accompanied the students into the lunch-
room and onto the playground, where I
roamed freely and got to know other kids
as well.

In 1980, when I was living in Michigan,
I did another stint of fieldwork, observing
for three months in Ashton School, my
pseudonym for a public elementary school
on the outskirts of a large city. . . . In addi-
tion to observing in an Ashton kindergar-
ten and a second-grade classroom, I
roamed around the lunchroom, hallways,
and playground. This experience helped
me broaden and gain perspective on the
more focused and in-depth observations
from the California school. . . .

Borderwork

Walking across a school playground
from the paved areas where kids play jump
rope and hopscotch to the grassy playing
field and games of soccer and baseball, one
moves from groups of girls to groups of
boys. The spatial separation of boys and
girls constitutes a kind of boundary, per-
haps felt most strongly by individuals who
want to join an activity controlled by the
other gender. When girls and boys are to-
gether in a relaxed and integrated way,
playing a game of handball or eating and
talking together at a table in the lunch-
room, the sense of gender as boundary
often dissolves. But sometimes girls and
boys come together in ways that empha-
size their opposition; boundaries may be
created through contact as well as avoid-
ance.

The term “borderwork” helps conceptu-
alize interaction across—yet, interaction
based on and even strengthening—gender
boundaries. This notion comes from Fre-
drik Barth’s [1969] analysis of social rela-
tions that are maintained across ethnic
boundaries (e.g., between the Saami, or
Lapps, and Norwegians) without dimin-
ishing the participants’ sense of cultural
~difference and of dichotomized ethnic
~ status. Barth focuses on more macro, eco-
logical arrangements, whereas I empha-
size face-to-face behavior. But the insight
is similar: although contact sometimes un-
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dermines and reduces an active sense of dif-
ference, groups may also interact with one
another in ways that strengthen their bor-
ders. One can gain insight into the mainte-
nance of ethnic (and gender) groups by ex-
amining the boundary that defines them
rather than by looking at what Barth calls
“the cultural stuff that it encloses” [Barth
1969, p. 15].

When gender boundaries are activated,
the loose aggregation “boys and girls” con-
solidates into “the boys” and “the girls” as
separate and reified groups. In the process,
categories of identity, that on other occa-
sions have minimal relevance for interac-
tion, become the basis of separate collec-
tivities. Other social definitions get
squeezed out by heightened awareness of
gender as a dichotomy and of “the girls”
and “the boys” as opposite and even an-
tagonistic sides. Several times I watched
this process of transformation, which felt
like a heating up of the encounter because
of the heightened sense of opposition and
conflict.

On a paved area of the Oceanside play-
ground, a game of team handball took
shape (team handball resembles doubles
tennis, with clenched fists used to serve
and return a rubber ball). Kevin arrived
with the ball, and, seeing potential action,
Tony walked over with interest on his face.
Rita and Neera already stood on the other
side of the yellow painted line that desig-
nated the center of a playing court. Neera
called out, “Okay, me and Rita against you
two,” as Kevin and Tony moved into posi-
tion. The game began in earnest with
serves and returns punctuated by game-re-
lated talk—challenges between the oppos-
ing teams (“You're out!” “No, exactly on
the line”) and supportive comments be-
tween team members (“Sorry, Kevin,”
Tony said, when he missed a shot; “That’s
okay,” Kevin replied). The game proceeded
for about five minutes, and then the ball
went out of bounds. Neera ran after it, and
Tony ran after her, as if to begin a chase.
As he ran, Rita shouted with annoyance,
“C’'mon, let’s play.” Tony and Neera re-
turned to their positions, and the game
continued.



Then Tony slammed the ball, hard, at
Rita’s feet. She became angry at the shift
from the ongoing, more cooperative mode
of play, and she flashed her middle finger
at the other team, calling to Sheila to join
their side. The game continued in a serious
vein until John ran over and joined Kevin
and Tony, who cheered; then Bill arrived,
and there was more cheering. Kevin called
out, “C’'mon Ben,” to draw in another pass-
ing boy; then Kevin added up the numbers
on each side, looked across the yellow line,
and triumphantly announced, “We got five
and you got three.” The game continued,
more noisy than before, with the boys yell-
ing “wee haw” each time they made a shot.
The girls—and that’s how they now
seemed, since the sides were increasingly
defined in terms of gender—called out,
“Bratty boys! Sissy boys!” When the ball
flew out of bounds, the game dissolved, as
Tony and Kevin began to chase after
Sheila. Annoyed by all these changes, Rita
had already stomped off.

