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1. Introduction

The study of curriculum is a complex and multifaceted field, deeply engaged with foundational
questions around the theory and practice of teaching and learning. (Coskun & Aslan, 2021). It is also a
domain that examines the intersections in the formation of teacher educators and the educational
objectives they aim to achieve, as understood in internationalised, equity—focused frameworks
(Rahatzad et al., 2016). Critical philosophies and pedagogies in education have challenged the
disciplinary legacy of formal schooling, advocating for emancipatory practices that facilitate the holistic
development of both teachers and learners (Freire, 1968/2000). It can be inferred that the persistent
stratification of educational outcomes on a global scale necessitates a rigorous interrogation of
dominant pedagogical paradigms, particularly those used in marginalised spaces (Anumenechi & Jaga,
2025). Such patterns suggest that curriculum studies and teacher education have historically been
shaped by assumptions of institutional stability and pedagogical predictability, often tethering
instructional effectiveness to a narrow set of standardized, "evidence-based" practices. This underscores

the importance of critically examining the most dominant curriculum models, including technocratic,
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outcome-driven frameworks and conventional constructivist modes that prioritise standardized
objectives and cognitive processes — often resting on assumptions of stability, regulatory coherence,
and clarity, which are defined roles that align with conventional schooling environments. Contemporary
curriculum scholarships critique these paradigms for narrowing, constraining curricular purposes, and
reinforcing dominant knowledge systems that perpetuate inequities by overlooking the social and
political conditions that shape curriculum enactment, especially in structurally marginalized contexts
where school-centered assumptions fail to hold. (Riddle, Mills & McGregor, 2023; Coker, 2023;
Mapuya, 2023). Critical voices in curriculum studies also highlight how traditional models often
obscure social and cultural dimensions of curriculum enactment. From this critical perspective,
conventional models risk obscuring how power, social structures, and institutional constraints shape
learning, especially in contexts marked by marginalisation, disruption, and structural precarity.

reinforcing dominant norms rather than addressing structural marginalization.

Empirical evidence indicates that across national and global contexts, teaching and learning now take
place in marginalized spaces such as prisons and refugee education programs where educational access
is shaped by displacement, confinement, interrupted schooling, and systemic exclusion (United Nations
High Commissioner for Refugees [UNHCR], 2023; UNESCO Institute for Lifelong Learning, 2021),
to cultural erasure produced through systemic oppression, and inequities — shape access and learning
outcomes ( Barajas-Lopez,& Ishimaru, 2020). In these contexts, curriculum cannot be reduced to
content coverage or instructional sequencing; rather, it emerges through relational negotiation, ethical

judgment, and responsiveness to lived conditions (Pinar, 2012; Slattery, 2013).

From the reconceptualist and postmodern perspectives, education is socially situated, interpretive, and
responsive to context rather than a technical or universal process that rejects singular truth claims and
advocates instead for multiplicity (Pinar, 1975; Freire, 1970). These perspectives highlight the
inadequacy of conventional schooling structures and standardized curriculum models for addressing
equity, justice, and pedagogical growth in uncommon spaces. Thus, central to this framework is the
exploration of how education unfolds beyond formal classrooms in "uncommon spaces'(refugee,
carceral, displaced, constrained contexts) that foster critical consciousness and pedagogical growth
among preservice teachers (Anumenechi & Jaga, 2025; Akin-Sabuncu et al, 2023). Yet, despite the
growing prominence of such contexts, teacher education preparations frequently fail to resonate within
these spaces, and curriculum theory has been slow to engage them as legitimate sites of theoretical
knowledge production. Accordingly, this paper argues that these uncommon spaces, including prisons,
refugee learning centers, freedom schools, community hubs, etc., are legitimate sites of pedagogical

development in an era of globalization, rendering conventional schooling structures inadequate, which
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disrupts technocratic logic and exposes the inadequacy of standardized curriculum models (Apple,

2019; Pinar, 2012).

