscience is strengthened 
and developed with the help of an open mind, it is often 

through failure that one can truly learn life’s hard lessons 
and, through admission, accepting the consequences and 
making amends, it can find its voice again. Trust can be 
lost, but also can be restored through fresh, more mindful 
attempts at being open, honest and transparent. The same 
norms apply to the corporate conscience and the responsi-
bility Directors face in appropriating it in their decisions and 
actions.

Conclusion

In conclusion and by way of summary: I have highlighted 
the importance of questions in testing what is true and good 
as not only an indicator of conscience but also as a basis for 
judgments involved in establishing and building trust. This 
applies equally to oneself and to the corporation, and sheds 
light on their respective natures as essentially relational. 
Human autonomy and freedom, to be authentic, ultimately 
must reflect norms of human solidarity. Business contrib-
utes to human solidarity through its corporate minding of 
the ‘values’ exchanged, expected, sought and delivered, in 
trust, with all its stakeholders. Directors have an obligation 
to grasp the full measure of the corporation’s promises to 
stakeholders, to appropriate these promises and to ensure 
they animate the delegations and accountabilities they give, 
in trust, to those who act on their behalf. Thus might they 
foster authenticity in practice and build a sustainable cor-
poration, namely, as one clearly marked by open, vital and 
collaborative relationships with all stakeholders.




