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   Give and Take, Adam Grant (2013) 
 
 Conventional wisdom says that highly successful peo-
ple have 3 things in common: motivation, ability, and oppor-
tunity. I suggest a 4th ingredient: how we approach our interac-
tions with other people.  
 Takers like to get more than they give and tend to be 
self-focused, evaluating what other people can offer them. Giv-
ers are other-focused, paying more attention to what other peo-
ple need from them and on acting in the interest of others. 
Matchers strive to preserve an equal balance of giving.  
 Research demonstrated that givers sink to the bottom 
of the success ladder. They make others better off but sacrifice 
their own success in the process. This was observed among en-
gineers, medical school, and salespeople. But surprisingly, giv-
ers are also at the top. The worst performers and the best per-
formers are givers; takers and matchers are more likely to land 
in the middle.  
 The givers at the top reverse the popular plan of suc-
ceeding first and giving back later, raising the possibility that 
those who give first are often best positioned for success later. 
Successful givers recognize that there’s a big difference be-
tween taking and receiving. Taking is using other people solely 
for their own gain. Receiving is accepting help from others 
while maintaining a willingness to pay it back and forward. 
Givers who succeed are willing to ask for help when they need 
it. When they succeed, it spreads and cascades to others.  
 When takers win, there’s usually someone else who 
loses. People tend to envy successful takers and look for ways 
to knock them down. Givers succeed in a way that creates a 
ripple effect, enhancing the success of those around them. Giv-
ers’ success create value, instead of just claiming it. It’s easier 
to win if everybody wants you to win.  
 When experts on history, political science, and psy-
chology rated the presidents, Lincoln scored in the top 3--along 
with Washington and Fillmore—in giving credit to others and 
acting in the best interests of others. When Lincoln won the 
presidency in 1860, he invited the 3 candidates whom he defeat-
ed for the Republican nomination to become his Secretary of 
State, Secretary of the Treasury and Attorney General. He said, 
“We needed the strongest men of the party in the Cabinet. I had 
no right to deprive the country of their services.” His experience 
suggests that in the hands of a truly great politician the qualities 
we generally associate with decency and morality—kindness, 
sensitivity, compassion, honesty, and empathy—can also be 
impressive political resources.  
 On any particular morning, giving may well be incom-
patible with success, but people who choose giving as their pri-
mary reciprocity style end up reaping rewards. It takes time for 
givers to build goodwill and trust, but eventually they establish 
reputations and relationships that enhance their success. The 
giver advantage grows over time. It’s not good for a 100-yeard 
dash, but it’s valuable in a marathon.  
 In today’s connected world, givers can accelerate their 
pace. The fact that the long run is getting shorter isn’t the only 
force that makes giving more professionally productive today. 
Now, more than half of American and European companies  
 

regularly use teams to get work done. Teams depend on givers 
to share information, volunteer for unpopular tasks, and provide 
help. As we organize more people into teams, givers have more 
opportunities to demonstrate their value. In the 1980s, the ser-
vice sector made up half of the worlds’ gross domestic product. 
Today, more than 80% of Americans work in service jobs. More 
people are placing a premium on service providers who have 
established relationships and reputations as givers. You want 
your key service providers to be givers.   
 As students progress through medical school, the more 
their success depends on teamwork and service. Givers thrive 
on interdependent roles where collaboration matters. What 
makes financial advisers successful is whether they have the 
client’s best interest at heart.   
 In the majority of the world’s cultures most people 
endorse giving as their single most important guiding principle. 
But we tend to compartmentalize giving, reserving a different 
set of values for the sphere of work. We often don’t see much 
room for giver values in our professional lives. As a result, peo-
ple who operate like givers at work are often afraid to admit it. 
Those who prefer to give or match often feel pressure to lean in 
the taker direction when they perceive a workplace as zero-sum. 
The fear of exploitation by takers is so pervasive, we are often 
loath to heed our nobler instincts.   
 David Hornik in 2004 became the first venture capital-
ist to start a blog. He began to share information openly online, 
helping entrepreneurs improve their pitches by gaining a deeper 
understanding of how venture capitalists think—giving away 
trade secrets. He has been extremely successful as a venture 
capitalist while living by his values and he’s widely respected 
for his generosity. He reflects, “I get to create an environment 
where other people can get deals and build relationships, and I 
live in the world I want to live in.”  Giving not only is profes-
sionally risky, it can also be professionally rewarding.  