In this sequence, an earnest game, with
no commentary on the fact that boys and
girls happened to be on different sides,
gradually transformed into a charged
sense of girls-against-boys/boys-against-
the-girls. Initially, one definition of the
situation prevailed: a game of team hand-
ball, with each side trying to best the other.
Rita, who wanted to play a serious game,
objected to the first hint of other possibili-
ties, which emerged when Tony chased
Neera. The frame of a team handball game
continued but was altered and eventually
overwhelmed when the kids began to
evoke gender boundaries. These bounda-
ries brought in other possibilities—piling
on players to outnumber the other gender,
yelling gender-based insults, shifting from
handball to cross-gender chasing—which
finally broke up the game.

Gender boundaries have a shifting pres-
ence, but when evoked, they are accompa-
nied by stylized forms of action, a sense of
performance, mixed and ambiguous
meanings . . . and by an array of intense
emotions—excitement, playful elation, an-
ger, desire, shame, and fear. . . . These styl-
ized moments evoke recurring themes that

are deeply rooted in our cultural concep-
tions of gender, and they suppress aware-
ness of patterns that contradict and qualify
them. . ..

Chasing

Cross-gender chasing dramatically af-
firms boundaries between boys and girls.
The basic elements of chase and elude,
capture and rescue are found in various
kinds of tag with formal rules, as well as in
more casual episodes of chasing that punc-
tuate life on playgrounds. These episodes
begin with a provocation, such as taunts
(“You creep!” “You can't get me!”), bodily
pokes, or the grabbing of a hat or other
possession. A provocation may be ignored,
protested (“Leave me alone!”), or re-
sponded to by chasing. Chaser and chased
may then alternate roles. Christine Finnan
(1982), who also observed schoolyard
chasing sequences, notes that chases vary
in the ratio of chasers to chased (e.g., one
chasing one, or five chasing two), the form
of provocation (a taunt or a poke); the out-
come (an episode may end when the
chased outdistances the chaser, with a
brief touch, wrestling to the ground, or the
recapturing of a hat or a ball); and in use
of space (there may or may not be safety
zones). Kids sometimes weave chasing
with elaborate shared fantasies, as when a
group of Ashton first- and second-grade
boys played “jail,” with “cops” chasing af-
ter “robbers,” or when several third-grade
girls designated a “kissing dungeon” be-
neath the playground slide and chased af-
ter boys to try to throw them in. When they
captured a boy and put him in the dungeon
under the slide, two girls would guard him
while other boys pushed through the
guards to help the captured boy escape.

Chasing has a gendered structure. Boys
frequently chase one another, an activity
that often ends in wrestling and mock
fights. When girls chase girls, they are usu-
ally less physically aggressive; for example,
they less often wrestle one another to the
ground or try to bodily overpower the per-
son being chased. Unless organized as a
formal game like “freeze tag,” same-gen-
der chasing goes unnamed and usually un-
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discussed. But children set apart cross-
gender chasing with special names. Stu-
dents at both Oceanside and Ashton most
often talked about “girls-chase-the-boys”
and “boys-chase-the-girls”; the names are
largely interchangeable, although boys
tend to use the former and girls the latter,
each claiming a kind of innocence. At
Oceanside, I also heard both boys and girls
refer to “catch-and-kiss”; and, at Ashton,
older boys talked about “kiss-or-kill,”
younger girls invited one another to “catch
boys,” and younger girls and boys de-
scribed the game of “kissin’.” In addition
to these terms, I have heard reports from
other U.S. schools of “the chase,” “chas-
ers,” “chase-and-kiss,” “kiss-chase,” and
“kissers-and-chasers.” The names vary by
region and school but always contain both
gender and sexual meanings.

Most informal within-gender chasing
does not live on in talk unless something
unusual happens, like an injury. But cross-
gender chasing, especially when it takes
the form of extended sequences with more
than a few participants, is often sur-
rounded by lively discussion. Several par-
ents have told me about their kindergarten
or first-grade children coming home from
school to excitedly, or sometimes disgust-
edly, describe “girls-chase-the-boys” (my
children also did this when they entered
elementary school). Verbal retellings and
assessments take place not only at home
but also on the playground. For example,
three Ashton fourth-grade girls who
claimed time-out from boys-chase-the-
girls by running to a declared safety zone,
excitedly talked about the ongoing game:
“That guy is mean, he hits everybody.” “I
kicked him in the butt.”

