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Thursday, August 21, 2008, Baker Book House held a panel discussion on The Shack 
with more than 100 people in attendance. Panelists were Beverly Van Kampen, Dr. 
Rex Rogers, Louis McBride, with the discussion moderated by Andrew Rogers. The 
following review notes were delivered by Louis McBride, academic buyer for Baker 
Book House, and passed on to me by Louis via personal e-mail. Only minor editorial 
and formatting changes were made. 

 
 
I would like to thank Baker Book House for allowing me to participate in tonight‘s event and I‘m 
honored to be here with Bev and Rex. Both allowed me to see many of their comments ahead of 
time and I found them both gracious and very insightful. I hope my comments will be as helpful.  
 
First, some preliminary notes. 
 

1. I have read the book. 
 

2. Why are we critiquing a fiction book?  Many have reminded us that it is not a ―theological 
treatise.‖   

 No less than 30 theological issues are addressed in The Shack. It‘s not a treatise but 
the theology drives the book. The popular series, Left Behind, was also fiction but 
people were critical of its eschatology. Likewise The Da Vinci Code.   

 The theology may be less precise than a theological treatise but it should not be 
contradictory to the Bible 

 
As Hope College professor and Narnia scholar Peter Schakel said in a personal email ―I think a 
writer has to get his/her theology right, even if he/she is writing fiction. Fiction means the events of 
the story didn‘t happen and the characters aren‘t real people. But the ideas in the story have to 
make sense, the morals have to ring true, and the theology has to be sound—that a story is 
fictional (it seems to me) doesn‘t discount any of that.‖  (Personal email dated August 4, 2008) 
  

3. My critique is from a conservative evangelical perspective. Calvinists will have more 
objections than Arminians. Arminians will have more objections than, say, an Open Theist. 
Wayne Jacobsen says that he is tired ―of the self-appointed doctrine police, especially when 
they toss around false accusations like ‗new age conspiracy‘, ‗counterfeit Jesus‘ or ‗heresy‘ to 
promote fear in people as a way of advancing their own agenda.‖  (―Is The Shack Heresy?  p. 
1)   Jacobsen here paints with too broad a brush. It is simply wrong to impugn the motives 
of every critic who might see ―heresy‖ as wanting to promote fear and advance an agenda. 
Have some overreacted? Yes. But let‘s deal with the issues rather than start talking about 
people‘s motives. Speaking of reviews:  

 
4. I have read over 100 reviews and the debate over the book can turn ugly pretty quick. Critics 

charge the book with heresy, undermining biblical authority, liberalism, and radical 
feminism. In turn, critics of the book are charged with legalism, self-appointed doctrine 
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police, or threatened and fearful of being challenged. My critique is targeting issues, not 
people. 
 

5. Those favorable to the book are constantly reminding the critics to remember the intent of 
the book. With that in mind here is what I understand Young‘s intent to be. He wrote the 
book for his kids (at the time they were 13-25) and he wanted to help his children not to 
think of God as distant and angry (Gandolph with an attitude). In an interview on the Today 
Show he said too many people think you have to modify ―your behavior to get the affection 
of this God.‖  God is not like this. Rather ―relationship is at the core of God‘s being, not 
religion.‖ I think this is a fair representation of Young‘s overall intent in The Shack. I‘ve kept 
this in mind as I offer my critique.  

 
My Theological Concerns 

 
Universal Reconciliation – or, “Is Everyone Going to be Saved?” 
 

 Wayne Jacobsen says, ―The book flatly states that all roads do not lead to Jesus‖ (online 
article ―Is The Shack Heresy?‖ He continues, ―I don‘t know how we could have been clearer, 
but people will quote portions out of that context and draw a false conclusion.‖  (ibid)   

 Jacobsen does give us some helpful background information ―While some of that [Universal 
Reconciliation] was in earlier versions because of the author‘s partiality at the time to some 
aspects of what people call UR, I made it clear at the outset that I didn‘t embrace UR as 
sound teaching and didn‘t want to be involved in a project that promoted it.‖  (page 2) He 
continues that those who see UR in the finished product ―either positively or negatively are 
reading into the text.‖  (ibid)   

 My concern is that while the explicit teaching of UR has been removed, the foundation for 
UR may still exist. What Jacobsen may be unaware of is that for many liberal theologians 
who hold to Universal Reconciliation their case is built on two pillars: the reconciliation of 
God to the world and the doctrine of the love of God.  

