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Abstract
This article addresses a major and continuing problem in teacher education in the 
United States and internationally: the ability of programs to prepare teachers to 
teach successfully and stay over time in historically marginalized communities. 
After discussion of the factors that have led to the failure of programs to accomplish 
this goal, several recommendations are made to address this failure, including both 
a more hybrid and less hierarchical structure for teacher preparation programs 
and external policies and supports that will help programs provide and sustain a 
high-quality culturally responsive education for all children.

The Problem
	 Teacher education today faces many challenges internationally, and I will briefly 
discuss one of them here that has been a major challenge throughout the 47 years 
that I had been active as a teacher educator. Although I’ll discuss this challenge as 
it has been experienced in the United States, this issue has existed in some form 
in most other countries. The challenge is concerned with the need to recruit and 
prepare teachers to be successful and stay over time in schools in rural and urban 
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communities that have been highly impacted by poverty. These communities (I 
will refer to them as historically marginalized or nondominant communities) are 
those that “have been impacted by systemic oppression such as marginalization 
based on race, class, language, or immigration status” (Ishimaru, 2020, p. 9). In 
the United States, these are also the communities, as Barajas-Lopez and Ishimaru 
(2020) have pointed out, that have experienced “challenges of health care, housing, 
immigration, transportation, and other underlying dynamics impacting schools” (p. 
39), as well as those that have suffered from an inequitable distribution of resources, 
including in public education funding and a lack of access to an equitable share of 
fully prepared and experienced teachers who teach in their areas of expertise and 
certification (Baker, 2018; Darling-Hammond, 2013).
	 In the United States, the majority of students who attend public schools live in 
poverty as measured by their qualified status for the federal free or reduced-price 
meal program. In 2017–2018, 52.3% of pupils were in this category (National 
Center for Educational Statistics [NCES], 2021). Although 53% of students in U.S. 
public schools were non-White in 2018, 72.3% of U.S. public school teachers were 
White at this time (Wilson & Kelley, 2022). Additionally, students of color who 
attend U.S. public schools are concentrated in high-poverty schools in historically 
marginalized communities (NCES, 2021).
	 In the United States and other countries that have experienced a growth in 
refugees and immigrants in their populations, teachers who work in nondominant 
communities where many Indigenous people, immigrants, refugees, and others live 
who are experiencing poverty are faced with a situation in which they often bring 
very little personal experience on which to draw when trying to connect with their 
students and their families (Epstein & Sanders, 2006). Very often, teachers do not 
live in or have much life experience with the kinds of nondominant communities 
in which they teach, and relatively few of them have been adequately prepared in 
their teacher education programs in how to work in culturally respectful ways. This 
includes inadequate preparation in culturally respectful interactions with students’ 
families and communities, in learning about the expertise and cultural wealth in 
these communities, and in how to connect their curriculum and classroom instruction 
with students’ lives outside of the classroom in culturally responsive and sustaining 
ways (Alim & Paris, 2017; de Bruïne et al., 2014; Hong, 2019; Zeichner, 2024). 
Neither are most teachers in schools in nondominant communities provided with 
continuing professional learning opportunities and encouragement from their school 
administrators to support their efforts to engage with their students’ families and 
to learn more about their communities beyond communicating student and school 
information to them (Kirmaci, 2019).
	 Even when teacher candidates and teachers have opportunities to learn how 
to learn from families and communities, there is often lack of attention to helping 
them learn how to incorporate what they learn into culturally responsive and sus-
taining curriculum, teaching, and management practices within their classrooms 
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(Zeichner, 2019). It cannot be assumed, as is often the case, that teachers can 
automatically translate knowledge about families and communities into culturally 
responsive and sustaining pedagogy (Villegas & Lucas, 2002). In other words, as 
Smolcic and Katunich (2017) have put it, intercultural competence is not the same 
thing as culturally responsive pedagogy. Teacher candidates and teachers need to 
learn and practice how to integrate family and community funds of knowledge 
and cultural wealth into their curriculum and instruction and must be mentored in 
doing so (Hong, 2019).