In response to these persistent failures, this paper advances uncommon pedagogies (pedagogical
practices emerging because of constraint) as a conceptual framework for curriculum design and pre-
service teacher preparation in marginalised and structurally constrained learning spaces. This
framework calls for a decisive departure from scripted, one-size-fits-all approaches and what I term
"common pedagogies” (school-centered, stability-assuming practices) that rely on standardised lessons
that often lead to "curriculum narrowing" (Anumenechi &Jaga, 2025). Such reliance reinforces deficit
views of learners from disadvantaged backgrounds, positioning them as though they lack linguistic or
cognitive capabilities rather than as agents of knowledge and meaning making (Freire, 1970; Giroux,

1992).

Framed within global commitments to equitable and sustainable education, the framework aligns with
broader efforts to advance long-term educational capacity in contexts shaped by structural constraints.
Therefore, integrating these spaces into preservice teacher preparation is imperative, given that
preservice teachers demand pedagogical orientations grounded in critical theory, cultural
responsiveness, and ethical praxis rather than universalist prescriptions or managerial approaches
(Slattery, 2013; Doll, 1993). Through the lens of reflective practice theory, it is clear that many teacher
preparation programmes remain White-centric, failing to prepare would-be teachers to dismantle
systemic inequalities, a critique powerfully articulated in Subini Ancy Annamma’s Pedagogy of
Pathologisation (2018), which exposes how schools criminalise and pathologise Dis/abled Girls of

Colour within the school-prison nexus.

The purpose of this paper is to develop uncommon pedagogies as a curriculum — theoretical framework
for understanding curriculum design and teacher preparation in unconventional learning spaces. To do
so, the aper adopts a conceptual and theoretical approach, drawing on literature from curriculum studies,
critical pedagogy, and public pedagogy. Through theoretical synthesis and critical analysis of existing
scholarship, it advances a framework for teacher preparation beyond conventional school contexts,
emphasizing concept-building and integrating insights from diverse contexts to articulate a coherent
framework of uncommon pedagogies. This approach ensures that education becomes a site for
sustaining the cultural practices of communities, rather than erasing them (Paris & Alim, 2017).
Ultimately, this paper positions “uncommon spaces not as peripheral anomalies but as central to

reimagining curriculum theory and critical sites for reimagining pedagogical theory and practice. By

48



GEN-MULTIDISCIPLINARY JOURNAL OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT Vol 3 Issue 1 (2025) (46-61)

foregrounding these spaces, the argument challenges normative models that privilege standardisation

over responsiveness and justice (Apple, 2019).

While this paper develops uncommon pedagogies as a conceptual framework for curriculum design and
teacher preparation, related work applies this framework to preservice teacher education in refugee and
correctional contexts, justice-oriented pedagogical practices, and adult public learning spaces. As a
curriculum scholar and teacher educator whose work examines teaching and learning beyond
conventional schooling, I advance this as a theoretical intervention that exposes or responds to the limits
of normative curriculum thinking and contributes new conceptual language to the field. This
intervention also opens new possibilities for preservice teacher preparation, including pedagogies
attuned to complexity and pedagogical approaches responsive to precarity in contemporary educational

landscapes.

2. Theoretical Context: Curriculum Theory and Marginalized Learning Spaces

2.1 Situating the Problem: The Limits of Normative Curriculum Theory:

Traditional curriculum models have long structured educational discourse and practice, yet they often
fail to account for learning in marginalized or structurally constrained spaces. Dominant frameworks,
whether the cognitivist and constructionist approaches concerned with mental processes, the social
efficacy models designed to prepare learners for work, or the classical essentialist traditional
frameworks that privilege canonical knowledge- assume stability, regulatory coherence, and clearly
defined roles for teachers and learners (Tyler, 1949; Taba, 1962; Apple, 2004), While foundational,
these paradigms are increasingly inadequate for understanding education in spaces characterized by
displacement and conferment as they continue to structure discourse in ways that may produce inequity

and marginalisation.