 
D. A. Carson, in his book, The Gagging of God, says ―although most twentieth-century scholars 
recognize that many (especially New Testament texts) clearly teach a final division of humankind 
into saved and lost, the universalists have tried to put over against this evidence the biblical 
witness to the love of God, a love so absolutized that other strands of biblical witness are safely 
dismissed.‖ (p. 142) And commenting on the position of Jacques Ellul, who Young acknowledges 
was a ―creative stimulus‖ for him, Carson notes ―Ellul‘s reason for accepting universal salvation is 
grounded on ‗a combined emphasis on the love of God and God‘s universal reconciling work in 
Christ‘‖ (p. 144). This is the same combination found in The Shack.  
 
As evidence that UR is not taught in The Shack, Jacobson points to Papa‘s comment that ―He is 
reconciled to all men‖ but that ―not all men are reconciled to me.‖  But in The Shack reconciliation 
is fleshed out to mean that God has forgiven all men for ―all their sins.‖(225). The question is ―Does 
this forgiveness include the sin of unbelief?‖ If so, then how is UR avoided?  If not, then there is at 
least one sin that is not forgiven.  

http://www.windblownmedia.com/shackresponse.html
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In the chapter ―Here come da judge‖ Mack can‘t bring himself to pick only two of his children to 
spend eternity with God. Once he realizes he can‘t make that kind of decision and instead offers to 
go to hell in their place he is said to ―sound like Jesus.‖ Mack has judged them ―worthy of love‖ and 
Mack now knows ―Papa‘s heart‖ (p. 163). The reader is left with the implicit impression that the 
tension that Mack felt is the same that God experiences when he judges people. At the end of the 
day we are left wondering if God really could send anyone to hell.  
 
This stands in contrast to how the apostle Paul characterizes the unsaved as those ―worthy of 
death‖ (Romans 1:32 NASB, KJV). The problem with the analogy (that is Mack judging his children) 
is that God does not look on the world solely as children but rather as ―children of wrath‖ 
(Ephesians 2:3). The world has not simply gone independent (a favorite characterization of the 
problem with people in The Shack). The Bible describes the plight of the unsaved as much more 
dark and defiant. In chapter 5 of Romans the world is described as ―ungodly‖ (v. 6), ―sinners‖ (v. 8), 
and ―enemies‖ (v. 10). Was Mack thinking of his children in any of these categories or was he 
simply thinking of them as his children? Mack‘s judgment of his children is not the moral 
equivalent to God‘s judgment of an unredeemed person. The Scripture never uses the analogy of 
Parent/child in the context of judgment. 
 
Finally, whenever people are referred to in The Shack they are almost always referred to as a son or 
daughter of God. Papa even says of Missy‘s murderer ―He is my son too. I  want to redeem him‖ (p. 
224). If he is not yet redeemed how is he God‘s son? John 1:12 says ―But to all who did receive him, 
who believed in his name, he gave the right to become children of God.‖ Furthermore, what 
allowance do we see in The Shack for Jesus‘ statement that some are of ―their father, the devil‖?  
(John 8:44) 
 
Conclusion  
I don‘t think we find UR explicitly taught in The Shack, but we have the foundation on which many 
build their case.     
 
It is true, a book cannot say everything. But, if it says something often enough, to the exclusion of 
other factors, a wrong picture can emerge.  
 
God as a Female and the Doctrine of the Trinity  

 
 Many of the reviews I read encouraged people to ―think outside the box.‖   
 May I suggest that our guiding principle, when thinking about God, is not so much to think 

outside the box but to think accurately and biblically? I want to know the truth about God. If 
that truth leads me into a box, then that is where I want to be. To be fair I think what these 
people mean is that no view of God can adequately do justice to him. However, it seems to 
me, that more often than not it is the conservative ideas about God that are always 
construed as ―in a box.‖   
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The Trinity in The Shack 
We will look at three issues:  portraying God as a female, the hierarchy of God in the Trinity, and 
who became incarnate and died on the cross.  
 
1. The Gender Issue – Is It Right to Portray God the Father as a Female? 
This is perhaps the most controversial element, for some, in the book.  
 
