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Professional Lives;

Institutional Contexts:
Coherence and Contradictions

By Rosebud Elijah

My purposeinthisarticleisto make evident the
central placethat pedagogy hasinteacher educators’
lives and to examine the coherence and contradic-
tions this causes for them as they attempt to live
within currentinstitutional contexts. Theimportance
of pedagogy in teacher educators work became
evident from the findings of a larger study (Elijah,
1996) in which | used the life-history approach to
explore the socialization processes involved in be-
coming a tenure-track teacher educator.! The find-
ingsof thislarger study not only point tothe central-
ity of pedagogy in teacher educators’ university
work, but illustrate the importance of interrelated-
ness and congruence between their personal and
professional lives: Teaching isnot simply preferred
by teacher educators, it is at the very heart of pre-
servingandenhancingtheiridentitiesand roleswithin
university contexts.

On the surface, thisfinding may be dismissed—
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previousresearchers have documented teacher educators’ preferencefor teaching
(see, e.g, American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, 1989;
Cruickshank, 1990), and the criticism that teacher educators do not meet university
expectations of research and scholarship (see, e.g., Clark & Guba, 1977; Joyce,
Howey, Yarger, Harbeck, & Kluwin, 1977) which, in large part, accounts for their
low status within the university hierarchy (see, e.g., Ducharme & Agne, 1982,
Judge, 1982; Lanier & Little, 1986). Yet, my purposeisto illustrate the extent and
intensity of teacher educators' preference for teaching. In fact, merely advocating
ashiftinpreference(toresearch) inorder toimprovetheir statusand meet university
expectations may be problematic. Understanding that pedagogy? i sthe essence of
these teacher educators' work helps in rethinking how institutional expectations
need to be broadened to facilitate teacher education reform (see, e.g., Fullan &
Stiegelbauer, 1991; Hendrick, 1990; Holmes Group, 1986). In this article, | first
illustrate this finding by drawing on the life-history narrative of one participant
from the larger study—atenure-track teacher educator in alarge, research univer-
sity inthe United States. | then examine theimplications of thisfinding for teacher
educators, institutional contexts, and the field of teacher education.

Understanding Through a Life-History Approach

Katharine (a pseudonym), volunteered to participate in the study as a self-
identified tenure-track teacher educator® working withinaresearchinstitution. Data
included more than 25 hours of audio-tape recorded conversation with Katharine,
focusing on understanding the evolution and development of her pedagogy and
research epi stemol ogy withinthecontext of socialization#| alsoobserved Katharine
four times in classrooms teaching undergraduates and once when she helped a
graduate student plan acourse. Archival information collected consisted of syllabi
and coursedocumentation, student eval uations, |esson and courseoutlines, confer-
ence papers, published and unpublished articlesand drafts, annual reviews, depart-
mental memos, and other information. In addition to understanding the university
context through our conversations (such as expectations and commitments),
contextual information from the School of Education and related departments con-
tributed to data. Conversations with others working within the university context
provided another source of information.

Katharine wasin her fifth year at the university when she participated in this
study; she obtained atenuretrack position two yearsafter her original non-tenure-
track appointment. During thetimesheparticipatedinthisstudy, Katharinesaid she
was“unhappy” with her lifeat theinstitution. Talking with Katharine over aperiod
of six months, | came to understand some of the tensions and ambiguity she exper-
ienced within the university context. | came to understand that the tensions and
conflicts she experienced arose from a need to develop and preserve a coherent
identity within theinstitutional context—an identity that was congruent with other
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aspectsof her life. | began to put together aframework within which her notions of
development, loving, teaching, inquiry, research, and service came together under
atheological and spiritual view of theworld. | began to understand why Katharine
guestioned her efficacy withintheuniversity in spite of being supported and valued
by her close colleagues. | came to realize why she felt confident and efficacious
teaching undergraduate preservice teachers, and why she felt more ambiguous
about her research and service activities. | never ceased to be amazed at how much
she was willing to share, not only through archival data and being welcoming in
situationswherel could observeher pedagogy, but by her holistic descriptionsthat
interwove the personal and professional which vividly portrayed the difficulties of
her situation. Often, Katharine started our conversationswith what was uppermost
on her mind, sometimes her voicefilled with emotion about feeling “ dysfunctional”
within the university context. | often had to blink back tears, reframe questionsand
agendas, and rethink my responsibilities as researcher and human being.

Below, | provideadescription of Katharine’ spedagogy as“loving,” “ develop-
mental,” and “mediational.” | make explicit the connections between these funda-
mental aspectsof her pedagogy to her lifeexperiences. | locatethispedagogy within
atheological framework—the acting superordinate theory within which Katharine
attemptsto work out every issue—including her research and service endeavors. |
show how her research and service is based in these fundamental pedagogical
constructs, and the ways in which her attempts to work within a superordinate
theory cause her much stress, anxiety, and pressure, contributing to her feeling
“dysfunctional” within the institutional context.

Teaching as “Development,” “Loving,” and “Mediation”

Theambivalence about how to “live her life” within the university context was
evident in Katharine' sdescriptions of her experiences, descriptionsthat werefilled
with angst and tension, and overcast with unhappiness. In our first conversation
together, shemade evident that shehad given alot of thought to her work inthe academy:

| haveidentified arangeof...thingsthat...I just don’ t think count. | just don’t think
they matter and if they happen to be the [priceto remain at thisinstitution], then,
that’ sjust too damn bad. If it meansthat | don’t get tenurethenit’ sworthit not to
gettenurebecauseit’ sthatimportant to not spend my timeinthoseways. Andthen
there are thingsthat | think | could do. [I hope to] think through al of that [with
you because] I'm really unhappy with thisjob.

Y et, Katharineissurethat the university isacontext within which shebelongs,
because she“fitswith thinking people.” Shedraws on Estés (1994) reframing of the
story of the ugly duckling in Women Who Run with the Wol ves:

You're born into this family, into this culture, into this world, and you don't fit.
That isnot a...bad thing [because] to the degree that you don't fit you' reimpelled

toleaveand go in search of the peoplethat you fit [with]. The story about theugly
. _________________________________________________________________________________________]
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duckling is about the journey to find one's family.... That's sort of what [this
university] representstome. | know wheretheswansare, they areinuniversities....