	 It is very clear from decades of research that teachers’ abilities to connect 
in positive ways with their students and their families and to connect learning 
within the classroom with their students’ lives out of the classroom in positive 
ways enhance the quality of student learning. If teachers are not able to do this, 
student learning will suffer. According to Philip et al. (2013), “when schools are 
not inclusive of the communities’ languages, practices, and knowledge, they tend 
to alienate students and their families and thus put these students at continued risk 
for failure in dominant educational settings” (p. 175).

Teacher Education Programs
Have Not Generally Done a Good Job
	 It is widely agreed in the United States among scholars, teacher educators, 
primary and secondary school educators, and people in nondominant communities 
that overall, teacher education programs have not been very successful in recruiting 
and preparing teachers for schools in nondominant communities who are successful 
in educating students and who continue working in these communities over time. 
Teacher education programs have mostly prepared teachers from dominant, White-
majority and middle-class communities to teach students whose backgrounds are 
like their own, rather than preparing them to teach the diverse students who are 
actually in the public schools (e.g., Wilson & Kelley, 2022). In the United States, 
teacher educators are mostly White, and like teacher candidates, they often lack 
meaningful life and teaching experiences with nondominant communities, and 
what is taught in program courses often lacks relevance to the contexts in which 
teacher candidates are learning to teach (Zeichner, 2024).
	 Overall, teacher preparation programs have done a poor job of helping teacher 
educators learn about these contexts and have not required instructors to make their 
courses relevant to the contexts in which they will be utilized by their students. A 
notable exception to this common flaw is the Chicago Teacher Education Pipeline, a 
program run by Illinois State University in which faculty who teach in this program 
are required to spend time in the communities in which teacher candidates complete 
their clinical experiences and to revise their courses with help from community 
mentors to make them more relevant to these settings (Mustian et al., 2021).
	 In other countries, such as Australia and several European countries, we can also 
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see evidence of the recognition of the inadequacy of teacher preparation programs 
in preparing teachers for schools in Indigenous, refugee, economically poor, and 
historically vulnerable communities and attention to changing the structure and 
epistemology of teacher preparation programs to better serve these communities 
(e.g., de Bruïne et al., 2014; Gomila et al., 2014/2018; Lampert, 2021; Naidoo & 
Brace, 2017).

The Lack of Support
for Culturally Responsive Teacher Education Programs
	 One factor contributing to teacher education’s inability to address this challenge 
has been the failure within many countries to provide teacher preparation programs 
with the supports that are needed to prepare teachers to teach in culturally responsive 
and sustaining ways. This includes preparing teacher candidates to engage students 
in nondominant communities in the deeper learning that is routinely available to 
many students in more privileged communities.
	 Throughout my career in the United States, teacher preparation programs have 
operated in a relatively hostile context where, first, arts and sciences faculties in 
colleges and universities resisted the incorporation of teacher education programs 
from single-purpose and lower-status institutions, such as normal schools, into 
colleges and universities and sought to denigrate the academic quality of teacher 
preparation coursework and clinical experiences (e.g., Fraser, 2007; Koerner, 
1963). Over time, teacher education has rarely been a priority in the colleges and 
universities that have hosted teacher preparation programs in the United States 
(Goodlad, 1990; Labaree, 2004).
	 Also, beginning in the 1980s, instead of investing in strengthening the prepara-
tion of teachers for nondominant communities in college and university programs, 
the federal government and some state governments promoted and invested in the 
establishment of alternatives to college and university programs that resulted in 
many underprepared beginning teachers being hired to teach in schools in non-
dominant communities (Zeichner, 2018). In too many cases, these underprepared 
teachers completed their preparation programs while serving as full-time teachers of 
record in historically marginalized communities, and some of them taught subjects 
outside of their areas of expertise and certification (Peske & Haycock, 2006). In 
many states, some teachers are still prepared today in these fast-track programs. 
Teachers who are prepared to teach in these programs typically leave their schools 
in historically marginalized communities at a higher rate than do fully prepared 
teachers (Cardichon et al., 2020).