Some General Comments  
(I am relying heavily on John Cooper‘s book Our Father In Heaven: Christian Faith and Inclusive Language for God) 
 

 Throughout Scripture God is always ―addressed‖ in masculine terminology. ―There are no 
feminine proper names for God in Scripture.‖  (Cooper, p. 119) [John Cooper observes, ―The 
crucial strategy is to treat metaphors, which are figures of speech, and names, which are not 
figures of speech, as synonyms and to slip back and forth between them‖ (Cooper, p. 117).]   

 Feminine characteristics are sometimes applied to God in the Bible. ―But there is no passage 
in Scripture that predicates a female personage or role to God. There is not a single text that 
contains a feminine appellative for God. The Bible never, even as a metaphor, makes 
statements like ‗God is a mother‘‖ (Cooper, p. 122). ―Scripture speaks of God as though he is 
a masculine person, but occasionally uses feminine metaphors to describe particular divine 
attitudes and actions‖ (Cooper, p. 127).   

 The titles for God, like King and Father, are title-names in the sense that ―they are proper 
designations. They are not metaphors, that is, figures of speech, even though they may have 
metaphorical meanings‖ (Cooper, p. 134). And so, when Papa says ―For me to appear to you 
as a woman and suggest you call me Papa is simply to mix metaphors,‖ (p. 93) it gives 
―Father (or Papa)‖ the status of metaphor, which it is not. 

 
What difference does all this make?  As Cooper says, ―it turns out that all the feminine references 
to God in Scripture are figures of speech. They are not names or titles for God. And in language for 
human beings, figures of speech do not usually warrant or function as names or titles‖ (Cooper, p. 
66). 
 
Conclusion 
Young has said his book is not an allegory but rather a parable. There is certainly biblical precedent 
for a feminine characterization of God in the parable of the lost coin in Luke 15. Cooper observes, 
―In this parable there is an explicit comparison of God and the woman. . . If the friends represent 
the angels, then the woman represents God. This, too, is an implied feminine figure of speech, 
inasmuch as parables are extended images‖ (Cooper, p. 70). 
  
God appears to Mack as a woman ―to help him from falling so easily back into your religious 
conditioning‖ (p. 93). Is there an encouragement here to imagine God in any way which helps us 
break our religious conditioning? Should we imagine God more often as a female if that ―helps‖ 
us? Maybe a parental image isn‘t helpful at all and we are better helped by imagining God as a 
brother or sister. Does this express a certain dissatisfaction with God‘s chosen revelation of himself 
in primarily masculine terms?  These are important questions that must be addressed.  

http://www.amazon.com/Our-Father-Heaven-Christian-Inclusive/dp/080102188X/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1219955631&sr=8-1
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Donald Bloesch in his book The Battle for the Trinity, says ―We need to be open to a certain 
amount of experimentation that does not deny or ignore the biblical fact that God chooses to 
relate himself to us in primarily in the masculine gender‖ (p. 53). 
 
One final note on this issue. Tim Challis, in his much discussed review of The Shack, is not as 
concerned with the portrayal of God as a woman as he is with his portrayal of the Father and Holy 
Spirit in any human form. He says, ―his portrayal of the Father and the Holy Spirit in human form is 
sinful and expressly forbidden within the Bible.‖ (online review, p. 12)  Challis is referring to the 
second commandment, which says God cannot and must not be portrayed in an image.  
 
2. The Hierarchy Issue – Is There a ―Chain of Command‖ in the Trinity? 

 
Sarayu [the Holy Spirit] says, ―Mackenzie, we have no concept of final authority among us, only 
unity. We are in a circle of relationship, not a chain of command or ‗great chain of being‘ as 
your ancestors termed it. . . Hierarchy would make no sense among us‖ (p. 122). 
 
Here there is clear difference in evangelical scholarship and Young is certainly entitled to his 
opinion. I only observe that there are carefully nuanced expositions of the Trinity that include 
an order to the persons of the Trinity. Some are comfortable with terms like subordination to 
describe that relationship. Others are not because of the baggage it carries.  
 
I will say this. I don‘t think that the existence of a hierarchy in itself is as destructive to 
―relationships‖ as is described in the book (p. 122-23). Sarayu says ―Hierarchy imposes laws and 
rules and you end up missing the wonder of relationship that we intended for you‖ (p. 123). 
Many rules are provided out of love. I tell my children to look both ways before crossing the 
street, don‘t stick the fork in the light socket. They are rules. They are in place because I love my 
children and desire to protect them.  
 