Classical curriculum theory has long prioritized order, coherence, and rational planning as indicators
of educational quality. Early linear models, especially Tyler’s (1949) objectives-based principles and
Taba’s (1962) structured curriculum process, conceptualized the curriculum as a systematically
organized process where objectives, content, instruction, and evaluation could be deliberately aligned
and controlled. Both models assumed that curricular intentions could be designed, articulated in
advance, and implemented with a high degree of predictability, thereby framing curriculum as a stable
and controllable enterprise (Tyler, 1949; Taba, 1962). Subsequent reform efforts sought to improve
flexibility away from rigid linearity while preserving an overarching idea of institutional coherence,

reflecting an ongoing tension between technical rationality and adaptive responsiveness in curriculum
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design. Tyler, 1949; Wraga, 2017). J.F. Kerr’s (1968) model introduced interaction among objectives,
knowledge learning experiences, and evaluation, highlighting interdependence and strict sequencing.
Still, the framework remains rooted in contexts where evaluation is within relatively stable educational
systems. Similarly, Denis Lawton’s (1975) located curriculum within broader social and cultural
processes, the political and value-laden nature of curricular knowledge; however, Lawton’s work
represented a significant shift from technicist neutrality by placing curriculum within broader social
and cultural processes. Nonetheless, reconceptualist scholarship critiques these linear frameworks for
their rigidity and failure to account for curriculum as interpretive, context-specific practice (Pinar, 1978;

Wraga, 2017).

Despite reforms driven by the critical turns, traditional frameworks largely presume conventional
schooling environments, treating formal education as the stable site of curricular decision making
(Tyack & Cuban, 1995; Ball, 2008; Apple, 2019). This logic of predictability marginalises dynamic,
context-responsive approaches to curriculum design, offering limited conceptual resources for
understanding curriculum formation in spaces marked by social marginalization, institutional
constraints, and structural precarity (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Singer & Verity, 2020). It is precisely
these assumptions that become strained when curriculum is enacted in these learning spaces, where
educational processes are shaped not by orderly planning but by constraint, uncertainty, and ethical

negotiation. (Pinar, 2012; Slattery, 2013).

In response, many systems have defaulted to “common pedagogies”, which are essentially the tightly
scripted standardised lessons that frequently result in curriculum narrowing (Au, 2007; Ravitch, 2016).
This narrowing often reduces literacy by learning to rote competencies detached from social relevance,
thereby weakening teacher autonomy and limiting engagement with complex social issues
(Anumenechi et al., 2025; Ball & Forzani, 2009). Reconceptualist perspectives, however, emphasize
curriculum as an interpretive context- specific, and socially situated, insisting that education should not
be merely a technical enterprise. In support, as situated within learning theory (Lave & Wenger, 1991)
and culturally relevant pedagogy (Ladson-Billings, 1995), offer conceptual resources for reimagining
curriculum as participatory, relational, and context-responsive, an orientation urgently needed in spaces
where learners’ identities and lived realities challenge universalist prescriptions (Freire, 1970; Giroux,

1992; Doll, 1993).
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2.2 Inclusive Education and Social Justice in Uncommon Learning Spaces

Culturally sustaining pedagogy (CSP) extends beyond mere responsiveness to actively sustain, affirm,
and expand learners’ linguistic and cultural practices, as a conceptual orientation within curriculum
theory, CSP is central to advancing inclusive and social justice, particularly in marginalized learning
contexts such as adult immigrants ad refugee education and justice- involved populations in prisons (
(Journal of Refugee Studies, 2023). Inclusive education and social justice demand that curriculum
theory interrogate intersecting oppressions related to disability, race, and structural marginalisation,
while expanding beyond conventional schooling to address multiple, overlapping forms of

marginalities and exclusion (Slee, 2019; Waitoller & Artiles, 2013; Taylor & Sidhu, 2012).