In girls-chase-the-boys, girls and boys
become, by definition, separate teams.
Gender terms blatantly override individual
identities, especially in references to the
other team (“Help, a girl’s chasin’ me!”
“C'mon Sarah, let’s get that boy!” “Tony,
help save me from the girls!”). Individuals
may call for help from, or offer help to, oth-
ers of their gender. And in acts of treason,
they may grab someone from their team
and turn them over to the other side. For
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example, in an elaborate chasing scene
among a group of Ashton third-graders,
Ryan grabbed Billy from behind, wrestling
him to the ground. “Hey girls, get ‘im,”
Ryan called.

Boys more often mix episodes of cross-
gender with same-gender chasing, a pat-
tern strikingly evident in the large chasing
scenes or melees that recurred on the seg-
ment of the Ashton playground designated
for third- and fourth-graders. Of the three
age-divided playground areas, this was the
most bereft of fixed equipment; it had only
a handball court and, as a boy angrily ob-
served to me, “two stinkin’ monkey bars.”
Movable play equipment was also in scarce
supply; the balls were often lodged on the
school roof, and, for a time, the play-
ground aides refused to hand out jump
ropes because they said the kids just
wanted to use them to “strangle and give
ropeburns.” With little to do, many of the
students spent recesses and the lunch hour
milling and chasing around on the grassy
field. Boys ran after, tackled, and wrestled
one another on the ground, sometimes so
fiercely that injuries occurred. Girls also
chased girls, although less frequently and
with far less bodily engagement than
among boys. Cross-gender chases, in every
sort of numeric combination, were also
less physically rough than chasing among
boys; girls were quick to complain, and the
adult aides intervened more quickly when
a boy and a girl wrestled on the ground.
Cross-gender chasing was full of verbal
hostility, from both sides, and it was
marked by stalking postures and girls’

screams and retreats to spots of safety and
talk.

In cross-gender and same-gender chas-
ing, girls often create safety zones, a desig-
nated space that they can enter to become
exempt from the fray. After a period of res-
pite, often spent discussing what has just
happened, they return to the game. The
safety zone is sometimes a moving area
around an adult; more than once, as |
stood watching, my bubble of personal
space housed several girls. Or the zone
may be more fixed, like the pretend stcel
house that the first- and second-grade



Ashton girls designated next to the school
building. In the Oceanside layout, the door
to the girls’ restroom faced one end of the
playground, and girls often ran into it for
safety. I could hear squeals from within as
boys tried to open the door and peek in.
During one of these scenarios, eight girls
emerged from the restroom with dripping
clumps of wet paper towels, which they
threw at the three boys who had been peek-
ing in, and then another burst of chasing
ensued. . . .

‘Cooties’ and Other Pollution Rituals

Episodes of chasing sometimes entwine
with rituals of pollution, as in “cooties” or
“cootie tag” where specific individuals or
groups are treated as contaminating or
carrying “germs.” Cooties, of course, are
invisible; they make their initial appear-
ance through announcements like “Ro-
chelle has cooties!” Kids have rituals for
transferring cooties (usually touching
someone else, often after a chase, and
shouting “You've got cooties!”), for immu-
nization (writing “CV”—for “cootie vacci-
nation”—on their arms, or shaping their
fingers to push out a pretend-immunizing
“cootie spray”), and for eliminating cooties
(saying “no gives” or using “cootie catch-
ers” made of folded paper). While girls and
boys may transfer cooties to one another,
and girls may give cooties to girls, boys do
not generally give cooties to other boys.
Girls, in short, are central to the game.

Either girls or boys may be defined as
having cooties, but girls give cooties to
boys more often than vice versa. In Michi-
gan, one version of cooties was called “girl
stain.” . . . And in a further shift from acts
to imputing the moral character of actors,
individuals may be designated as “cootie
queens” or “cootie girls.” Cootie queens or
cootie girls (I have never heard or read
about “cootie kings” or “cootie boys”) are
female pariahs, the ultimate school un-
touchables, seen as contaminating not
only by virtue of gender, but also through
some added stigma such as being over-
weight or poor. And according to one re-
port, in a racially mixed playground in
Fresno, California, “Mexican” (Chi-

cano/Latino) but not Anglo children give
cooties; thus, inequalities of race, as well

~as gender and social class, may be ex-

pressed through pollution games. In situ-
ations like this, different sources of op-
pression may compound one another.