Likewise, Jesus says, ―If you obey my commands, you will remain in my love, just as I have 
obeyed my Father‘s commands and remain in his love‖ (John 15:10).  First John 5:3 says, ―This is 
love for God: to obey his commands.‖ The New Testament does not drive a wedge between 
rules and relationship. Indeed, proper relationships function within an appropriate 
understanding of rules. This does not mean that relationships can be reduced to the obeying of 
rules, but it is certainly not less than this. This is a major concern to Young and I can appreciate 
what he is trying to combat. But his solution is fraught with difficulties of its own.  

 
3. The Incarnation – Who Actually Became Human and Died on the Cross?   
 
―When we three spoke ourself into human existence as the Son of God, we became fully human. 
We also chose to embrace all the limitations that this entailed. Even though we have always been 
present in this created universe, we now became flesh and blood‖ (p. 99). 
 

http://www.boundless.org/2005/articles/a0001788.cfm
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Again Papa, ―Although I have only been limited in Jesus, I have never been limited in myself‖ (p. 
100). 
 
Again, Papa speaking, ―Keep in mind Mackenzie, that I am not a human being, not in my very 
nature, despite how we have chosen to be with you this weekend. I am truly human, in Jesus, but I 
am totally separate other in my nature‖ (p. 201).  
 
Mack notices that Papa has ―scars in her wrists‖ (p. 95). 
 
Mack says to Papa, ―I‘m sorry that you, that Jesus, had to die‖ (p. 103). 

 
From these quotes I infer two things. The entire Trinity became incarnate and that the Father died 
on the cross as well as the Son. John Stackhouse noted in his review ―It‘s wrong to say, in fact, that 
anyone other than the second person of the Trinity was crucified.‖  Ben Witherington also says, 
―The Father and the Spirit did not become incarnate as the Son did, and did not assume the 
limitations the Son did at the point of the Incarnation. Only the Son took on flesh.‖   
 
At one level this portrayal of the Trinity in The Shack is a major deviation from orthodox Christian 
doctrine. The Trinity is a concept hard enough to understand and this manner of speaking about 
God is not helpful and borders on (dare I say the word?) heresy.  
 
During the late second and early third century the church fought a heresy called patripassionism, 
that is, that the Father died on the cross. Patripassionism was a form of a Trinitarian heresy called 
―modalism.‖ That is, the Father was seen as the same person as the Son. This is clearly not true in 
The Shack. A sympathetic reading would understand Young as saying that the Father suffered as a 
father would suffer.  
 
But is there more going here? Wayne Jacobsen says in his book He Loves Me! ―But I am deeply 
bothered by the thought that in some way God was able to separate himself at the cross. The 
popular understanding of the cross is that God the Father executed wrath on God the Son while 
standing at some distance. Such thinking not only denies the essence of God‘s nature but also 
distorts the facts at the cross. Paul wrote that ‗God was reconciling the world to himself in Christ. . .‘ 
God was no distant observer, but a participant‖ (p. 128).  The theologian at this point cries for 
precision.  
 
I don‘t want to stray too far from our book and start a review of another, but since Jacobsen is such 
an influence on Young I think a detour may be in order because I think this both clarifies and 
confuses the issue. What exactly is Jacobsen denying? If it is just that the Father was not a distant 
observer, I agree. Did the Father suffer? In one sense we must affirm that he did. This was his Son. 
But is Jacobsen also denying that the Father did not execute his wrath on the Son? Isaiah 53:10 
says, ―Yet it was the Lord‘s will to crush him and cause him to suffer.‖ The King James Version and 
the New American Standard reveal an even deeper paradox in this text as they translate the literal 
Hebrew which says ―It pleased the Lord to bruise him.‖  
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Things aren‘t as simple as Jacobsen makes them out to be. Furthermore, Jacobsen is just wrong 
that we are ―denying the essence of God‘s nature.‖ If by that he means that the Father must suffer 
in the same way as the Son did because they are both God, then this is a modified form of 
patripassionism. The relationship of the Trinity to the Incarnation is extremely difficult. With that 
said, the church has affirmed, in the strongest possible language, that the Son, and the Son alone, 
was crucified on the cross.   
 