Traditional approaches to inclusion have often relied on deficit- oriented framworks. Just as disability
has historically been framed through a “medical model” (viewing disability as a biological impairment),
inclusive education must be reconceptualized by moving towards a social model that foregrounds
institutional practices, structural barriers, and systemic inequities rather than individual impairment or
deficit (Oliver, 1990; Slee, 2018). Subini Ancy Annamma’s Pedagogy of Pathologisation (2018)
deepens this critique by exposing how schools criminalise, marginalize and pathologise Dis/abled Girls
of Colour within the school-prison nexus, revealing how deficit discourses reproduce exclusion rather
than equity. From a curriculum-theoretical perspective, Response to Intervention (RTI) can function as
a preventive, accessibility-oriented framework when enacted or implemented through a justice lens,
rather than as a technocratic fix (CAST, 2023). Extending this logic to uncommon spaces, such as
community-based adult learning hubs and educational programs for unhoused populations, further
amplifies and complicates curriculum design and implementation. Community hubs require relational
and asset-based curricula that draw on local knowledge and social networks (Belete et al., 2022;
Wentworth, 2023). Similarly, programs for unhoused learners must navigate instability, trauma, and
institutional bias while resisting standardized and deficit framings (Waller & Rascoe, 2023; Hashmi et
al., 2020). These contexts demand curriculum practices that are adaptive, relational, and ethically

grounded rather than standardised or prescriptive.

Ultimately, curriculum theory in these spaces necessitates a shift toward democratic professionalism,
positioning educators as advocates who collaborate with learners, families, and communities to secure
resources and enact justice both inside and beyond classrooms (Zeichner, 2024; Freire, 1970; Ladson-
Billings, 1995). Such an orientation aligns with the broader argument of this paper by foregrounding
uncommon pedagogies as essential for cultivating dignity, agency, and equity in structurally

constrained learning environments.
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2.3. From Applied Work to Conceptual Intervention

Recently applied scholarship has begun to illuminate how non-traditional learning spaces disrupt
dominant assumptions about teaching and curriculum by shifting the "centre of gravity" from
university-driven theory toward community-based practice (Zeichner, 2024). Over the years, traditional
teacher preparation has been operational in a fixed framework designed primarily for teaching practice
and mastery in elementary, middle, or senior high school contexts, largely oriented towards white,
people of colour, middle-class, and monolingual populations, which inadvertently reproduces power

dynamics and perpetuates certain standards as the norm.

Ardently, applied work in marginalised spaces does intervene conceptually by challenging this rigid,
fixed white and or standardised normativity, arguing that the lived experiences and "cultural wealth" of
marginalised communities are not deficits to be remedied but essential instructional assets
(Chavez-Moreno, 2022; Yosso, 2005). Notwithstanding, the transition from applied practice to
conceptual intervention is evidenced by the move toward hybrid teacher preparation models, as these
models, such as teacher residencies and community-based "grow your own" programs, disrupt
traditional hierarchies by establishing a "rightful presence" for school and community partners

(Zeichner, 2024).

In prior work presented and published with Maria Regina Jaga at ISIT (Anumenechi & Jaga, 2025),
we examined how preservice teacher engagement with community-based adult learning environments
unsettled normative pedagogical expectations and informed curriculum design in teacher education.
That study demonstrated how uncommon educational spaces function not merely as sites of practice
but as generative contexts for rethinking curriculum and teacher preparation. This intervention redefines
the teacher educator to include not just university faculty, but also community mentors and families
who possess unique expertise in the sociopolitical contexts of the students (Pastor, M. et al., 2019;
Zeichner, 2022, 2024). As Ramsey (2021) suggests, it does require a systems leadership approach,
where educational leaders act as "architects" who redesign systems to be inextricably connected to their
local communities, ensuring that the curriculum responds directly to the lived realities of the learners.
Furthermore, applied interventions in underserved regions, such as the use of complementary schools
and participatory planning, illustrate that curriculum is most effective when designed to be flexible and
stakeholder-driven (Day et al., 2011). Viewing curriculum through this lens shifts it from a static, state-
mandated document toward a locally modified and adapted framework capable of integrating up to 20%