They are thinking people who live in the world of idess.

Over aperiod of six months, this ambival ence about her feelings and attitudes
toward her work was a central themein our conversations. Embedded within these
feelings was a central concern for the “ other”: for example, concern about facilita-
ting the devel opment of preservice teachers, concern about facilitating the devel-
opment of her colleagues, concern about facilitating our development asresearch-
ers by sharing these stories of ambivalence.

This concern for the other, in fact, drives her teaching:

Teaching is essentially the act of taking the point of view of the other. That isthe
first move. The second move of teaching is then taking the point of view of the
discipline. And then...[l] simply mediate.

Itisinthethinking, articulation, and practice of her pedagogy that Katharine feels
most confident and successful (and student eval uations pronounce her the same).
Intheclassroom, with preserviceteachers, Katharineworkswithin adevel opmental
framework to mediate their beliefs, and facilitate their growth and “personal
independenceaslearners.” Her task, asshe seesit, isto help them so that “they can
make good on their visions of becoming the teachers they hope to become.” The
autonomy she feels in the classroom enables her to teach in a manner that is
consistent with her beliefsand val uesthat have devel oped through her experiences
mostly beyond the university context.

Katharine' s teaching is contained within a developmental framework embed-
ded within aloving epistemol ogy. She says, “ When you move yourself...to seethe
world as closely as you can from the point of view of another, that’s...technically,
loving.” Teaching undergraduate preservice teachers from this perspective isthe
aspect of her work that brings Katharine the most certainty and enjoyment.
Attempting to grasp Katharine's *point of view,” | came to understand why she
believesthat “learning to teach is...the development of a personain which agreat
deal of self isinvested.” Through our conversations, | also cameto understand that
this pedagogical framework of development, loving, and mediation had agreat deal
of self invested as evidenced in the connectionsto her life experiences.

A Theological Rubric: Coherence of Life-History

Growing up in areligious household in the South defined Katharine s lifein
many ways. Her religious upbringing was embedded in “tent revival [tradition].”
Katharine says, “ Real tent, real band, real guy inthewhite suit with thered tie, with
thespot light.... | lived that.” Her father was a Southern Baptist minister. She makes
explicit the connection to her belief in active learning, a tenet she takes very
seriously in her classroom: “My father’ swork isin religious education. He defined
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thefield of teaching Sunday School teachers how to teach.”

He believed in active learning. He believed that the more senses that the learners
employed in the classroom the better the learning would be, which [was] way
ahead of itstime [especially in] religious education circles. | have no idea how my
father knew this. But the conversation around our kitchen table was frequently
about how to convince theseteachersthat if they just stood there and talked, kids
weren't going to learn anything.

Katharine uses her religious upbringing asabasisto explain why “ attention to
superordinate process rather than directly noting particulars became the hierarchy
of [her] life”

Evangelica preaching follows [a] kind of agorithm. The algorithm is [that] you
startwiththetext, ...theBible, ...and thenyoureasonaway fromit to contemporary
living situations. Y ou useit as allegory, (that would be...heresy to say), but you
make some sort of connection to your own life based on thisstory of other people,
which is a pretty sophisticated literary move. It was part of my upbringing
and...l...heard a variety of preachers every time we moved. The [literary] move
stayed the same. [However] the points of the story shifted, whichisan interesting
problem for ayoung person to solve. [ For example, how can the story of Zaccheus
mean one thing in Evansville and another thing in Louisville?] What | pulled out
was the...process that the preachers...used which isareal important piece of my
life. When faced with a choice between naming people hypocrites and pulling out
processes, | pulled out process. | tried to pay attentionto [thequestion], “ At what
level does this hold together and make sense?’

Thisfocuson processwasreinforced intrying to “ survive” an unstable home
life; one in which her mother “framed the world” in different ways within asingle
day: “[l decided to imagine] how mother must understand the world as being a
separatemovefrom how | must understand theworld.” Katharine pointstotheneed
for this “separate move” as being “the roots of good ethnography...the roots of
point-of-view taking, [even though] it wasn't that that [was] ahealthy useof it.” In
Katharine's mind, form and substance became separate, different things. And,
Katharine made achoiceto focuson substance, not form. For her, mental, cognitive
processes became arepresentation of substance.

Y ears later, in graduate school to complete her doctorate, Katharine began to
deeply question her religious upbringing and the tenets of Southern Baptist Doc-
trinethat shehad lived. Thisquestioning led her torealizethat “[she] tendsto work
every magjor problem out at a theological level first.” She explains:

Itwashow | discovered[that] | wasn't Southern Baptist anymore, andit happened
inclass.... | noticedthat | wasadevelopmentalist, and | noticedthat [itis] inconflict
with the theory of original sin. You can't be both those things. Either man is
inherently flawed (whichis...adeficit model of theworld—that’ s Christianity the
way | grew upwithit[and] | don’tthink | ever believedit). | don’tthink [therewas
this] moment when | changed my mind. It was more a moment when | noticed it
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[inclass].... [I think] about people asinherently good and that the goal hereisto
devel op. Baptiststalk about conversions|that they likento death, and resurrection
to anew life] which you can only have in a deficit model. Baptism is not about
development,...at least not in a Southern Baptist church.

In addition, Katharine explains how a developmental view of the world rather
than adeficit one providesher with abasisfor continually engaginginthe* proces-
ses [of comprehending] how others understand theworld.” She strongly believes
that “theonly reasonthat other peoplelook weird, or dumb, or inept isbecause[she]
cannot perfectly understandtheir world.” Engagedintryingtounderstand preservice
teachers' pointsof view, sheexplainsthat thisperspectiveenablesher tothink about
them as “unfinished product[s],” developing along a continuum. This enables her
to be “loving”:

Teaching as loving...doesn't mean stamping or validating everything that comes
[from preserviceteachers] but it does mean an attitude of real reverencefor all that
shuffling around that they’ redoing.... They’ re not inside me, they’ re not on top of
me. They are over there [at a distance].