 Networking comes with 3 major advantages: private 
information, diverse skills, and power. When takers deal with 
powerful people, they may become convincing fakers. Ken Lay 
of Enron was obsessed with making a good impression upward, 
but worried less about how he was seen by those below him. 
“The true measure of a man is how he treats someone who can 
do him absolutely no good” (Samuel Johnson). We can’t pursue 
the benefits of networks; benefits ensue from investments in 
meaningful activities and relationships. 
 It’s about justice. If you’re a matcher you’ll punish 
takers for acting unfairly toward other people. When people get 
burned by takers, they punish them by sharing reputational in-
formation.  Gossip represents a widespread, efficient, and low-
cost form of punishment. Takers leak clues. They use first-
person singular pronouns like I, me, mine, my and myself. Taker 
CEOs earn far more money than other senior executives in their 
companies. In their annual reports the size of the CEO picture is 
a clue. Self-glorifying images, self-absorbed conversations, and 
sizable pay gaps can send accurate, reliable signals that some-
one is a taker.  
 Nearly all societies around the world people subscribe 
to a norm of reciprocity. When favors come with strings at-
tached or implied, the interaction can leave a bad taste, feeling 
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more like a transaction than part of a meaningful relationship. 
Matchers tend to build smaller networks than either givers or 
takers. Takers and matchers make assumptions about who will 
be able to provide the most benefit in exchanges, but we can’t 
always predict who can help us. 
 Adam Forest Rifkin had more LinkedIn connections to 
the 640 most powerful people on Fortune’s lists than any being 
on the planet in 2011. One of his maxims is “I believe in the 
strength of weak ties.” Strong ties provide bonds, but weak ties 
serve as bridges. They are more likely to open up access to a 
different network, facilitating the discovery of original leads. 
What Rifkin calls luck is in fact a predictable, patterned re-
sponse that most people have to givers. They have the (perhaps 
delusional) belief that other people are plotting their well-being 
or saying nice things about them behind their back. It may be 
reality, not a delusion. Matchers go out of their way to reward 
givers who act generously toward others.      
 Dormant ties are with people you used to see often or 
know well, but with whom you have since fallen out of contact. 
Adults accumulate thousands of relationships over their life-
times, but prior to the internet, they actively maintained no more 
than 100-200 at any given time. But these ties provide more 
novel information than current contacts and offer access to nov-
el information that weak ties afford. When people reconnect, 
they still have feelings of trust. The older we get the more 
dormant ties we have, and the more valuable they become.  
 Givers have a track record of generously sharing their 
knowledge, teaching us their skills, and helping us find jobs 
without worrying about what’s in it for them, so we’re glad to 
help them when they get back in touch with us. Rifkin now 
spends less time networking with new people than he did earlier 
in his career, focusing instead on a growing number of dormant 
ties.  He aims to add value in his relationships. His giving is 
governed by a simple rule: the 5-minute favor. “You should be 
willing to do something that will take you 5 minutes or less for 
anybody.” Whereas takers accumulate large networks to look 
important and gain access to powerful people and matchers do it 
to get favors, Rifkin does it to create more opportunities for 
giving. When he does ask people for help, he’s usually asking 
for assistance in helping someone else. This increases the odds 
that the people in his vast network will seek to add value rather 
than trade value, opening the door for him and others to benefit 
from people they’ve never helped—or even met. He is about 
making sure that everyone in his network is helping each other, 
paying it forward.  
 Giving, especially when it’s distinctive and consistent, 
establishes a pattern that shifts other people’s reciprocity styles 
within a group. Giving can be contagious. When it starts to oc-
cur, it becomes the norm, and people carry it forward in interac-
tions with others. If your interactions are ruled by generosity, 
your rewards will follow suit. Givers gain.  
 Geniuses tend to be takers: to promote their own inter-
ests and drain intelligence, energy, and capability from others. 
Genius makers tend to be givers, to amplify the smarts and ca-
pabilities of others.  
 Americans see independence as a symbol of strength, 
viewing interdependence as a sign of weakness. Givers reject 
the notion that interdependence is weak. They more likely see it 

as a source of strength, a way to harness the skills of multiple 
people for a greater good. Expedition behavior involves putting 
the group’s goals and mission first, and showing the same con-
cern for others as you do for yourself. 