of local knowledge, traditions, and life skills (Day et al., 2011).
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In reality, while such applied analyses are essential and have significantly enriched understandings of
teaching in marginalised settings, much of the existing scholarship remains context-specific. Many
studies have looked at teaching in marginalised settings, but most of them focus on describing what
happens or solving practical problems. What is less developed is a coherent curriculum-theoretical
framework capable of accounting for education across marginalised and structurally constrained
contexts. The present paper responds to this gap by moving from examples and experiences of applied
insight to conceptual intervention, offering uncommon pedagogies as a framework that synthesises and

extends existing theoretical traditions while centring constraint as a defining curricular condition.

3. Conceptual Framework: Uncommon Pedagogies

3.1 Defining Uncommon Pedagogies

n

The conceptual framework of uncommon pedagogies represents a radical departure from the
common" or dominant pedagogical models that define the current accountability era (Anumenechi &
Jaga, 2025). Whereas common pedagogies are often tethered to tightly scripted, standardised
curriculum documents, manifesting in teaching practice preparation, as curriculum guides, syllabi,
schemes of work, units of work, lesson notes, and lesson plans, aimed at fidelity and testable micro
teaching skills, scoring sheets, and all forms of evaluation rubrics. Uncommon pedagogies are deeply
situated, context-responsive, and relational (Anumenechi, 2025). Unlike dominant pedagogical models
that presume continuity, predictability, and standardisation, uncommon pedagogies are conceptualized
here as curricular and pedagogical orientations that emerge in response to educational contexts marked
by institutional constraint, social marginalisation, and structural instability. Moving on, the framework
is built upon three interrelated theoretical pillars: Curriculum Studies, Critical Pedagogy, and Public

Pedagogy.

Firmly grounded in curriculum studies and shaped by reconceptualist scholarship, this framework
positions curriculum as lived, interpretive, and contextually enacted practice, rather than as a static,
prescribed plan (Pinar, 2012). From critical pedagogy, they inherit an understanding of education as a
moral and political practice shaped by power relations and social struggle following the Freirean legacy,
his approach seeks to foster critical consciousness (conscientizagdo), enabling both educators and
learners to analyze and disrupt the systemic inequities that define marginalized spaces (Anumenechi et
al., 2025; Freire, 2000) (Freire, 1970; Giroux, 2011; hooks, 1994). Within teacher preparation, this
requires preservice teachers (PSTs) to interrogate their own social positionality and the power dynamics

inherent in the classroom (Anumenechi et al., 2025).
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Furthermore, uncommon pedagogies draw heavily on public pedagogy. Public pedagogy draws
attention to learning that occurs beyond formal institutions and to the contested nature of educational
meaning-making in public and semi-public spaces (Biesta, 2012; Sandlin et al., 2010; Burdick, 2013).
It situates learning within civic and communal life; in practice, this entails cross-sector partnerships
(departments of corrections, NGOs, libraries, faith and community organizations) and the recognition
that curriculum unfolds in non-school ecologies with heterogeneous governance and accountability
logics (UNICEF, 2024; U.S. State/PRM, 2025; Hunt, Rasor, & Patterson, 2019), social justice

orientations, and cultural discourse in any space beyond formal traditional school.