Itisbecause of thisdistancethat “mediation” becomesanimportant pedagogi-
cal construct for her tounderstand preserviceteachers' pointsof view. Shebelieves
that “loving and supporting [other people], and seeing people as developmental
rather than as deficit are so bound up that [ sheis] not surethat [she] can untangle...
where one thing stops and the other picksup.”

Even as she was questioning the substance of her religious upbringing and
rearranging the basis of her beliefs, it wasimportant for Katharineto hold onto the
theological framework that was so fundamental to her life. She explains the ways
in which this thinking and questioning led her to reframe her teaching within a
religious framework:

[I started] down the road to reframing...a universe view. It's part of why | feel
completely safe pushing young adults to imagine multiple truths. [It’ s] because |
amreal surethat it doesn’t haveto toppleanything.... Theonly thing it would have
totoppleisthemost conservativefundamentalist theol ogi cal perspectivethat there
is. That has got to go. Thereisno way to preserve that, but we don’'t haveto lose
deity, wedon't havetolose Christ, wedon't havetolose prayer, we don't haveto
lose any of that to imaginethat reality isconstructed and that truthis constructed.

Inadditiontoidentifying how her pedagogy hasbeen shaped by her lifeexper-
iences, Katharine recognizes that her religious upbringing and childhood experi-
ences are partly responsible for her feeling “unsupported” within the university
context. She explains: “The long habit of my lifeisto say that there’s something
dreadfully wrong with me.” Attempting to work with this problem, she has begun,
for instance, to valuetheimportance of acknowledging and taking care of self. This
is contrary to a Southern Baptist upbringing:
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I’ve discovered that there is this category of stuff called “entitlement” which |
didn’t know existed. It wasn’t likel thought it wasthereand that | wasn’t entitled.
[When | look back] the only way | knew about [what | can now label a sense of
entitlement] was from Baptist sermons that claimed, “If you notice someone is
mistreating you then you are not loving.”...Y ou’ re not supposed to notice things
of theflesh, only things of the spirit. Well, that meansyou can’t noticethingslike
you've got a bad office and somebody else has a good one and [question] why.
Y ou’ renot supposed to careabout that, and if you do, that’ sbad, that’ sasin. Well,
| bought that, | redlly, really lived it, and | was really good at it. | took it to its
neuroticlimit. And | did it asan act of faith and of religion because | thought [that]
wastheway theworld was. Thisisaconsistent character trait. If | think thisisthe
way theworld s, | will work really hard to make that the way the world is.

In addition, Katharine began to question the tenet of “carnal and spiritual
duality.” She says,

I was[finally] ableto put together atheol ogical statement that admitsto aGod by
coupling it with thisnotion that ‘| am onewith Him."... | am not a separate entity
struggling to be like the Father. | am an expression of the Father.

Sheexplainshow thisbelief created a* big tangle” with Southern Baptist tenetsand
caused her to question the denial of self:

Why wouldwewant to suppresstheFather’ sexpressionof [Katharine] ?That’ snot
sensible, but [it] is Southern Baptist.

Research and Service as Facilitating

Development, Loving, and Mediation

Inour conversationsabout her work withintheinstitutional context, Katharine
consistently returned tofocuson her pedagogy. For instance, conversations about
research oftenturnedinto conversationsabout how theresearchtopicemergedfrom
her teaching practice, or about how she attempted to implement the findings of her
researchin her teaching practice. In conversations about work related to mentoring
graduate students (aservice endeavor), she often emphasized the pedagogical ele-
ments of nurturing and devel opment that wererel ated to mentoring. Becauseof this
interrel atedness and her focus on pedagogy, | cameto understand that Katharine's
primary interest came from viewing “teaching as content.” Her primary intent was
to facilitate the devel opment of individuals (for example, preservice teachers, grad-
uate students, other faculty). | also slowly recognized that the piecesof “Katharine
as teacher” that fit together within a spiritual framework—"teaching as develop-
ment,” “teachingasloving,” and “teaching asmediation”—werethe sameonesshe
applied to her other work within the institutional context.

Thisframework formsthe rubric for all Katharine' swork at the university. She
ishappiest when her research and service endeavorsemergefrom and contributeto
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her pedagogy. Katharineis clear that the traditionally defined categories of teach-
ing, research, and service are artificially separated, and part of what makes her life
so discontinuous at the university and which addsto its ambiguity:

The academy has a vested interest in continuing to act as if research and teaching
and service aredistinct unconnected categories. It makes[administrators’ lives] all

clean and neat and simple and it makes our livesareal wreck. [We need to] get the
academy to budge and begin to think that what [they] have got is the life of a
professor and it may have parts, but that the professor might be the one that gets
to decide what they are and how they work together.

Despite this artificial institutional framework, Katharine realizes that “I’m in
chargeregardlessof how itlooks.” Awarethat, in part, her life experienceslead her
to feel unsupported within the university context, Katharine is working on taking
charge of the manner in which the defined categories of teaching, research, and
service work for her.

Research as Pedagogy
Katharine makes explicit the ways in which the separately defined categories
simply do not work for her. Involved in two large research projects with other
teacher educators, Katharine feels valued in both, yet would like to devote all her
timeand energy totheonewhichinvestigatesher teaching (rather than devoting her
time to the other project which explores preservice teachers' definitions of a
particular discipline). Thispartiality totheformer projectisaligned with Katharine's
belief that research isanintegral part of teaching: “Researchisjust thefirst part of
teaching.” Because, for Katharine, inquiry isintegral to good teaching, her thinking
about research forms an important base for her pedagogy. She says.

When | teach, it’sreally more like data analysisthan it islike design. If [1] set up
thetask well, then[1] elicit the datathat [I] need to know [about] what’s going on
in[preserviceteachers'] heads, or [I can] at least makeagood guess. Andif [1] can't
make agood guessthen [1] set the next task to narrow thefield, just like[I] would
with a series of questionsin aprotocol. Writing a series of questionsin aprotocol
and writing alesson plan look alot dike, if what [1] have got going isany kind of
elicitation from students, if [I] expect students to make meaning [and | do]. If [1]
don’t [and just] expect students to sit there, [I] may as well do questionnaire
research, it'sthe same thing.... | wouldn’t do that kind of research, but | don’t do
that kind of teaching either.