	 This situation has led to difficulties in providing families in these communi-
ties with equitable access to experienced teachers who are teaching in their areas 
of expertise and certification. At the same time, as teacher education standards in 
states were being relaxed to provide enough teachers to staff schools in nondominant 
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communities, the federal government and many states increased regulations for 
college- and university-based preparation programs and promoted the questionable 
idea of evaluating the quality of these programs based on the standardized test 
scores of the pupils of program graduates after they had completed their programs 
(Zeichner, 2015).1
	 Over the last decade, the promotion of alternatives to college- and university-
based teacher education has accelerated into an aggressive push supported by the 
federal government, philanthropists, and “social entrepreneurs” to deregulate and 
“disrupt” the teacher education system that critics argue is broken and needs to 
be scrapped and replaced (Zeichner & Sandoval, 2015). These same forces for 
privatizing teacher education have been operating in other counties as well (Ellis 
et al., 2016; Furlong et al., 2009; Moon, 2016).2 In the last few years, the federal 
government has backed off its aggressive push to fund alternative, fast-track forms 
of teacher preparation and has begun to increase funding to hybrid programs like 
teacher residency programs (Saunders et al., 2024) and “grow your own” programs 
(Garcia, 2024).
	 The push to privatize teacher education in the United States that is still present 
parallels similar efforts to expand the number of privately managed charter schools 
in public school systems across the country. In fact, several alternative teacher 
preparation programs were founded by privately run charter school networks to 
prepare teachers for their schools and other charter schools (Stitzlein & West, 2014; 
Zeichner, 2016).
	 While all of this was going on, state governments across the United States 
substantially reduced their financial support to the public universities that prepare 
the majority of U.S. teachers (Lyall & Sell, 2006). Teacher education institutions, 
which were never adequately funded to support high-quality, clinically based 
programs, found themselves in serious difficulty maintaining even the inadequate 
level of support that existed before the state funding reductions.
	 I was the faculty director of teacher education at the University of Washington 
during one of these periods of large budget cuts in higher education, and I had to 
struggle each year to maintain funding to support adequate coaching and mentor-
ing for teacher candidates and even to maintain the existence of some courses. As 
pressures increased on teacher education faculty to get external grants to support 
their graduate students, and to initiate any kind of innovation in teacher preparation 
programs to attract external grant funds, teacher education program administrators 
in the United States became more and more dependent on hiring less expensive 
temporary adjuncts over full-time permanent faculty (Besas, 2021). This surge 
in hiring people to teach particular courses has not typically included money for 
adjuncts to participate in the kind of programmatic work that builds and maintains 
program coherence (Flaherty, 2020), which is an important feature of high-quality 
programs (National Academy of Education, 2024).
	 Although some federal and foundation grants have been available to fund 
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special initiatives in teacher preparation programs, such as school–university 
partnerships, these were developed in relatively few colleges and universities, and 
teacher educators were often not able to sustain the funded initiatives beyond the 
life of their grants, although there were efforts to spread these reforms to the large 
public regional universities that continue to prepare most teachers in the United 
States (Wilson & Kelley, 2022). For the most part, these institutions have not 
had the capacity to implement these reforms in ways that enabled many teacher 
education partnerships to become more than superficial and temporary alliances 
(Zeichner, 2021a). Also, along with the financial cuts by states to public universi-
ties came increased pressure on faculty to focus on activities that would potentially 
bring external money into their institutions (e.g., teaching more and larger classes, 
obtaining external grants to support programs) and to spend less time doing the 
necessary, labor-intensive work of teacher preparation.

Insufficient Support for School-Based Teacher
Educators and for Schools as Sites for Teacher Education
	 In addition to the insufficient support for teacher education in many of the 
postsecondary institutions that host teacher preparation programs in the United 
States, there is also a lack of adequate support for high-quality teacher education 
programs in the public schools that host most of the clinical experiences for teacher 
candidates. This funding problem is especially prevalent in schools located in his-
torically marginalized communities, which typically receive fewer resources than 
schools in wealthier communities with a larger tax base and have a disproportionate 
number of inexperienced teachers (Baker, 2018). One example of the lack of sup-
port for schools and mentor teachers to provide consistently high-quality clinical 
experiences for teacher candidates is the failure to provide them with resources 
and support needed for the work of mentoring teacher candidates.