 When people act generously in groups, they earn idio-
syncrasy credits—positive impressions that accumulate in the 
minds of group members. Once a group member earns idiosyn-
crasy credits through giving, matchers grant that member a li-
cense to deviate from a group’s norms and expectations.  
 Jonas Salk’s moment of taking sole credit (for the polio 
vaccine) when he received the Nobel prize, haunted him for the 
rest of his career. He made the same mistake as Frank Lloyd 
Wright: he saw himself as independent rather than interdepend-
ent. Partners often overestimate their own contributions. This is 
known as the responsibility bias. Even when people are well 
intentioned, they tend to overvalue their own contributions and 
undervalue those of others. In Hollywood, between 1993 and 
1997 alone, more than 400 screenplays—roughly 1/3 of all 
submitted—went to credit arbitration. The key to balancing our 
responsibility judgments is to focus our attention on what others 
have contributed. Givers naturally recognize what others con-
tribute.  
   With psychological safety (the belief that you can take 
a risk without being penalized) people learn and innovate more. 
A perspective gap occurs when we’re not experiencing a psy-
chologically intense state. We dramatically underestimate how 
much that will affect us. In collaborations, takers rarely cross 
this perspective gap. Givers are motivated to benefit others, so 
they find ways to put themselves in other people’s shoes.  
 A study was done of weddings: how senders and re-
ceivers react to registry gifts and unique gifts. The recipients 
reported significantly greater appreciation of registry gifts than 
unique gifts. The senders preferred to give unique gifts, but the 
recipients preferred the gifts they solicited on the registries. 
Even when we take others’ perspectives, we tend to stay within 
our own frame of reference.  
 Frank Lloyd Wright was a genius, but not a genius 
maker. Spotting and cultivating talent are essential skills in just 
about every industry. Givers succeed by recognizing potential in 
others. Teachers’ beliefs create self-fulfilling prophecies. When 
they set high expectations for success and engage in more sup-
portive behaviors, they boost students’ confidence and enhance 
their learning and development. Trainees at basic camp in the 
Israeli Defense Force that were randomly labeled as high-
potentials did significantly better on expertise tests and weapons 
evaluation than others. Just like the teachers, when platoon 
leaders believed in the trainees’ potential, they acted in ways 
that made this potential a reality. When managers in a test were 
randomly assigned to see certain employees as bloomers, those 
employees bloomed.  
 Takers hold relatively low expectations for the poten-
tial of their peers and subordinates. This triggers a vicious cycle, 
constraining the development and motivation of others. The 
matcher’s mistake lies in waiting for signs of high potential. 
Givers are inclined to see the potential in everyone. They start 
by viewing people as bloomers. Success doesn’t measure a hu-
man being, effort does. “C. J. Skender’s commitment to making 
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sure that I got through led me to realize that I’d rather be de-
fined by perseverance than whether or not I passed an exam.”       
 To identify high-potential future leaders, each year 
companies spend billions of dollars assessing and evaluating 
talent. The investment theory of intelligence says that interest is 
what drives people to invest their time and energy in developing 
particular skills and bases of knowledge. Motivation is the rea-
son that people develop talent in the first place. Most world-
class pianists had their initial interest sparked by teachers who 
were givers. When American tennis players ranked in the top 10 
in the world were interviewed, they found that although their 
first coaches were not exceptional coaches, they tended to be 
very good with you children. This first coach provided motiva-
tion for the child to become interested in tennis and to spend 
time practicing. By recognizing that anyone can be a bloomer, 
givers focus on motivation. Looking for motivation and work 
ethic, not only intellectual ability, is part of what has made 
Skender so successful in recognizing talent.           
 Grit: having passion and perseverance toward long-
term goals. Givers focus on gritty people; it’s where they have 
the greatest return on their investment. They strive to cultivate 
grit in the first place. One of the keys to cultivating grit is mak-
ing the task at hand more interesting and motivating. Skender 
aspired to be a disc jockey, musician, actor, talk show host, and 
stand-up comedian. Set foot in his classroom, and you’ll see that 
he hasn’t quite given up on these dreams. “If you want to en-
gage your audience, if you really want to grab their attention, 
you have to know the world they live in, the music they listen 
to, the movies they watch.”  