Katharine explains that prior to being a doctoral student she believed that
research was teaching:

I just thought it was all teaching,...until [I began working with my graduate study
advisor]. [Then] | discovered that there was something called research that people
thought was different than teaching. And maybethat’ sthe only reason why | [can
see how people] think of them [as different]. [Because for me] becoming a
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researcher is aderivative of pulling out some piece of...teaching and saying, “Oh,

that’s what they think research is,” dlicing it off [to] call it research.

Further, she providesinsight into why she so resiststhe separated categories:

Researchisjust the first part of teaching, which iswhy...I resent writing about it
all of thetime, asif it weresomethinginand of itself. It snot. Thepoint of research
is not to say, “and now we know it.” The point of research is the first move in
teaching. It'ssimply “point of view taking,” and once you construct the world of
the other it doesn’t mean anything by itself.... The real finding isin what you do
next as ateacher, it'sin the mediational move. The world of research does not see
it that way. They think thefinding isintelling the story of the other. It'snot. It's
just mildly interesting.

Katharine likens a research finding to the text of the Bible, simply the “agor-
ithm” from which one “reasons away” to practice: “It’ sjust a story, and the story
by itself isn’t anything.” In fact, Katharine sees “ research methodol ogy as class-
room pedagogy.” She explains why thisisimportant for her:

This [is the] place I'm trying to push...the field [of teacher education]; to do
research and to do teaching are synonymous activities. [This way] teacher
educators begin to learn to use elicitation devicesthat they would normally use as
research, but [they would] usetheminaclassroom contextto elicit research quality
data about the conceptual features of their course. [This type of teaching and
researchis] much morevital tome. It standsto push everybody’ sthinkinginaway
that one more article about how neophytes learn to change their practice and do
something different just doesn’t.

And she makes evident that while research isintegral to her teaching, sheis
foremost a pedagogue:

[To ask these questions: “How come?’ and “ So what?'] iswhat good teaching is.
And, lo and behold, it'swhat good research is. | never wanted to be a researcher,
| alwayswanted to beateacher. It wassort of afortuitousmeeting.... I...call myself
aresearcher becauseit servesmy life asateacher. Andit [is] simply another way
of talking about my life as a teacher.

Service as Pedagogy

Katharine attempted to apply the same pedagogical framework to her service
endeavors—yet, these service endeavors contributed to Katharine's feeling of
dissatisfaction and dysfunctionality within the institutional context. Except for a
few close colleagues, she felt undermined and disempowered in a number of her
interactionswith other faculty. She described situationsin which assistant profes-
sors were unintentionally put in powerless situations (her work as secretary on a
committee constituting full professors, for example), or systems of accountability
that seemed antithetical to the work the institution intended to encourage (for
exampl e, encouraging collaborativework yet having to account for one’ spartinthe
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collaboration in one's annual review).

| began to understand that Katharine felt “taken advantage of” because she
strongly believed and attempted in her service endeavors to “facilitate” the
development of “theother” —teachersinthehigh school, coll eagueswithwhomshe
collaborated, graduate students she mentored—and for them, in turn, to facilitate
her development. Katharine felt that this “facilitation” and “support” was almost
never reciprocated.

In struggling with the confusion and dissatisfaction she feels with regard to
service to the institution, Katharine specul ates about her own development (“It’s
about having an adequate sense of self”; “it’ sabout resolving the tension between
the need for inclusion and expressing the self”), about her feelings toward the
institution asan organization (“ Theuniversity isthebeast; | don’t haveametaphor,
anywhere, wheretheuniversity isnot theantagonist;” “It’ sasuckingmall, itsneeds
areinfinite”), and her beliefs that working collaboratively for “The Program” is a
futileeffort (“1t' salwaysapleasureto discover that | can advocate the system less
and the people more”). To provide an example, | elaborate on Katharine' s percep-
tions of the need to collaborate for the purposes of implementing “The Program.”

Within the School of Education, faculty collaborate within the teacher prepa-
ration program which graduates 450 to 500 preservice teachers a year. While
collaboration is currently a major part of the program, Katharine believes:

[There is] nothing on the table to support that [collaboration]. Suddenly it is a
rhetoric that we have vested interest in preserving and...there’ s no way it’s going
to bereal. So, when | say that it’s rhetoric I’m not necessarily faulting anybody.
I'm just saying that in reality you can’t pull it [off], you can’t move, it freezes
everybody. Our program at the moment is so interconnected. The needs that we
have for one another are artificial. So, what we are really looking for is away to
say “Yes, wearedtill collaborating.” But [we need to] cut some of thelines so that
[we] can move. So, it is becoming more of arhetoric that we need to keep serving
for the sake of having the rhetoric.

She explains how, in order to “preserve the rhetoric,” faculty haveto actually
adopt narrow and more defined plans in order to implement anything:

There is nothing that any of us does here where we have autonomy. It is so
entangled. So you [have to] figure out away to work that adjusts to the fact that
there are all of these other people. One way to do it is to just make a plan, and
demonstrate that the plan will reach the objective. If you make your plan soon
enough and if you defend its ability to reach the objective loudly enough, [then]
nobody can find fault with that [and you win].

Shesays:

It swrong to hear me say that | don’t want to collaborate, but it' satrap. It'sareal
trap here [because the program is supposedly dependent on collaborating in] real
and authentic [ways that] actually gets good teaching done.
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Katharine explains what this meansto her in theological terms, making explicit the
notions of love and development:

When you consistently choose things that...curtail [life] and that make life more
and more and more narrow rather than more and more expansive, then you choose
lesslife. You' removing toward sin and error.... I’m not particularly guilty of that

[in collaborating], but | do have [the] temptation to constrain, to make less life
where it's possible for me to make a move that makes more life. [For example,

referring to her teaching in other instructors classes which turned out to be a
“nightmare” of negotiations which undermined her authority], if 1 had simply

presented the other faculty with a syllabus of what | would teach in their classes

and had not beenwilling todiscussit withthem]...therewould beless options[and]

lesslife. What | am looking for isasolution that [provides more options. Thisfits
within the] larger framework of [loving] because...loveis...simply the bringing of

the option of more life rather than less life.