Young and Jacobsen in a valiant effort to rightly correct some popular misconceptions are 
themselves dangerously close to creating even greater misconceptions.  
 
The love of God – Is it overemphasized? 
 
―And now you know Papa‘s heart‖ she said ―who loves all his children perfectly.‖  (163) 
 
Papa says, ―Mackenzie, my purposes are not for my comfort, or yours. My purposes are always and 
only an expression of love‖ (p. 191, emphasis mine). 
 
A twofold problem emerges. 
 
1. In The Shack the love of God is one dimensional.  
 
Mack asks Papa, ―You seem to be especially fond of a lot of people...Are there any who you are not 
especially fond of?‖ Papa answers, ―Nope, I haven‘t been able to find any. Guess that‘s jes‘ the way I 
is.‖ Mack responds, ―Do you ever get mad at any of them?‖  Papa answers, ―Sho ‗nuff! What parent 
doesn‘t? There is a lot to be mad about in the mess my kids have made and in the mess they‘re in. I 
don‘t like a lot of choices they make, but that anger—especially for me—is an expression of love all 
the same.‖   
 
There is just enough truth in this that we have to be careful. As in our discussion on Universal 
Reconciliation so here we have a parent/child analogy. The problem is that the book overplays the 
analogy. God is not only our Father, he is our King, Creator, Savior and Master. Malachi 1:6 says ―A 
son honors his father, and a servant his master. If then I am a father, where is my honor? And if I 
am a master, where is my fear? Says the Lord of hosts to you.‖ The Shack acknowledges God‘s 
anger but seems to downplay it by its simple comparison to a parent‘s anger with a child.    
 
The concept of the love of God is varied throughout Scripture and must be carefully understood. 
Why is it important to understand this?  Because if someone‘s only understanding of God‘s love is 
a love which is equally given to all and completely unconditional, then how do we understand a 
passage like 2 Samuel 7:15 where God says, ―But my love will never be taken away from him, 
[David] as I took it away from Saul,‖  (TNIV)?  Or, Hosea 9:15 ―Because of all their sinful deeds I will 
drive them out of my house. I will no longer love them?‖ Jesus says in John 15:10 ―If you keep my 
commandments, you will abide in my love, just as I have kept my Father‘s commandments and 
abide in his love.‖ Or Jude 21, which admonishes us to ―keep yourselves in the love of God.‖   
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Again Carson says, ―What must be noticed in these and other biblical passages that treat the love 
of God or the love of Jesus is that there is a broad spectrum of ideas associated with God‘s love; 
and this spectrum changes according to the context. The Bible insists on God‘s wrath against all 
men, a wrath grounded in his holy nature; yet it insists on God‘s love for all men, sending his Son 
and inviting them to come to him. The Bible also speaks of God‘s love in a narrower sense: he 
chooses a Jacob above an Esau, a David instead of a Saul, an entire people for the praise of his 
glorious grace. It is often illegitimate to transfer the associations of one passage on God‘s love to 
some other passage; and it is always illegitimate to use the associations of one passage to disallow 
those of another passage‖ (The Farewell Discourse and Final Prayer of Jesus, pp. 95-96, Baker Book 
House, 1980). That is precisely what I see happening in The Shack. The love of God is pictured as 
the love of a parent for a child and this unconditional love then acts like an interpretive grip in 
which everything else about God is sifted.  
 
2. In The Shack God‘s Love is Expressed in Isolation of His Other Attributes.    
 
Papa says, ―The God who is—the I am who I am—cannot act apart from love‖ (p. 102). I totally 
agree. However, later Papa says, ―My purposes are always and only an expression of love‖ (p. 191). I 
want to affirm very strongly that the love of God is critically important to our concept of God. But 
we throw around the phrase ―the love of God‖ like it was transparently obvious what it means. I 
don‘t think it is.  
 