By engaging with "uncommon spaces" —such as refugee camps, literacy programs, and grassroots
organisations —PSTs interact with a "living curriculum" that is inherently responsive to local realities
(Anumenechi & Jaga, 2025; his pillar prioritises an asset-based view of marginalised communities by
recognising their "Funds of Knowledge" (FoK) (Anumenechi & Jaga, 2025; Anumenechi et al., 2025;
Day et al., 2011). FoK represents the historically accumulated and culturally developed bodies of
knowledge and skills essential for household functioning. Uncommon pedagogies position community
members as competent individuals with rich cultural wealth, rather than viewing them through a lens

of deficiency

What distinguishes uncommon pedagogies is their explicit engagement with constraint as a central
curricular condition. In prisons and refugee education contexts, constraints are not peripheral obstacles
but structuring forces that shape what can be taught, how teaching unfolds, and how learners participate.
Curriculum design in such spaces, therefore, demands pedagogical orientations attuned to uncertainty,

ethical complexity, and relational negotiation.

As a whole, uncommon pedagogies serve as a conceptual lens for rethinking how curriculum and
teacher preparation operate under constraints. Rather than offering a perspective model, the framework
provides an interpretive orientation that foregrounds relational judgment, ethical responsiveness, and
contextual negotiation as central curricular capacities. In this sense, uncommon pedagogies do not
replace existing theory but reconfigure how curriculum is understood, designed, and enacted when

conventional assumptions of stability, standardization, and institutional coherence no longer hold.
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3.2 Principles of Uncommon Pedagogies

This section outlines four interrelated principles that operationalise and characterise uncommon

pedagogies, each grounded in scholarly literature, as these principles help articulate how

1. Relationality: At its core, uncommon pedagogy places or foregrounds relational encounter as the
foundation of teaching and learning, emphasizing the dynamic interaction between teacher, learner, and
knowledge. Learning is enacted through dialogic spaces grounded in mutuality, democratic exchange,
and co-construction of meaning (Hickey & Riddle, 2023). In contexts shaped by social marginalization
and precarity, where learners’ prior engagements with institutions may have involved exclusion or
harm, relational pedagogy prioritises trust, recognition, and ethical engagement as conditions for

learning. (Noddings, 2005; hooks, 1994).

2. Contextual Responsiveness: Uncommon pedagogies require curriculum to be responsive not only to
learners but also to the broader conditions that shape educational possibilities. Effective practice in
unconventional spaces requires deep responsiveness and attentiveness to learners’ lived experiences,
community realities, and sociocultural histories. famously argues that embedding curriculum within
authentic, real-world contexts enhances meaning and student engagement (Johnson, 2002), while
positioning teachers as curricular interpreters rather than mere deliverers of content. (Schwab, 1978;

Doll, 1993). Curriculum in this sense remains open, provisional, and responsive to context.

3. Ethical grounding: Uncommon pedagogies are anchored in explicit moral commitments to care,
justice, and professional responsibility. Pedagogical decisions in structurally constrained environments
carry heightened ethical weight, requiring teachers to cultivate moral reflexivity and navigate complex
ethical tensions in complex learning environments. (Orchard, 2024). On the other hand, Curriculum
design must therefore foreground questions of dignity, agency, and responsibility, aligning with
Biesta’s (2010) emphasis on education as an ethical and subject-forming practice rather than a purely

technical enterprise.

4. Adaptability: Uncommon pedagogies emphasize adaptability as a professional disposition rather than
ad hoc improvisation. Curriculum design must remain flexible enough to pivot in response to learners'
evolving needs and contextual unpredictability, while resisting deficit framings of difference.
Adaptability here reflects professional dispositions and pedagogical judgment in teaching grounded in

theory and moral virtue, not mere improvisation (Sockett, 2012). Through formative assessment and
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sustained expectations, adaptive teaching supports flexible, context-sensitive instructional adjustments

without sacrificing rigor or purpose (Noon, 2025; Third Space Learning, 2024).