I did not learn of any cootie queens at
Ashton or Oceanside, but in the daily life
of schools, individual boys and girls may
be stigmatized and treated as contaminat-
ing. For example, a third-grade Ashton girl
refused to sit by a particular boy, whom
other boys routinely pushed away from the
thick of all-male seating, because he was
“stinky” and “peed in his bed.” A teacher in
another school told me that her fifth-grade
students said to newcomers, “Don’t touch
Phillip’s desk; he picks his nose and makes
booger balls.” Phillip had problems with
motor coordination, which, the teacher
thought, contributed to his marginaliza-
tion.

But there is also a notable gender asym-
metry, evident in the skewed patterning of
cooties; girls as a group are treated as an
ultimate source of contamination, while
boys as boys—although maybe not, as Chi-
canos or individuals with a physical dis-
ability—are exempt. Boys sometimes
mark hierarchies among themselves by us-
ing “girl” as a label for low-status boys and
by pushing subordinated boys next to the
contaminating space of girls. In Miss
Bailey’s fourth-fifth-grade class, other
boys routinely forced or maneuvered the
lowest-status boys (Miguel and Alejandro,
the recent immigrants from Mexico, and
Joel, who was overweight and afraid of
sports) into sitting “by the girls,” a space
treated as contaminating. In this context,
boys drew on gender meanings to convey
racial subordination. In contrast, when
there was gender-divided seating in the
classroom, lunchroom, music room, or
auditorium, which girls sat at the bound-
ary between groups of girls and groups of
boys had no apparent relationship to social
status.

Boys sometimes treat objects associated
with girls as polluting; once again, the re-
verse does not occur. Bradley, a college
student, told me about a classroom inci-




dent he remembered from third grade.
Some girls gave Valentine’s Day cards with
pictures of Strawberry Shortcake, a femi-
nine-stereotyped image, to everyone in the
class, including boys. Erik dumped all his
Strawberry Shortcake valentines into
Bradley’s box; Bradley one-upped the in-
sult by adding his own Strawberry Short-
cake valentines to the pile and sneaking
them back into Erik’s box.

Recoiling from physical proximity with
another person and their belongings be-
cause they are perceived as contaminating
is a powerful statement of social distance
and claimed superiority. Pollution beliefs
and practices draw on the emotion-laden
feeling of repugnance that accompanies
unwanted touch or smell. Kids often act
out pollution beliefs in a spirit of playful
teasing, but the whimsical frame of “play”
slides in and out of the serious, and some
games of cooties clearly cause emotional
pain. When pollution rituals appear, even
in play, they frequently express and enact
larger patterns of inequality, by gender, by
social class and race, and by bodily char-
acteristics like weight and motor coordina-
tion. When several of these characteristics
are found in the same person, the result
may be extreme rituals of shaming, as in
the case of cootie queens. Aware of the cru-
elty and pain bound up in games of pollu-
tion, teachers and aides often try to inter-
vene, especially when a given individual
becomes the repeated target. . . .

Invasions

. .. [IIn chasing, groups of girls and
groups of boys confront one another as
separate “sides,” which makes for a kind of
symmetry, as does the alternation of chas-
ing and being chased. But rituals of pollu-
tion tip the symmetry, defining girls as
more contaminating. Invasions, a final
type of borderwork, also take asymmetric
form; boys invade girls’ groups and activi-
ties much more often than the reverse.
- When asked about what they do on the
playground, boys list “teasing the girls” as
a named activity, but girls do not talk so
routinely about “teasing boys.” As in other
kinds of borderwork. gendered language
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(“Let’s spy on the girls” “Those boys are
messing up our jump-rope game”) accom-
panies invasions, as do stylized interac-
tions that highlight a sense of gender as an
antagonistic social division.