One of the main goals of The Shack was to remove conceptions of God that overemphasized his 
wrath or justice. I agree that an overemphasis on this can create real problems in the life of a 
Christian. But are there hidden dangers not so readily seen in an overemphasis on the love of God? 
We could also ask at what point is something over emphasized? This question is as real for me as it 
is for Young. It is a curious fact that the biblical scholar, James Baird (certainly no conservative) 
noted that ―the Synoptics record Jesus saying well over twice as much about the wrath of God as 
he ever did about his love.‖ (The Justice of God, pp. 59-60, 72 as quoted in ―The Wrath of God as 
an Aspect of the Love of God‖ in Nothing Greater, Nothing Better, p. 150).  Am I suggesting we 
should talk twice as much about the wrath of God as we do his love?  No. I am only observing that 
to ―over emphasize‖ something is a subjective evaluation and that the solution may not be to 
emphasize it less, but rather to more adequately integrate it with the rest of what the Scripture 
says. 
 
Conclusion 
The Shack is an amazing story of one man‘s encounter with God and, as a result of that meeting, 
experienced great healing. God‘s love is shown not only to heal but to empower a life to give 
profound forgiveness. For that, I am grateful. I appreciate the renewed conversation and interest in 
the Trinity. But overall the book‘s theology is deficient. It is not the best theology precisely because 
of its incompleteness that continually paints a one-sided picture. We cannot pit rules against 
relationship (Paul says in 1 Cor 7:19 ―keeping God‘s commands is what counts.‖). Whereas Papa 
tells Mack ―In Jesus you are not under any law‖ (p. 203), Paul says that he is under the ―law of 
Christ‖ (1 Cor. 9:21). I don‘t believe religion, politics and, economics are a ―trinity of terror‖ (Paul 
says in Romans 13 that the governing authorities have been ―established by God‖). I believe that 
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love can occasionally force its way against our will (think of Jonah, or Paul on the Damascus road, 
or Moses before Pharaoh) and I believe God can and does occasionally use ―humiliation, guilt, and 
condemnation,‖ (223). These are just a few of the other problems I encountered throughout 
reading The Shack. 
 
Many will find some of my comments (maybe all of them) too harsh. My experience, however, of 
eight years in Christian retail and 34 years as a Christian is that far too many believers don‘t think 
deeply enough about their faith, especially when it comes to doctrine. This concern, combined with 
a general apathy towards the importance of doctrine, means misunderstandings form quickly. 
Many of these are eliminated with growth. Unfortunately, many are not. So, where does that leave 
me with The Shack?   
 
―Enjoy the story, read with discernment, mine for the gems that are certainly there, but think 
deeply about its theology.‖     
 
Thank you. 
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Suggested Resources 

 
(With the exception of the entry by Virginia Ramey Mollenkott all these works are from a conservative evangelical 
perspective.) 
 
The Difficult Doctrine of the Love of God by D. A. Carson, Crossway Books, 2000 
 
Heresies: Heresy and Orthodoxy in the History of the Church by Harold O. J. Brown, Hendrickson, 
1984 
 
Jesus in Trinitarian Perspective ed. by Fred Sanders & Klaus Issler, B&H Academic, 2007 
 
Jesus and the Father: Modern Evangelicals Reinvent the Doctrine of the Trinity by Kevin Giles, 
Zondervan, 2006 
 
The Holy Trinity: In Scripture, History, Theology, and Worship by Robert Letham, P&R Publishing, 
2004  
 
Father, Son and Spirit: The Trinity and John‘s Gospel ed. by Andreas J. Kostenberger and Scott R. 
Swain, InterVarsity Press, 2008 
 
Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview by J.P. Moreland and William Lane Craig, 
InterVarsity Press, 2003 (Chapters 29 ―The Trinity‖ and 30 ―The Incarnation‖) 
 
Women, Men, and the Bible by Virginia Ramey Mollenkott, Crossroad, 1989 (A feminist perspective) 
 
Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics: The Rise and Development of Reformed Orthodoxy, ca. 
1520 – 1725, vol. 4: The Triunity of God by Richard Muller, Baker Academic, 2003 
 
Our Father in Heaven: Christian Faith and Inclusive Language for God by John Cooper, Baker Books, 
1998 (out of print) 
 
The Battle for the Trinity: The Debate over Inclusive God-Language by Donald G. Bloesch, Vine 
Books, 1985 (out of print) 
 
Nothing Greater, Nothing Better: Theological Essays on the Love of God ed. by Kevin J. Vanhoozer, 
Eerdmans, 2001 (out of print, contains some of the finest essays on the topic of the love of God.) 
 
 
 