Katharine explains how “servicing the needs of the institution,” and collabo-
rating to structure and implement alarge teacher education program are antithetical
tohertheol ogical beliefs, her notionsthat peopl eareimportant, andthat peopleneed
to be facilitated and loved:

It snottheway | liveat all.... People are the keys to understanding the processes
that they use. Processes are people specific.... The processes themselves have no
intrinsic value. | [believe that] organizations just get in the way. They tend to
perpetuate aset of processes, asif those were the most important thing, and make
the peopl efit them. That just makesmemad. So, my decisionthat | told you about
earlier—to only lend myself to organizationsthat are within one step of people—
isaway to try to combat the sucking need of the organization and the impatience
| have with servicing a committee.

This decision to attend to peopleisreflected in the following comment which
also vividly portrays Katharine’s feelings about contributing to “The Program”:

I like[coordinating acourse]. | likethat role, it’ sthe best job I ve had here because
itisat least close to where the rubber hits the road. It matters what we are doing
there. But thisthing called “ The Program” [is] bad. It's not just that our program
isbad, [but] “The Program” asaway of teaching teachersisaflawedidea. It'sso
completely flawed that | don’t know how to fix it or even how to continue to
operate within it. Thereis no way out of it, because aslong as we agree to crank
through 400 [undergraduate preservice teachers] a year we can't do that with
anything but a program. So we need “The Program” to do the teaching and the
program cannot do the teaching. There is no amount of putting the right stuff into
“TheProgram” or intheright order that will makeit dotheteaching, and | amreally
beginningtofeel that it' sawaste of my timeto keeptryingto make“ TheProgram,”
because “The Program” is never going to work.... We can't get all of the piecesto
even fal down in order, [but even if we did,] it wouldn’'t work, and I...know it.
[Even if] we get the bugs worked out...and “The Program” works, [we're never
going to be] educating teachers.
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Believingthat preparing teachersisnot about “ producing” teachers, Katharine

wishesshewasin aplacewherethey at |east prepared “ handcrafted” teachers. She

wishes that within the institution they did not “ mass produce plastic models.”

Theworst thing about itisnot that we...turn out peoplewho can’ t deliver what they
know. I’'m not even thinking about how much school children are disserved. The
peoplewho | am most worried about are the preservice teacherswho thought they
were going to learn to teach from us, and who...want to teach as badly as | want
to teach them, and are going to leave and not be able to do it (and not even have
thepotential toteachintheway they envision).... | think that’ scriminal, and | don’t
know how long | can stick around and be a part of that. | really don’t. It looks
different when | look at the table of people who are doing it. My colleagues [are]
not mean people. It' snot collusion.... Thesearepeoplewho[are] honest and[“ The
Program™] springs from an earnestnessthat | find real in thisplace. [Thisiswhat]
keeps me from leaving. These people that | work with here, for the most part,
earnestly and truly want to teach. [ The people maketheinstitution] what it saysit
is, [but the institution] doesn’t deliver.

Exploring the Tensions Between Role and Identity:

A Developmental Process

It became evident that in describing her feelings of “dysfunctionality” and
“unhappiness’ withintheinstitutional context, Katharinewasdescribing morethan
not being able to adapt to, or adopt arolein order to meet institutional norms and
expectations. Rather, it became evident that the difficulty and dissatisfactionwithin
the institution arose out of not being able to feel a coherent sense of identity. For
example, describing her sense of place and value at theinstitution, Katharine says:

| fed valued here. | can tell you that. | feel too valued. | fed pulled in amillion
directions. Thereisno question in my head that my colleagues think that | should
be someplace else or that they don’t like what I’ m doing. That's not it!

Y et, she laughingly admits:

That doesn’t trandlate into [my] feeling comfortable in any of the actual manifes-
tations [of my work]. | can’t find agoodness of fit, but | think I’m getting closer.

Katharine makes evident that she isin search of:

Somessort of consistent Katharinethat could sort of go across[spheresof my work
and life], but | do know that you have to shift voice and role [depending on the
task]. | am beginning to discover that thereissort of asuperordinate[identity] that
[11 can use most of thetime. | am learning what it isbut it is very, very hard.

This search for a coherent identity—a “ superordinate Katharine” that could
encompass the various roles that she has to play (in both her personal and
professional lives)—is consistent with her belief about living alifethat is coherent
against asuperordinatetheory. She oftenrefersto her own development in spiritual
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terms. Explaining that she would like to acquire wisdom in the next ten years of her
life, shelaughingly explains, “it’saslightly less spiritual way of saying that | have
to grow asoul.” According to Katharine, translated, this means acquiring

flexibility.... It's...ametacognitive set of decisionsthat one makes about how to be
in the world given the context.

Thisview, according to Katharine, is consistent with a developmental view of the

world. Her hope, inthe next ten years, isto find this*“ superordinate Katharine” and

simultaneously acquire the “wisdom” that comes with working through this task.
Katharine says:

There are...thingsthat | have managed to integrate in the past four yearsthat used
to bevery separate pieces of my life. They are coming together, that’ sgood news.

While she is clear that she wants to continue to develop into a balanced, wise,
supportive, and facilitatory individual, she experiencestensionswithin theinstitu-
tional structure. Katharine provided vivid, metaphorical descriptions of the stress,
pain, disillusionment, and “misery” of her first two years at the university. She
believesthat she has|earned through these experiences about university “norms’
and the need to carve out her own niche and establish autonomy (“It waslearning
by fire"). She uses the metaphor of an underwater diver to describe these tensions
that have to do with establishing a coherent identity:

Maybetheright thingistodiscover that | can breatheunder water [and] that | don’t
need the air tanks. | don’t have to worry about my air supply running out while |
hunt...theway out. | couldthrow away theair tanks[and] haveinfinitetimeto hunt
the way out because | can breathe under water and | didn’t know that.

Y et, sheis*“not sure[she] wantsto [breathe under water]. Breathing under water is
not as much fun as breathing clean air.”