	 Most states do not require any mentor teacher preparation and ongoing support, 
and most mentor teachers across the nation do not receive these supports (National 
Academy of Education, 2024). In addition, most mentor teachers are asked to do 
the important work of mentoring teacher candidates in addition to their 100% 
teaching loads, often with minimal, if any, financial compensation for their work. 
I will give a few examples of some of the things that need to be done to remedy 
this and other problems related to enhancing the capacity of schools to be able to 
participate in the kind of hybrid teacher education that I believe is needed.

Optimism for the Future
	 Despite what might seem to some like a pessimistic view of this issue, I be-
lieve that it is possible to create a situation in which teacher education programs 
are more successful in preparing teachers to teach students in culturally responsive 
and sustaining ways in historically marginalized communities who stay there over 
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time. I also believe that it is possible to secure the funding and to create and sustain 
the contextual conditions needed to do so. Major changes will need to take place 
in the funding, structure, and curriculum of teacher education programs as well 
as in the accountability systems for evaluating, encouraging, and supporting the 
improvement of programs.
	 As I noted earlier, changes will also need to take place in the support that is 
provided to public schools and mentor teachers to host more consistently high-
quality clinical experiences for teacher candidates. One of the most basic supports 
needed in schools is financial compensation that enables teachers to give up some of 
the extra jobs they take on because of their relatively low salaries in most states. A 
recent report issued by the U.S. Senate Committee on Health Education and Labor 
(Sanders, 2024) documented the long-term problem of the underfunding of public 
schools and low salaries for teachers as well as the recent adoption of universal 
school voucher programs “that drain hundreds of millions of dollars from state 
budgets to fund unaccountable private schools” (Sanders, 2024, p. 1).
	 Also in this transformation process, we need to rethink and redefine who 
the teacher educators are and whose knowledge is needed to educate teachers for 
schools in nondominant communities. To put it simply, teacher education, to date, 
in many countries has been dominated by college and university faculty and staff 
in designing and implementing preparation programs, with educators in the schools 
playing a largely secondary role and family and community members most often 
playing no role (Zeichner, 2018). This situation must change, and the creation, 
governance, and implementation of teacher preparation programs must become 
more of a shared responsibility between institutions of higher education, schools, 
teacher’s unions, and communities.
	 Various parts of this vision have been attempted, although their implementation 
has often been superficial and temporary. For example, despite the frequent atten-
tion to teacher education partnerships, colleges and universities have often retained 
most of the power in making decisions about teacher preparation programs, often 
leaving school and community partners in a position of “second-class” participants 
who are expected to follow the lead of the college and university teacher educa-
tors. Overall, there has been a failure to establish a “rightful presence” (Barton 
Calabrese & Tan, 2020) for school and community partners in teacher education 
partnerships. There is a big difference between asking school and university partners 
to participate in conceptualizing and designing innovations and only asking them 
to react to things already conceptualized by others (Ishimaru, 2020). This situation 
has often prevented teacher educators and teacher candidates from benefiting from 
the expertise that experienced teachers, families, and communities have to offer 
and has contributed to the underfunding of teacher preparation (Zeichner, 2010).
	 The result has also been continued failure to prepare teachers who are suc-
cessful in schools in historically marginalized communities over time, except in 
the relatively few programs in which power and knowledge hierarchies have been 
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disrupted and university, school, and community expertise has been brought together 
in synergistic ways (Kretchmar & Zeichner, 2016; Zeichner, 2024). The goal, in my 
view, is to figure out ways to enable teacher candidates to access the knowledge 
and expertise of the program faculty and staff in postsecondary institutions or other 
program sponsors, educators who work in primary and secondary schools who host 
clinical experiences, and the families and community members who send their kids 
to schools in historically marginalized communities and who support the work of 
these schools through their advocacy work on a range of issues. My colleagues 
and I have referred to this transformation project as one of democratizing teacher 
education (e.g., Payne & Zeichner, 2017; Zeichner et al., 2015).

Pathways to Democratic Teacher Education
	 I see two major pathways to overcoming the problems with dominant forms 
of teacher education partnerships and achieving the goals that I have briefly identi-
fied. One path is doing a better job in preparing teachers from outside historically 
marginalized communities to teach students in culturally responsive and sustaining 
ways—teachers who see their work as serving the community as a whole, rather 
than as trying to “save” students from their communities.3 The second path is to 
do a better job of recruiting, preparing, and retaining diverse teachers who live in 
particular communities to stay there and teach.