 Stu Inman was widely known as a giver and NBA 
coach. “I just love to see the expression on the face of a student 
who gets it for the first time. Just watching the learning process 
come to full bloom gives me such a rush.” In professional bas-
ketball and most work organizations, we face limits: making a 
bet on one person’s potential means passing on others. Givers 
are the least vulnerable to the mistake of overinvesting in peo-
ple.  
 Studies of teams’ win/loss records and players data 
showed that teams often couldn’t let go of their big bets. They 
stuck with the players whom they drafted early. This is a classic 
case of escalation of commitment to a losing course of action. 
Once people make an initial investment of time, energy, or re-
sources, when it goes sour, they’re at risk for increasing their 
investment. Economists explain this as the “sunk cost fallacy.” 
We have trouble ignoring what we’ve already invested in the 
past, as we anticipate regret, thinking that if I keep investing, I 
can finish the project. But the most powerful factor is ego 
threat: if I don’t keep investing, I‘ll look and feel like a fool. 
Due to their susceptibility to ego threat, takers are more vulner-
able to escalation of commitment than givers. Givers, on the 
other hand, were primarily concerned about protecting other 
people and the organization, so they were more willing to admit 
their initial mistakes and de-escalate commitment. People make 
more accurate and creative decisions when they’re choosing on 
behalf of others than themselves.    
 Takers, once they felt criticized, were less willing to 
accept recommendations for improvement. They protected their 
pride by refusing to believe that they made poor decisions. Giv-

ers, on the other hand, accepted criticism and followed others’ 
suggestions.  
 “In selecting and promoting talent,” Inman said, “the 
most important quality you can show is a commitment to giv-
ing.” When Inman saw a guy practice with grit and play like a 
giver, he classified him as a diamond in the rough. Givers are 
willing to work harder and longer than takers and matchers. 
They make everybody better. Michael Jordan was a known as a 
taker, self-absorbed and egotistical. 
 Research suggests that there are 2 fundamental paths to 
influence: dominance and prestige. Takers are attracted to and 
excel in gaining dominance. But dominance is a zero-sum 
game: the more power and authority I have, the less you have. 
Conversely, prestige isn’t zero-sum; there’s no limit to the 
amount of respect and admiration that we can dole out. That 
means that prestige has more lasting value.  
 The opposite of a taker’s power communication style is 
called powerless communication--to talk in ways that signal 
vulnerability.  Givers instinctively adopt a powerless communi-
cation style that proves surprisingly effective in building pres-
tige. They are inclined to ask questions, talk tentatively rather 
than boldly, admitting their weakness and to seek advice. Vul-
nerability is only effective if the audience receives other signals 
establishing the speaker’s competence.  
 Learning about the people around you should depend 
on listening. But studies found that the more you talk, the more 
you think you’ve learned about the group. By giving us the 
floor, givers are learning about us and from us, which helps 
them figure out how to sell us things we value. In a survey of 
hundreds of opticians, the average giver brought in over 30% 
more annual revenue than matchers and 68% more than takers. 
Asking questions is a form of powerless communication that 
givers adopt naturally.  
 Even in insurance, the higher the salesperson’s giver 
score, the greater their revenue. Moreover, giving was the only 
characteristic to predict performance. Powerless communica-
tion, marked by questions, is the defining quality of how givers 
sell. “Out of curiosity, are you planning to vote in the next pres-
idential election?” By asking you that one questions, I’ve just 
increased the odds that you will vote by 41%. But when I ask if 
you’re planning to vote, you don’t feel like I’m trying to influ-
ence you. You’ve been convinced by someone you already like 
and trust: you. Great lawyers are salespeople. Where self-
persuasion occurs (through questions), people are convinced 
that the motivation for change has come from within. Questions 
open the door for you to persuade yourself to act 
 Whereas powerful communication might be effective 
in a one-shot job interview, in a team or a service relationship, it 
loses the respect and admiration of others. By conveying domi-
nance, the powerful speakers discouraged their proactive em-
ployees from contributing.  