Katharine casts this struggle of finding her niche within the institution as an
issue of “roleversusidentity.” She says:

[Inyour study] | ammost curiousabout...whether...carving out anidentity asapro-
fessor [and] carving out an identity [for the self is a common experience among
other faculty]. | am curiousabout...whether that’ s part of what happensto people
when they make a career shift in the middle of their lives. Isit an issue of adult
development?...[And] how much of [this] istied to being [a] professor and how
much is not?

Reflecting on what this experience means for her, and on the strengths and
weaknesses she bringsto the situation, Katharine says:

| feel very fortunate, very blessed. In universe terms, what mattersis the growth
of [wisdomy],...to be able to differentiate between self and role, to be able to be a
good steward of one’ s gifts, to be able to manage the tension between the need for
inclusion and the need...to expressthe self. | don’t have that tension solved at all.
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It comesaround and it zapsme. If | had that tension solved inmy larger life, | think
I would be in a much better place to see the difference between something the
university just needsmeto do and something that isreally good for metodo. | can’t
tell.... | havethissinceredesiretolet go [of theneed to be perceived asthe good guy].

Katharine’s childhood experiences and her religious upbringing are central to
the development of the values, beliefs and attitudes she brings with her to the
university context. These beliefs and values have altered and developed through
experiences in graduate school and personal relationships, for example. Yet, her
beliefs, valuesand attitudesal | convergeat atheological level, anda“ superordinate
theory” formsthecrux of Katharine’ sidentity. Sheisintheprocessof searchingfor
a“superordinate Katharine”—acoherent identity that isconsistently played outin
all spheres of her life.

Katharine' slifewithinthe university context doesnot support her inthedevel-
opment of a coherent identity. Mostly, she feels that institutional values are anti-
thetical to her own. For example, she would like to focus on preservice teachers as
personsand individuals, instead shefeelslike she (and other faculty) are spending
vast amounts of energies on “The Program.” She would like to collaborate with
other faculty inauthenticwaysthat facilitateeach other’ sdevel opment; instead, she
feels that most collaborative efforts are intertwined with issues of power which
makesitimpossibletofacilitate each other’ sdevelopment. Theinstitutionally separate
categories of research and teaching pose enormous problems for her because she
believesher researchispart of her teaching and not separate fromit. For Katharine,
the tensions between her identity, beliefs, and values, and institutional norms, are
messy and vivid. For her, developing within the university context is a struggle.

Dismissing “roles’ asaway to live within the university context, Katharineis
striving to expressa“ consistent Katharine” across contexts. Katharine recognizes
the tensions within the university context which cause her much discomfort and
unhappiness (for example, the power play that sometimes goes along with service
endeavors, the pressure to publish, the“ production” model of preparing teachers,
the unbalanced life-style that most faculty live). She al so recognizes the effects of
her prior experiences (such as“awrong set of defense moves”) that contribute to
her feeling unhappy within the university context. Trying to evaluate and adjust to
the university “norm” while still holding on to tenets central to her lifeis hard and
often undermining work for Katharine. Determined, K atharine continues her struggle
which, she hopes, will help lead to “wisdom.”

Looking Forward:

Examining the Implications of Coherence and Contradictions
Imbued in Katharine's narrative, both explicitly and implicitly, are represen-
tationsof socialization processes. K atharinebringswith her the powerful influences
of prior lifeexperiencesthat interact with university expectationsto shape her work,
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values, attitudes, and beliefswithin the university context. In the reconstruction of
her life, Katharine seemsto want to retain elementsof her past lifewithin her current
work. Asaresult, there seem to be tensions between issues of roles and identities
(or in current postmodernist interpretations, an issue of “fragmented” identities;
see, Hall, 1992; Berger, Berger, & Kellner, 1974). She is aware of the socialization
process and the effectsit has had on her within the university context. For example,
shehaslearnedinstitutional “ norms,” now she*just hasto decide how much of that
game [she] wantsto play.”

For Katharine, doing the work of ateacher educator is an integral part of her
identity, and pedagogy iscentral inthiswork. In her descriptions, Katharine makes
explicit thetensions between role and identity, and isclearly struggling to uncover
anidentity in the university setting that is congruent with herself, her beliefs, and
her values. (For example, in accordance with her values, she consistently defends
her investment of timein individuals as opposed to the teacher education program
itself. Finding waysinwhich to constantly invest inindividualswould allow her to
play out her identity intheuniversity context, consi stent with her valuesand beliefs.
Investing timein “The Program” forces her to adopt arole within the university context.)

If the meaningsattributed to her prior experiencesmay beconsidered asconsti-
tuting part of her identity (in the context of teacher development, see Britzman,
1991; Goodson, 1991; Knowles, 1992), Katharine provides examples of the choices
she has made, or would like to make, in trying to preserve and enhance herself
through her professional work. Inwaysthat shebelievesaredeval ued at theuniver-
sity, Katharineattemptsto preservetheimportanceof theindividual through apeda-
gogy that embraces” development,” “loving,” and “mediation” as central constructs.

What meanings can we take from Katharine' s narrative as one illustration of
teacher educators’ professional lives, aswelook toreforming teacher educationand
ingtitutional contexts? AnnaNeumann (in press) e oquently hypothesi zes, “ thatprof essors
tell stories of themselves and their lives through the medium of their work,” and that
understanding their livesand work in authentic wayswill allow us*to make[univer-
sity] settings more conducive to the construction of scholarly work that authenti-
caly reflects our selves.” Katharine's narrative seems to substantiate this claim.>

Oneresponseto thisclaimissimply that university settings are not aboutaccommo-
dating authentic reflections of professorial selves; that institutional expectations
and normsexist purposefully, and that themeasure of anindividual’ ssuccessisthe
extent to which s/hemeetsinstitutional expectations. Y et, increasingly, researchers
inquiring into faculty socialization, are recognizing that socializationisinteractive;
both individual and institutional norms shape the work that occurs within institu-
tional contexts (e.g., Tierney & Rhoads, 1993). And, especially in atime of reform,
it makes sense to listen carefully to individuals who have some responsibility for
bringing about change. | now explore the implications of the findings of this study
for teacher educators, institutional contexts, and the field of teacher education.
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Teacher Educators

The findings of this inquiry have implications for understanding teacher
educators as pedagogues and individuals. If indeed, as this study points out,
pedagogy is at the heart of teacher educators’ university work then beginning
teacher educators may need to carefully consider issues of context asthey prepare
to become assi stant professorsand accept theroles of untenured faculty members.