	 The most important thing that must be done in both cases is to admit that what 
we have done so far has not worked well and that we need to think more collabora-
tively with our school and community partners about different ways to approach 
these goals and to be open to creating new program structures within which to 
implement them. We also need to recognize from the beginning that this kind of 
genuinely collaborative work is necessarily messy and complicated as a result of 
the power and knowledge hierarchies that have existed in teacher education for a 
long time (Guillen & Zeichner, 2018). If things seem to be going very smoothly 
without any tension or conflict, we are probably doing something wrong.
	 To reach a place where teacher education programs are more successful over 
time in preparing diverse teachers for historically marginalized communities, we 
also need to recognize that many teacher educators also lack teaching and other 
meaningful life experiences in historically marginalized communities. To mobilize the 
expertise needed, it is necessary to shift the center of gravity in teacher preparation 
programs from partnerships where colleges and universities run program teacher 
education programs with reactions and advice from schools and communities into 
more inclusive partnerships with schools and organizations and with individuals in 
communities where schools and communities are brought into the transformation 
process at the very beginning and are treated as colleagues (Zeichner, 2010).
	 College and university teacher educators will have to relinquish some of the 
power and privileges that they have assumed to be theirs in collaborations with 
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schools and communities if the subjugated knowledge and expertise in schools and 
communities is to influence and improve programs’ responsiveness to the cultural 
contexts in which the programs operate (Hyland & Meacham, 2004).
	 To create this kind of hybrid and genuinely collaborative partnership for 
the preparation of teachers, school and community participants will have to be 
compensated and rewarded for their work. Additionally, given that school admin-
istrators and teachers already work full-time at educating students, changes will 
need to be made in the structure of their work to include their participation in this 
collaboration as part of, and not in addition to, their primary roles as educators of 
students. There have been precedents for these kinds of positions both in campus 
laboratory schools that have been part of the history of teacher preparation in the 
United States and in schools in other countries, such as the teaching schools in 
Finland (e.g., Fraser, 2007; Hammerness et al., 2017).
	 Precedents for this work can also be found in the way in which the U.S. 
federal government has long supported teaching hospitals in medical education. 
A decade ago, the annual allocation per year for graduate medical education ex-
ceeded $15 billion (Berwick & Wilensky, 2014; Chung, 2015). This funding came 
from Medicare, Medicaid, and a variety of other federal programs and agencies. 
Hospitals wanting to become teaching hospitals have to go through a rigorous 
approval process and meet certain quality standards to receive federal support. In 
education, the pattern has been for the government and philanthropists to fund the 
development of model teacher education partnerships in relatively few institutions 
in the hope that these models will spread to other programs and will be sustained by 
the institutional partners. Given the chronic underfunding of public postsecondary 
institutions, where most teacher education is still situated, and the underfunding 
of public schools (particularly in historically marginalized communities), this has 
never succeeded.
	 The new partnerships that are needed in teacher education need to be very 
different from the superficial partnerships that have dominated teacher education 
in the last 50 years. In many teacher education partnerships, university or other 
program staff continue to try to maintain their positions of power and control. Also, 
unless we see the solution as one of educating both teacher educators and teacher 
candidates together about the conditions and perspectives of partners in schools 
and communities, we will not accomplish much.
	 There are many potential obstacles to bringing the perspectives of teachers, 
families, and communities to a more central place in teacher preparation programs. 
For example, there is evidence that teacher candidates often bring deficit perspec-
tives about students and their families who live in nondominant communities to 
their teaching in these communities (Banks et al., 2005). Many candidates bring 
a missionary perspective, whereby their goal is to rescue their students from their 
allegedly broken communities, rather than building in a positive way on the exist-
ing strengths within students’ families and communities. This frequently results in 
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resistance by some candidates to learning from students’ families and others living 
in their communities.