 Advice seeking is a surprisingly effective strategy for 
exercising influence when we lack authority. It’s also among the 
among the most effective ways to influence peers, superiors, 
and subordinates. It is a form of powerless communication that 
combines expressing vulnerability, asking questions, and talking 
tentatively. It has the benefits of learning, perspective taking, 
commitment, and flattery. Ben Franklin wrote, “He that has 
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once done you a kindness will be more ready to do you another 
than he whom you yourself have obliged.” When we ask people 
for advice, we grant them prestige, showing that we respect and 
admire their insights and expertise. Since most people are 
matchers, they tend to respond favorably and feel motivated to 
support us in return. Regardless of their reciprocity styles, peo-
ple love to be asked for advice. But it is only effective when 
people do it spontaneously.    
 It’s critical to understand what differentiates successful 
givers from failed givers. Highly successful givers mentioned a 
quest for power and achievement almost twice as often as the 
comparison group. Successful givers, it turns out, are just as 
ambitious as takers and matchers. Selfless giving is a form of 
pathological altruism, an unhealthy focus on others to the detri-
ment of their own needs, such that in the process of trying to 
help others, they harm themselves. Self-interest and other-
interest are independent motivations: you can have both at the 
same time. In a matrix with axes of “Concern for Self-interest” 
and “Concern for Others interest”: Low self/low others is apa-
thetic; high self/low others is a taker; low self/high others is 
self-sacrificing giver; high self/high others is “Otherish” (suc-
cessful giver). Otherish givers help with no strings attached; 
they’re just careful not to overextend themselves. They find 
ways to do well by doing good.  
 Teach for America is filled with givers. More than half 
leave after their 2-year contract is up, and more than 80% are 
gone after 3 years. About 1/3 of them walk away from educa-
tion altogether—most because of burnout. But this was often 
corrected by learning what rewards mattered most to them. The 
greatest untapped source of motivation is a sense of service to 
others. Giver burnout has less to do with the amount of giving 
than the amount of feedback about the impact of that giving. 
Compassion fatigue is the stress, strain, and weariness of caring 
for others. They burn out when they’re unable to help effective-
ly. They become emotionally exhausted because they don’t feel 
their giving makes a difference.  
 My research shows that the perception of impact serves 
as a buffer against stress. Attaching a single patient’s photo to a 
CT exam increased diagnostic accuracy by 46%. When the ra-
diologists saw the patient’s photo, they felt more empathy, 
which motived them to diagnose more carefully. A firsthand 
connection can tilt people of all reciprocity styles in the giver 
direction. Giving more can help givers avoid burnout. A change 
of context brings renewed energy. Giving can be more exhaust-
ing if it’s in the same domain. By shifting her giving to a novel 
domain, she was able to recharge her energy. When people give 
continually without concern for their own wellbeing, they’re at 
risk for poor mental and physical health.  
 Happiness increased in one study when people per-
formed all 5 giving acts in a single day—called “chunking,” 
versus “sprinkling” them over several days. Chunking is an 
Otherish strategy that aids experiencing one’s impact more viv-
idly. Selfless givers are more inclined to sprinkle their giving 
throughout their days—and to burnout. There is the 100-hour 
(per year) rule of volunteering. It appears to be the range where 
giving is maximally energizing and minimally draining. This 
breaks down to 2 hours/week. Giving has an energizing effect 

only if it’s an enjoyable, meaningful choice, especially by doing 
so in a way that connects to one’s core values.  
 Selfless givers felt uncomfortable receiving support, so 
they were reluctant to burden or inconvenience others. This lack 
of social support is linked to burnout. One of the most striking 
aspects of human stress is the tendency to affiliate—that is, to 
come together in groups to provide and receive joint protection 
in threatening times. Although matchers and takers appear to be 
less vulnerable to burnout than selfless givers, the greatest resil-
ience may belong to Otherish givers.  
 Economist Arthur Brooks tested the relationship be-
tween income and charitable giving. For every $1 in extra chari-
table giving, income was $3.75 higher. Giving seems to make 
people richer. People who gave more, go on to earn more. Re-
search shows that giving can boost happiness and meaning, mo-
tivating people to work harder and earn more. Otherish giving: 
you get to choose who you help, and it benefits you by improv-
ing your mood. One study showed that volunteering predicted 
increases in happiness, life satisfaction, and self-esteem—and 
decreases in depression—a year later. Giving adds meaning to 
our lives, distracts us from our own problems and helps us feel 
valued by others.  Happiness alone accounts for about 10% of 
the variation between employees in job performance.  