On the playgrounds of both schools, 1
repeatedly saw boys, individually or in
groups, deliberately disrupt the activities
of groups of girls. Boys ruin ongoing
games of jump rope by dashing under the
twirling rope and disrupting the flow of the
jumpers or by sticking a foot into the rope
and stopping its momentum. On the
Ashton playground, seven fourth-grade
girls engaged in an intense game of four-
square; it was a warm October day, and the
girls had piled their coats on the cement
next to the painted court. Two boys, mis-
chief enlivening their faces, came to the
edge of the court. One swung his arm into
the game’s bouncing space; in annoyed re-
sponse, one of the female players pushed
back at him. He ran off for a few feet, while
the other boy circled in to take a swipe, try-
ing to knock the ball out of play. Mean-
while, the first boy kneeled behind the pile
of coats and leaned around to watch the
girls. One of the girls yelled angrily, “Get
out. My glasses are in one of those, and I
don’t want ‘em busted.” A playground aide
called the boys over and told them to “leave
the girls alone,” and the boys ran off.

Some boys more or less specialize in
invading girls, coming back again and
again to disrupt; the majority of boys are
not drawn to the activity. Even if only a few
boys do most of the invading, disruptions
are so frequent that girls develop ritualized
responses. Girls verbally protest (“Leave
us alone!” “Stop it, Keith!”), and they chase
boys away. The disruption of a girls’ game
may provoke a cross-gender chasing se-
quence, but if girls are annoyed, they chase
in order to drive the boy out of the space,
a purpose far removed from playful shift-
ing between the roles of chaser and chased.
Girls may guard their play with informal
lookouts who try to head off trouble; they
are often wary about letting boys into their
activities. . . .



Why Is Borderwork So Memorable?

The imagery of “border” may wrongly

suggest an unyielding fence that divides
social relations into two parts. The image
should rather be one of many short fences
that are quickly built and as quickly dis-
mantled. . . . [Earlier] I described a team
handball game in which gender meanings
heated up. Heated events also cool down.
After the team handball game transmuted
into a brief scene of chasing, the recess bell
rang and the participants went back to
their shared classroom. Ten minutes later
the same girls and boys interacted in read-
ing groups where gender was of minimal
significance. . . .

[W]hy [then] are the occasions of gen-
der borderwork so compelling? Why do
episodes of girls-chase-the-boys and boys-
against-the-girls seem like the heart of
what “gender” is all about? Why do kids
regard those situations as especially news-
worthy and turn them into stories that they
tell afterward and bring home from
school? And why do adults, when invited
to muse back upon gender relations in
their elementary school years, so often
spontaneously recall “girls-chase-the-
boys,” “teasing girls,” and “cooties,” but
less often mention occasions when boys
and girls were together in less gender-
marked ways? (The latter kinds of occa-
sions may be recalled under other rubrics,
like “when we did classroom projects.”)

The occasions of borderwork may carry
extra-perceptual weight because they are
marked by conflict, intense emotions, and
the expression of forbidden desires. These
group activities may also rivet attention
because they are created by kids them-
selves, and because they are ritualized, not
as high ceremony, but by virtue of being
stylized, repeated, and enacted with a
sense of performance. . . . [For example,]
cross-gender chasing has a name (“chase
and kiss”), a scripted format (the reper-
toire of provocations and forms of re-
sponse), and takes shape through stylized
motions and talk. The ritual form focuses
attention and evokes dominant beliefs

about the “nature” of boys and girls and
relationships between them.

Erving Goffman [1977, p. 321] coined
the term “genderism” to refer to moments
in social life, such as borderwork situ-
ations, that evoke stereotypic beliefs. Dur-
ing these ritually foregrounded encoun-
ters, men and women “play out the differ-
ential human nature claimed for them.”
Many social environments don’t lend
themselves to this bifurcated and stylized
display, and they may even undermine the
stereotypes. But when men engage in
horseplay (pushing, shoving) and mock
contests like Indian wrestling, they drama-
tize themes of physical strength and vio-
lence that are central to [prevailing] con-
structions of masculinity. And, in various
kinds of cross-gender play, as when a man
chases after and pins down a woman, he
pretends to throw her off a cliff, or threat-
ens her with a snake, the man again claims
physical dominance and encourages the
woman to “provide a full-voiced rendition
[shrinking back, hiding her eyes, scream-
ing] of the plight to which her sex is pre-
sumably prone” [Goffman 1977, p. 323]. In
short, men and women—and girls and
boys—sometimes become caricatures of
themselves, enacting and perpetuating
stereotypes.