	 The good news is that there is growing evidence from research on forms of 
hybrid teacher preparation that there are ways to overcome these deficit perspec-
tives and to help prospective teachers and teacher educators see the value of their 
teaching in learning from families and communities. For example, one important 
part of overcoming deficit perspectives is placing community perspectives and ex-
pertise at the center of teacher preparation programs in nondominant communities 
and ensuring that institutions of higher education and the schools are responsive 
and accountable to marginalized communities in the conduct of their preparation 
programs (e.g., Clark et al., 2021; Harfitt, 2019). In the community engagement 
work that my colleagues and I participated in at the University of Washington, the 
community-based mentors of teacher candidates were very influential in helping 
to change candidates’ deficit perspectives and to stimulate a reexamination by 
teacher candidates of ideas that they had internalized over time about families in 
nondominant communities (Zeichner et al., 2016). I have also learned over the years 
about other teacher preparation programs in the United States where schools and 
communities play a genuinely central role in program decisions and in the instruc-
tion of teacher candidates (e.g., Clark et al., 2021; Zeichner & Melnick, 1996).
	 In recent years, I’ve learned about examples of programs in several other 
countries that contain pieces of what I have briefly outlined as the two pathways to 
improving the preparation of teachers for historically marginalized communities. 
These include new forms of hybrid structures for teacher preparation programs, 
whereby the programs are funded, governed, and implemented by educators and 
community members from institutions of higher education, primary and secondary 
schools, and families and community members, including leaders of local com-
munity advocacy groups (Zeichner, 2024).
	 The teacher residency model in the United States is an example of this new 
kind of hybrid program (Guhya et al., 2016; Saunders et al., 2024). For example, 
the Seattle Teacher Residency Program is a program that I helped to develop over 
several years with colleagues at the University of Washington, administrators and 
teachers in the Seattle public schools, leaders of the local teacher’s union, and 
community leaders in nondominant communities in Seattle.4

	 Some residency programs are based in higher education institutions, some in 
school districts, and some, like the one in Seattle, in community organizations. In 
the state of Washington, the state teacher’s association has recently started a teacher 
residency program.5 One of the features of these programs that facilitates the ability 
of teacher educators to develop deeper partnerships with school and community 
partners is the context-specific nature of the residency program preparation (Kapadia 
& Hammerness, 2014).
	 I’ve also learned about other, more traditional programs based in institutions 
of higher education where genuine partnerships have been formed between teacher 
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educators in institutions in higher education, educators in schools, and leaders in 
community-based organizations and local advocacy groups based in historically 
marginalized communities. Illinois State University’s Chicago Teacher Education 
Pipeline and a collaboration between Ball State University and an African American 
community and its schools in Muncie, Indiana, are two examples of traditional 
university programs that have managed to fully include school and community 
partners in all aspects of planning, implementing, and evaluating teacher prepara-
tion programs—and they have done so for over a decade (Clark et al., 2021).
	 There are also successful examples of community-based “grow your own” 
teacher programs and Indigenous programs in which communities play a central role 
in recruiting and preparing teachers from the communities to stay and teach there. 
Examples of these programs include the Indigenous teacher preparation programs 
that have existed for some time in Australia, Aotearoa New Zealand, Canada, and, 
more recently, the United States (e.g., Haig-Brown et al., 2019). For example, the 
Indigenous Teacher Education program in British Columbia, Canada, involves a 
partnership between the University of British Columbia and the First Nations Edu-
cational Council and has been in existence for over 47 years, continuing to prepare 
Indigenous teachers for Indigenous communities in British Columbia. According 
to Archibald (2015), who directed the program for many years, Indigenous people 
have been centrally involved in the planning of the program and throughout its 
ongoing development: “The program is an Indian idea, is Indian controlled, and 
its philosophy is Indian, although the program falls under the jurisdiction of the 
University of British Columbia” (p. 15).
	 Also, a community-based “grow your own” program was initiated by a local 
community organization in the Logan Square neighborhood of Chicago, a commu-
nity composed mainly of Latinx immigrant families. This program, which includes 
a partnership with the Chicago public schools and several local universities, was 
designed to help Latinx immigrant women and a few men who were employed as 
teaching assistants become fully certified teachers in their own community. This 
program has been genuinely community driven and was aimed at educating teacher 
educators about the funds of knowledge and cultural wealth in this community, in 
addition to preparing individuals from the community to stay there and teach (see, 
e.g., Gillette, 2018). There is strong evidence that well-designed “grow your own” 
and Indigenous programs have increased teacher retention in the communities that 
have seen in the past a revolving door of young, outsider teachers coming and going 
(Gist et al., 2019; Skinner et al., 2011).