 Givers are more accurate judges of others than match-
ers and takers. They are more attentive to others’ behaviors, are 
more attuned to their thoughts and feelings. Givers avoid getting 
burned by becoming matchers in their exchanges with takers.  
One of the main reasons that women tend to negotiate less as-
sertively than men is their worry about violating social expecta-
tions that they’ll be warm and kind. “The solution to being a 
doormat was thinking about myself as an agent, an advocate for 
my family.” 
 The most effective negotiators were Otherish: they 
reported high concern for their own interest and for their coun-
terparts’ interest. They were able to think in more complex ways 
to find solutions that both takers and selfless givers miss. Even 
if giving is our first nature, our ability to prosper depends on 
developing enough comfort with a matching approach that it 
becomes second nature. Successful givers are prepared to draw 
reserves of assertiveness from their commitments to the people 
who matter to them. 
 If a group develops a norm of giving, members will 
uphold the norm and give, even if they’re more inclined to be 
takes or matchers elsewhere. Writing Wikipedia entries is Oth-
erish. Common ground is a major influence on giving behaviors. 
When people share an identity with another, giving to the per-
son takes on an Otherish quality. Similarity can influence whom 
we decide to help. 
 The principle of optimal distinctiveness: we look for 
ways to both fit in and stand out. People only identify with a 
generalized giving group after they receive enough benefits to 
feel like the group is helping them. Elevation is the warm feel-
ing of being moved by others’ acts of giving, replacing feelings 
of cynicism with a sense of moral inspiration. People donate 
more money to charity when the phrase “even a penny will 
help” is added to a request. This phrase increases the number of 
people who give without decreasing the amount they give. Le-
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gitimizing small contributions draws in takers. When people 
join a group, they look for cues about appropriate behavior.  
 Showing people how they were doing relative to the 
local norm caused a dramatic improvement in energy conserva-
tion by a California utility. People often take because they don’t 
realize that they’re deviating from the norm. In these situations, 
showing them the norm is often enough to motivate them to 
give—especially if they have matcher instincts. Whether people 
tend to be givers, takers, or matchers, they don’t want to violate 
the standards set by their neighbors, so they match.  
 We underestimate the number of people who are will-
ing to give as we focus on the costs of saying yes, overlooking 
the costs of saying no. Workplaces and schools are often de-
signed to be zero-sum environments with forced rankings and 
required grading curves that pit group members against one 
another in win-lose contests, so people hold back on giving. 
Over time, people with giver values begin to feel in the minori-
ty. They worry that they’ll isolate themselves socially if they 
violate the norm, so they disguise their giving behind self-
interested motives. Alexis de Tocqueville wrote that Americans 
“enjoy explaining almost every act of their lives on the principle 
of self-interest. They help one another and freely give part of 
their time and wealth for the good of the state, but was struck by 
the fact that Americans are hardly prepared to admit that those 
acts were driven by a genuine desire to help others.” We have 
social norms against sounding too charitable.  
 When people assume that others aren’t givers, they act 
and speak in ways that discourage others from giving, creating a 
self-fulfilling prophecy. Many matchers are drawn in by empa-
thy. Takers know that in a public setting, they’ll gain reputa-
tional benefits for being generous in sharing their knowledge, 
resources, and connections. They are more likely to contribute 
when it’s public. To turn takers into givers, it’s often necessary 
to convince them to start giving. Over time, they may come to 
see themselves as givers. When people repeatedly make the 
personal choice to give to others, they start to internalize giving 
as part of their identities.  
 The growth of teamwork, service jobs, and social me-
dia has opened up new opportunities for givers to develop rela-
tionships and reputations that accelerate and amplify their suc-
cess. The connection between individual and collective success 
underlies every story of successful givers in this book. Givers 
advance the world. Takers advance themselves and hold the 
world back. Our behaviors leak traces of our motives. We spend 
the majority of our waking hours at work. This means that what 
we do at work becomes a fundamental part of who we are.  
   
[The greatest untapped source of motivation is a sense of ser-
vice to others. Giver burnout has less to do with the amount of 
giving than the amount of feedback about the impact of that 
giving. The perception of impact serves as a buffer against 
stress. Giving seems to make people richer. People who gave 
more, go on to earn more.] 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
 