Games of girls-against-the-boys [and]
scenes of cross-gender chasing and inva-

sion . . . evoke stereotyped images of gen-
der relations. Deeply rooted in the domi-
nant culture . . . of our society, these im-

ages infuse the ways adults talk about girls
and boys and relations between them; the
content of movies, television, advertising,
and children’s books; and even the wisdom
of experts. . . . This [prevailing] view of
gender—acted out, reinforced, and evoked
through the various forms of border-
work—has two key components:

1. Emphasis on gender as an oppositional
dualism. Terms like “the opposite sex”
and “the war between the sexes” come
readily to mind when one watches a
group of boys invade a jump-rope
game and the girls angrily respond, or
a group of girls and a group of boys
hurling insults at one another across a



lunchroom. In all forms of border-
work, boys and girls are defined as ri-
val teams with a socially distant, wary,
and even hostile relationship; hetero-
sexual meanings add to the sense of
polarization. Hierarchy tilts the theme
of opposition, with boys asserting spa-
tial, physical, and evaluative domi-
nance over girls.

2. Exaggeration of gender difference and
disregard for the presence of crosscut-
ting variation and sources of common-
ality. Social psychologists have
identified a continuum that ranges
from what Henri Tajfel [1982] calls the
“interpersonal extreme,” when inter-
action is largely determined by individ-
ual characteristics, to the “intergroup
extreme,” when interaction is largely
determined by the group membership
or social categories of participants.
Borderwork lies at the intergroup ex-
treme. When girls and boys are defined
as opposite sides caught up in rivalry
and competition, group stereotyping
and antagonism flourish. Members of
“the other side” become “that boy” or
“that girl.” Individual identities get
submerged, and participants hurl gen-
derinsults (“sissy boys,” “dumb girls”),
talk about the other gender as “yuck,”
and make stereotyped assertions
(“girls are cry-babies,” “boys are frogs;
I don’t like boys”).

Extensive gender separation and organ-
izing mixed-gender encounters as girls-
against-the-boys set off contrastive think-
ing and feed an assumption of gender as
dichotomous and antagonistic difference.
These social practices seem to express core
truths: that boys and girls are separate and
fundamentally different, as individuals
and as groups. Other social practices that
challenge this portrayal—drawing boys
and girls together in relaxed and extended
ways, emphasizing individual identities or
social categories that cut across gender,
acknowledging variation in the activities
and interests of girls and boys—carry less
perceptual weight. . ..
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The frames of “play” and “ritual” set the
various forms of borderwork a bit apart
form ongoing “ordinary” life. As pre-
viously argued, this may enhance the per-
ceptual weight of borderwork situations in
the eyes of both participants and ob-
servers, highlighting a gender-as-antago-
nistic-dualism portrayal of social rela-
tions. But the framing of ritualized play
may also give leeway for participants to
gain perspective on dominant cultural im-
ages. Play and ritual can comment on and
challenge, as well as sustain, a given order-
ing of reality.

... I[once] watched and later heard an
aide describe a game the Oceanside stu-
dents played on the school lunchroom
floor. The floor was made up of large alter-
nating squares of white and green lino-
leum, rather like a checkerboard. One day
during the chaotic transition from lunch to
noontime recess, [a boy named] Don . . .
jumped, with much gestural and verbal
fanfare, from one green square to another.
Pointing to a white square, Don loudly an-
nounced, “That’s girls’ territory. Stay on
the green square, or you'll change into a
girl. Yuck!”

It occurred to me that Don was playing
with gender dualisms, with a basic struc-
ture of two oppositely arranged parts
whose boundaries are charged with risk.
From one vantage point, the square-jump-
ing game, as a kind of magical borderwork,
may express and dramatically reaffirm
structures basic to . . . the gender relations
of the school. In the dichotomous world of
either green or white, boy or girl, one mis-
step could spell transformative disaster.
But from another vantage point, Don
called up that structure to detached view,
playing with, commenting on, and even,
perhaps, mocking its assumptions.

* k%

From Gender Play: Girls and Boys in
School, pp. 2-3, 6-7, 64-66, 68-70, 73-77,
84-88. Copyright © 1993 by Barrie Thorne.
Reprinted by permission of Rutgers Uni-
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