	 Many of the programs that I have discovered and studied are relatively new 
ones, except for a handful of programs that have been in operation for a decade or 
more. As I mentioned earlier, one of the endemic problems in teacher education 
has been our failure to sustain innovations to address the challenges that I have 
discussed here, and others as well. I do not have the space to go into detail about 
what I see as necessary to create the conditions to support and sustain the program 
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transformations that I have discussed here, but I will share an outline of some of 
the major pieces of what I think needs to be done.

What Needs to Be Done to Support Sustainability
	 First, I believe that we need to recognize the often invisible and underappreciated 
good work that is currently being done by many teacher educators in preparing teach-
ers for schools in historically marginalized communities and the difficult conditions 
they face in doing this work in their underfunded institutions of higher education. I 
prefer incentives (i.e., carrots instead of sticks) as a general method of encouraging 
transformations in teacher preparation programs, although I believe that program 
accountability systems also need to be restructured to support these reforms.
	 One specific thing that I think should be done is to provide opportunities for 
programs to receive grants to fund the development of new structures for teacher 
preparation that are more inclusive of the genuine participation of elementary and 
secondary school educators and community members. The shared conceptualiza-
tion and development of new program models and shared responsibility for imple-
menting programs would be a condition of receiving the grant money. Funders of 
these innovations must be clear about the conditions for disrupting typical forms 
of hierarchy in these programs and for asking applicants to demonstrate in their 
proposals a plan for the collaborating institutions to sustain the costs of innovation 
beyond the life of the grant.
	 One example of a way in which underfunded public schools have contributed 
to the sustainability of hybrid programs, such as teacher residency programs, is their 
gradual shift of funds that were used to replace teachers because of high teacher 
turnover (which is often a result of inadequate teacher preparation) to the support of 
the teacher preparation programs that help cut teacher turnover. There are sources 
available that can support districts in making teacher residency programs sustainable 
over time, from places like Prepared to Teach, which was organized by Bank Street 
College of Education;6 the National Center for Teacher Residencies;7 the Statewide 
Residency Technical Assistance Center in California;8 and the Residency Lab.9
	 Additionally, program approval processes should specify approval standards 
that call for program accountability to schools and marginalized communities as a 
condition for approval. Currently some state program approval processes in the United 
States specify that programs must gather data from the school administrators who 
hire graduates from their programs, and sometimes it is also required of programs to 
show that they have made efforts to respond to schools’ criticisms of their programs. 
Accountability to communities, however, particularly to marginalized, nondominant 
communities, is mostly absent from both state program approval standards and national 
and voluntary program accreditation standards. Here teacher education programs must 
do much more than make data on their programs publicly available for marginalized 
communities to supposedly examine. Community accountability in teacher education 



Preparing Teachers to Teach Successfully in Historically Marginalized Communities

18

with regard to marginalized communities should involve face-to-face dialogue with 
a variety of community members to listen to what they have to say about the quality 
of teachers in their children’s schools and about the preparation that teacher educa-
tion programs have provided to them. And like the accountability in some states that 
requires programs to show how they have responded to feedback from local schools, 
state program approval standards should require programs to show how they have 
responded to feedback from local communities.
	 When I came to the University of Washington in 2009 as the faculty teacher 
education director, one of the first things that I was asked to do was to join a 
recently started “study group” composed of a few of my colleagues, Indigenous 
leaders in education in the state and American Indian studies faculty, to discuss 
the perspectives of Indigenous communities in the state about the quality of our 
programs for preparing teachers and educational leaders for their communities and 
the overall responsiveness of our College of Education to the tribal communities 
in the state. These meetings continued over several years and resulted in the col-
laborative development of a Native Education certificate program10 that educates 
University of Washington teacher candidates and teachers throughout Washington 
about the tribal cultures in the state, about issues related to local Indigenous history, 
and about the concept of tribal sovereignty. It also has increased efforts to recruit 
and prepare more Indigenous teachers. Tribal communities and educators played 
a central role in these efforts, and the program is managed today by an Indigenous 
faculty member. The study group evolved into a permanent Indigenous education 
advisory board that monitors the progress of the program and other efforts within 
the college. This is the kind of interaction between teacher education program and 
communities that should become a part of teacher education programs’ efforts to 
become more accountable to historically marginalized communities.