4. Implications for Curriculum Design and Teacher Preparation

Conceptualizing uncommon pedagogies carries significant implications for curriculum studies and
teacher education. Teacher preparation programs that privilege conventional classroom contexts as the
default site of practice risk limiting educators’ capacity to engage meaningfully with diverse
educational landscapes. Preparing teachers for marginalised spaces requires curriculum designs that
cultivate ethical judgment, contextual analysis, and relational engagement as core professional
competencies. The implementation of uncommon pedagogies necessitates a fundamental shift in how
educational systems are structured, moving from a hierarchical, university-led model to a democratic
and hybridized approach (Zeichner, 2024; Anumenechi et al., 2025). This transformation has deep
implications for both the architecture of curriculum and the professional journey of preservice teachers
(PSTs). It is expedient to say that teacher education must expand its scope to include "uncommon
spaces" such as refugee camps, literacy centres, and grassroots organisations as legitimate sites for

practicum (Anumenechi & Jaga, 2025; Anumenechi et al., 2025).

For curriculum scholars, uncommon pedagogies challenge the field to reconsider where theory is
generated and whose educational experiences are deemed worthy of sustained theoretical attention.
Marginalised learning spaces should not be treated as sites of application for pre-existing frameworks
but as productive contexts for theorizing curriculum itself. This shift expands the intellectual boundaries
of curriculum studies and affirms its responsibility to engage education in all its social and institutional
complexities. Curriculum design in marginalised spaces must reject the "accountability era" focus on
scripted, "common" pedagogies that lead to curriculum narrowing (Anumenechi et al., 2025; Zeichner,
2024). Instead, the curriculum should be viewed as a teacher's "oeuvre,” a body of work that is

continuously refined to meet the specific conditions of the classroom (Anumenechi et al., 2025

Teacher preparation must also address the structural inequities that prevent marginalised candidates
from entering the profession. This includes mitigating financial constraints -- such as hidden costs for
assessments, travel, and licensure-- and hiring academic advisors who reflect the diverse identities of

the student body (Hall et al., 2025).

Sustainability in marginalised spaces requires Systems Leadership, where educational leaders act as
architects who redesign systems to remove obstacles and engineer opportunities for success (Ramsey,

2021). This involves a shift toward community accountability, where TPPs engage in face-to-face
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dialogue with community members to evaluate the quality of teacher preparation and respond to local
needs (Zeichner, 2024). By aligning teacher education with Sustainable Development Goal 4 (Quality
Education), programs can foster lifelong learning that is truly inclusive and equitable (Anumenechi &

Jaga, 2025; Anumenechi et al., 2025).

5. Conclusion

The framework of uncommon pedagogies promotes a reimagining of curriculum design and teacher
preparation in marginalized and structurally limited learning environments. By emphasizing
relationality, contextual relevance, ethical principles, and flexibility, the framework directly addresses
the shortcomings of dominant curriculum theories that assume stability, institutional coherence, and
standardized teaching conditions. Ultimately, uncommon pedagogies shift the focus of curriculum from
purely technical delivery to a lived, ethical, and contextually enacted practice shaped by constraints and
social complexities. The aim is to make schooling a space for maintaining and even revitalizing other
educational and cultural practices rather than erasing them (Paris & Alim, 2017; Anumenechi et al.,
2025). Instead of viewing prisons, refugee education programs, community centers, and literacy hubs
as peripheral or exceptional, this paper argues that such spaces are central to curriculum theory and are
legitimate sites essential for integrating teaching practice. These contexts reveal the flaws of school-
centered preparation models and highlight the need for pedagogical approaches capable of working
across differences, uncertainty, and institutional limitations. Including field experiences in
unconventional spaces helps pre-service teachers develop intercultural competence, ethical judgment,

and critical awareness necessary for teaching in marginalized communities (Anumenechi & Jaga,

2025).

Lastly, uncommon pedagogies provide a theoretical framework that repositions curriculum as a space
for supporting, rather than erasing, diverse educational and cultural practices (Paris & Alim, 2017;
Anumenechi et al., 2025). In doing so, the framework also offers conceptual resources for engaging in
teaching and learning amid instability, exclusion, and constraint, while aligning with the goals of
Sustainable Development Goal 4 by promoting education as an inclusive, equitable, and lifelong

endeavor grounded in the dignity and potential of every learner.
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