Thisstudy not only pointsto the centrality of pedagogy inteacher educators’
work but, tothecohesivenessand congruency betweenteacher educators’ livesand
pedagogies. Not only may pedagogy formthe heart of their university work, but the
interrel atedness between their livesand pedagogiesiscentral toliving their univer-
sity lives authentically. Not being able to work in ways that resonate with their
thinking—their values, beliefs, and attitudes, their ways of being, and their hearts,
asit were—causes stress and tension, adiscontinuity of roles, and afragmentation
of identities. Finding contextsthat support theintegral nature of pedagogy as con-
nected to their university lives and work may be a crucial aspect of feeling
satisfaction in doing thework of ateacher educator. Finding contextsthat facilitate
their professional development asteacher educators—for instance, by focusing on
pedagogy asacentral construct of their scholarship—may be an important aspect
of feeling autonomy and control within institutional contexts.

Y et, placing the responsibility on beginning teacher educators to find appro-
priate contexts is in itself problematic—currently, it may mean forcing them to
choose between contexts which emphasize research or which emphasize teaching
(neither choice however, honors the integral relationship between research and
teaching, or values pedagogy as scholarship). Further, locating institutional con-
textsthat expressunderlying and explicit valuesthat have somebasic similarity and
congruence with their own understandings and val ues of scholarship isespecially
difficult in atime of reform, when schools of education are in states of experimen-
tation and flux.

Institutional Contexts

Understanding teacher educators foremost as pedagogues has implicit and
explicit implications for understanding, reforming, and restructuring institutional
contexts. Institutional contexts which purport a commitment to teacher education
and preparing teachers, yet which do not recognize that teaching is at the heart of
teacher education and that teacher educators are foremost pedagogues, are not
likely to support the sustained, long-term professional development of teacher
educators, especially thosewho areuntenured. I nstitutional expectationsneedtobe
modified to take into account the complexity and integral nature of pedagogy to
teacher educators' university work and lives. If those who administer institutional
contexts recognize the commitment that teacher educators have to teachingonlyin
terms of rigid dimensions of scholarly research and publications, then teaching as
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a scholarly activity—that is so central to teacher educators' lives—will remain
devalued in institutional contexts. This simply means that teacher educators will
continue to feel devalued within institutional contexts, therefore never feeling
rewarded, satisfied, and autonomous in their work. It also means, | suspect, that
teacher education asaprogrammatic construct isnot likely to begiven much weight
or importance within such settings.

While researchers have studied various aspects of teaching in schools (see,
Feiman-Nemser & Floden, 1986; Lanier & Little, 1986; Shulman, 1986 for various
descriptions) and various aspects of teacher development (e.g., Cole, 1990; Ryan,
1970; Thiessen, 1991, al cited in Knowles, Cole, with Presswood, 1994), teaching
inuniversity settingsremainsarelatively scantly researched area. Only recently are
teacher educators beginning to explore aspects of their pedagogy and their devel-
opment within university contexts (Bird, 1992; Knowles & Cole, 1994; Diamond,
1988; Holt-Reynolds, 1991; Pinnegar, 1992; Placier, 1992; Yonemura, 1991). Our
lack of understanding about the influence of institutional contexts on teacher
educators' university lives and pedagogies, in turn, probably reflectsinstitutional
commitments to the place of pedagogy in higher education. Unless university
communitiesand thoseresponsiblefor administeringinstitutional contextsbeginto
value pedagogical perspectives, the complexity of pedagogy, and the commitment
needed to teach, they will remain hollow contexts for teacher educators.

Further, the criticismslevied on teacher educatorsfor not meeting institutional
expectationsfor research and scholarship (see, e.g., Judge, 1982; Schwebel, 1985),
and the low status they have been accorded within university hierarchy (see, e.g.,
Ducharme & Agne, 1982; Judge, 1982; Lanier & Little, 1986) will remain unchanged
as long as the unique nature of teacher educators’ work is not recognized within
institutional contexts. Institutional contextsthat define scholarship solely astradi-
tional, scientific research will never be able to value the work of teacher educators
and commit to thefield of teacher education. Teacher educators have uniquerespon-
sibilities (both to schools and university contexts), and constructive scholarship
necessarily requires an integration and application of theory and practice. It isno
longer sufficient, within the context of school and teacher education reform, to
simply research school contexts from atraditional, removed viewpoint and report
the results as scholarship (see, e.g., Feiman-Nemser & Floden, 1986). The integra-
tion of theory and practice, anditsapplicationtoreal contextsisintegral tobringing
about reform in schools and teacher education (see, e.g., Fullan & Stiegelbauer,
1991; Holmes Group, 1986, 1990).

It isevident from the findings of this study that teacher educators' needs for
professional development require attention to the complexity of pedagogy, and may
differ from the needs of other faculty groupswithin theinstitution. Institutionsthat
do not respond to calls to make scholarship “broadened,...individualized, and con-
tinuous” (Boyer, 1990, p. 1; author’'s emphasis; see Boyer also for an explanation
of abroadened view of scholarship of discovery, integration, application, and teach-
. _________________________________________________________________________________________]
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ing) will not be able to honor teaching (which formsthe crux of teacher education),
andthewaysinwhichteacher educatorsintegratetheir research and teachingwithin
the institutionally defined discrete categories of research, teaching, and service.

Further, if visions of scholarship are not broadened to include teaching (the
core of teacher education) and service, and institutional contexts do not begin to
honor the complexity of the construct of pedagogy (and its various articulations),
any attemptsat meeting teacher educators' professional devel opment needsthrough
orientations, mentoring, workshops, and other somewhat artificial ways will only
serveas“functional responses’ (Tierney & Rhoads, 1993, p. 57). These responses
will not get at underlying causes but merely addressissuesin reactiveways. Unless
institutions beginto acknowledge and addressthe compl exity and comprehensive-
nessof pedagogy asitisintegrally relatedtoteacher educators’ livesandwork, they
will not be able to sustain the professional development of teacher educatorsin
meaningful ways.