Conclusion
	 Although I believe that some of the ideas that I have mentioned herein are im-
portant for restructuring teacher preparation programs to become more accountable 
and responsive to historically marginalized communities, I want to be clear in also 
saying that I am not suggesting that the preparation of teachers alone will solve the 
problems of public education in marginalized, nondominant communities. It is clear 
from research over many decades that although good teaching makes a difference, 
out-of-school factors like poverty play a much greater role in determining school 
outcomes (Berliner, 2013).
	 One of the issues that I have been thinking about in recent years is an exami-
nation of the tensions between teacher and teacher educator professionalism and 
meaningful and influential participation in schooling and teacher education by 
members of historically marginalized communities. A long history of debate has 
centered on the issue of whether the democratic potential of public education can 
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be realized without undermining the dignity and professionalism of teachers and 
teacher educators (e.g., Driscoll, 1998).
	 I have come to believe in the idea of preparing teacher educators and teach-
ers as democratic professionals as an alternative to the traditional and managerial 
forms of professionalism that have dominated teaching and teacher education in 
recent decades (Anderson & Cohen, 2018). Without getting into the details of this 
argument here (see Zeichner, 2019, 2021b), democratic professionalism is a form 
of professionalism whereby educators seek to enhance broader public engagement 
and deliberation about issues of teaching and teacher education (Anderson & Cohen, 
2018). Australian scholar Sachs (2003) has argued that democratic professionalism

seeks to demystify professional work and build alliances between teachers and 
excluded constituencies of students, parents, and members of the community on 
whose behalf decisions have traditionally been made either by professions or by the 
state. . . . The core of democratic professionalism is an emphasis on collaborative, 
cooperative action between teachers and other education stakeholders. (p. 153)

	 When teachers and their teacher educators give up some of the power that 
educators have traditionally exercised in schools in nondominant communities and 
in teacher preparation programs that prepare teachers for teaching in nondominant 
communities, not only will education and teacher education benefit from community 
expertise and wealth but also teachers and teacher educators will do more to work 
together with parents and activists in nondominant communities to fight for the re-
sources both inside and outside of schooling that will support high-quality education 
for everyone’s children. In the United States, we have already seen some teacher’s 
unions begin to form alliances with community advocacy groups to bargain in teacher 
contracts for things that communities are fighting for, in addition to the traditional 
focus on salaries and working conditions (Strauss, 2015). It is time for teacher edu-
cators to step up and join the struggles by historically marginalized communities 
to secure the resources for affordable housing, access to nutritious food, and so on, 
in addition to their advocacy for a high-quality education for their children. These 
alliances will result, as we have seen in some countries, such as Brazil, Canada, and 
Mexico, in advocates’ in historically marginalized communities greater support for 
the struggles of teachers and teacher educators for the resources to provide the high 
quality of teaching and teacher education that all communities deserve.
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Notes
	 1 For a summary of the research supporting this negative assessment of the usefulness 
of value-added methods in evaluating the quality of a teacher preparation program, see 
National Academy of Education (2024).
	 2 The Teach for All network is an example of the international nature of these prob-
lems; see https://teachforall.org/
	 3 See Larry Cuban’s (1969) thoughtful essay on the importance of teachers seeing 
their work as teaching students within communities and what needs to be done by school 
systems to support this work.
	 4 https://seattleteacherresidency.org/
	 5 https://www.washingtonea.org/events-training/residency/
	 6 https://www.bankstreet.edu/residency-partnership-resources/
	 7 https://nctresidencies.org/
	 8 https://srtac.sccoe.org/
	 9 https://cdefoundation.org/cde_programs/thelab/
	 10 https://education.uw.edu/programs/necp
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