For example, one way to characterize the pedagogy of Katharinein this study
is with the notion of “engaged pedagogy” (hooks, 1994, p. 15). This

progressive, holistic education...is more demanding than conventiona critical or
feminist pedagogy. For unlike these two teaching practices, it emphasizes well-
being. That means that teachers must be actively committed to a process of self-
actualization that promotes their own well-being if they are to teach in amanner
that empowersstudents.

It remains for institutional contexts to be responsive to the centrality teacher
educators give to teaching in order to actively support their “well-being,” so that
they in turn can support the enhanced preparation of teachers. The teacher
educators’ struggles, stresses, and tensionsevident in thisstudy, and represented
here by Katharine, are not simply about inappropriate preferences, statuses, and
choices. Asthefindings of thisinquiry shows, their struggleisabout authenticity,
identity, and contributing in real and valued ways. Institutions need to address
teacher educators’ strugglesin authenticwaysif issuesof their professional devel-
opment are to be addressed in an on-going, valuable manner.

Teacher Education

In many of the calls for school reform (e.g., Carnegie Forum, 1986; Holmes
Group, 1986; 1990), teacher education has been considered the “keystone” (Na-
tional Research Council, 1989). In advocating re-thinking, re-forming, and re-
structuringteacher education, closeattenti on hasbeen paidto admissions, preservice,
induction, andinservicephasesof teacher educati on and professional devel opment.
In the rhetoric of teacher education reform, there has been little attention paid to
teacher educators themselves—their work and their lives. (Recently, it is teacher
educatorsthemsel veswho are exploring aspectsof their pedagogy intheir attempts
to prepare teachers as reflective and inquiring practitioners. See, e.g., Bird, 1992;
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Knowles & Cole, 1994; Diamond, 1988; Holt-Reynolds, 1991; Pinnegar, 1992;
Placier, 1992; Y onemura, 1991). Again, this absence of attention to teacher educa-
torsinthe context of reform seems symptomatic of institutional contextsthat do not
place adequate val ue on the pedagogical work of teacher educators.

Inall thecallsfor reforminwhichteacher educatorshavebeen askedto assume
responsibility for change in teacher education and public schools (e.g., Holmes
Group, 1986; 1990; Goodlad, Soder, & Sirotnik, 1990) there seems to be a lack of
guestioning about the assumptionsand underpinningsof reformefforts(e.g., Laird,
1988). Inasimilar vein, and asothers(Knowles & Cole, 1994; Fullan & Stiegel bauer,
1991; Hendrick, 1990; Lanier & Little, 1986) have suggested, the findings of this
study indicate that the rhetoric of reform fails to focus on the work of teacher
educators themselves and aspects of institutional contexts that support and con-
strain their work. The findings also suggest that it may be useful for reform efforts
in teacher education to work in conjunction with reform effortsin higher education
(apoint that seemsobvious); infact, changing reward structureswithininstitutions
while simultaneously working towards reform in teacher education seemsto bethe
way to restructure and reform teacher education. Even as the Holmes Group (1986)
believed that it was time to address “the failure of university faculty to assume
corporate responsibility for the entire undergraduate program...” (p. 47), and acknowl-
edged that “we cannot accomplish thistask without changing the universities, the
credentialing systems, and the schools themselves’ (p. 23), university reward
systems havelagged behind in supporting thereforminitiatives. Whiletherhetoric
of reform proposes to connect knowledge through interdisciplinary attempts, re-
combine content and pedagogy, integrate theory and practice (e.g., HolmesGroup,
1990; see Britzman, 1991 for a critique), it fails to explicitly critique institutional
reward structures for not honoring the complexity of pedagogy and valuing the
pedagogical work of teacher educators.

While reform rhetoric advocates the need to “professionalize teaching” and
enhance the preparation of teachers (e.g., Holmes Group, 1986; 1990), it merely
looks to change school contexts even as it emphasizes the importance of teacher
education as the change agent. The importance of pedagogy in teacher education
and in teacher educators' lives is not emphasized in the discourse about the
preparation of teachers. While improving the quality of teaching in schools is
emphasized in the rhetoric, there are no explicit parallel calls to understand the
crucial nature of pedagogy in teacher education.

The findings of thisinquiry, and in this article by way of Katharine, provide
evidence of an “engaged pedagogy” that teacher educators practicein attemptsto
preserve and enhancetheir identitiesand rolesin and out of university contexts. It
also provides evidence of reflective and inquiring teacher educators that serve as
pedagogical models for preservice teachers. The importance of institutional con-
textsasthey support and constrainteacher educatorsintheir pedagogical endeavors
that are central to their university work isalso made evident in the outcomes of the
. _________________________________________________________________________________________]
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study. If indeed, the field of teacher education needs to be reformed and restruc-
tured, it might benefit by emphasizing the work of teacher educators within the
reform context. If the centrality of teacher educators’ pedagogy isto be recognized
in bringing about change in teacher education, then institutional contexts must
necessarily revamp their reward structuresto include abroader view of scholarship.
Only then will reform effortsin the field of teacher education be successful.

Notes

1. Thiswasacollaborative study with Susan Finley. Together, we sought to understand the
processes by which tenure-track teacher educators develop pedagogies and research
epistemologies. Susan’s work focused on understanding how teacher educators de-
velop their research epistemologies; my work focused on understanding how teacher
educators develop their pedagogies.

2. 1 usetheterm “pedagogy” to refer to philosophical foundations, epistemological theories
that underlie the practice, or activity that is “teaching.”

3. Teacher educators who participated in this study were “those who hold tenure-line
positions in teacher preparation in higher education institutions, teach beginning and
advanced students in teacher education, and conduct research or engage in scholarly
studies germane to teacher education” (Ducharme, 1993, p. 8).

4. The interviews occurred in three-way conversations: Katharine, Susan, and me.

5. In the larger study (Elijah, 1996), pedagogy was central to all three participants’ work
withintheuniversity context. | focushere on Katharine' snarrative only, so that readers
obtain a sense of the detail, coherence, and intensity of what this centrality means.
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