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ABSTRACT 

Th is  s tudy was undmrtwkrn t o  datrrminm $ 4  r hw r r  

t m e h i n q  i n  t h r  p r imary  gradas i r  rducat ionwlYy 

e f f e c t i v e .  Job shar ing  i n  t he  classroom is a r e l a t i v e l y  

n e w  concept, and many adm in i s t r a t o r s  have quest ions 

about i t s  appropr iateness. They have concerns abaut 

i n c r m s r d  admin is t ra t i vm work load, communication 

betweem the  teaching pa r t ne r s  and t h e  wdmin is t r& t ian ,  

and c o n t i n u i t y  uf t h e  ~ d u c w t i o n a l  program. 

A t h ree  s tage study was designed i n  which 

p r i n c i p a l s ,  teachers, and s tudents  were in te rv iewed  by 

t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t o r  us ing  s t r uc tu red  i n t e r v i e w  pro toco ls .  

In stage one, t he  p r i n c i p a l s  were in te rv iewed  us ing  a 

schedule designed from an ana l ys i s  of t he  l i t e r a t u r e .  

S t ruc tu red  i n t e r v i e w  schedules were then desi  gned f o r  

t h e  teachers and students us ing  i n f o rma t i on  c o l l e c t e d  

from t h e  p r i n c i p a l s ?  i n t e r v i e w s  and t h e  rev iew of  t h e  

1 i t e ra tu re .  

Subjects  were p r i n c i p a l % ,  t ~ a c h e r s  and s tudents  i n  

Schaol D i s t r i c t  959 (Vancouvw),  Twenty-six ahwtad 

classrooms i n  22 schools were i d e n t i f i e d  t h a t  met t h e  

s p e c i f i e d  c r i t e r i a  o f  1)  shar ing  t ime  on a 50 /50  or  

b W 4 O  b a r i s !  2) t m r h i n p  grade one, two, o r  threml and 

5 )  shar ing  t h e  language a r t s  program. I n t e r v i ews  ware 

conductad w i t h  18 p a i r s  o f  sha r ing  teachers, 9 
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p r i n c i p a l s  and 26 students from 14 of the 22 schools. 

Analysis of t he  p r i n c i p a l s P  percept ions ind icated 

t h a t  f i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  d i d  not  t h ink  t h a t  the q u a l i t y  of 

education suf fered when two teachers shared one 

f u l l - t i m e  pos i t ion ,  Two p r i n c i p a l s  were apprehensive 

about some sharing s i t u a t i o n s  and most would l i k e  some 

inpu t  i n t o  t he  formation and design o f  partnerships i n  

t h e i  r schools. A1 1 p r i n c i p a l s  agreed t h a t  sharing added 

somewhnt t o  t h e i r  admin is t ra t i ve  load because repor ts  

had t o  be w r i t t e n  on more teachers. 

Analysis o f  the  teachersP percept ions ind icated 

strong support f o r  share t ~ a c h i n g .  Except f o r  one 

teacher, a11 teachers perceived t h e i r  pnrtnermhips as 

viable, s t i  mu1 a t i  ng and educnti ona l l  y sound. 

Analysis of  students8 percept ions ind icated tha t  

the ma jo r i t y  were p o s i t i v e  about having sharing 

teachers. 

The f i nd ings  suggest t h a t  two teachers sharing 

classroom r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  i s  educat iona l ly  as e f f e c t i v e  

as a s ing le  classroam teacher. Concerns regarding 

comrnunicatim breakdown and c o n t i n u i t y  were more 

p r r c s i  ved than rea l .  



To Barney,  Sandra ,  and B r a d l e y ,  with whom 
I s h a r e  my l i f e .  



When two do t h e  same t h i n g ,  
it i s  n o t  the  same th ing a f t e r  a l l .  

--Syrus Pub1 i us 
(Roman author, ca.42 B . C . )  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Backaround 

Teacher shortages of the 1960s l e d  some 

admin is t ra tors  t o  look f o r  methods of a t t r a c t i n g  former 

teachers back i n t o  t he  school systems. Motherhood had 

meant t h a t  many women teachers had l e f t  t he  profession. 

Job sharing was an innovat ive way of encouraging these 

women t o  r e t u r n  t o  the classroom. 

I n  1965, t he  Women's Educational and I n d u s t r i a l  

Union establ ished a program invo l v ing  120 pa i red teams 

o f  teachers who were placed i n  classrooms of school 

d i s t r i c t s  i n  and around Frami ngham, Massachusetts. 

Evaluat ion of  the  program by Catalyst,  a research and 

educational so rv i cs  organizat ion, revealed enthusiastic 

reac t ions  from p r i n c i p a l s  and parents (Dapper and 

Murphy, 1968). 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between teacher supply and demand 

has g rea t l y  changed s ince the  1960s. Dec l in ing 

enrollment and budget r e s t r a i n t s  have e l  i m i  nated many 

s t a f f  pos i t ions,  and job sharing has come t o  be viewed 

r e  a poss ib le  means of  lessening reduct ions i n  s t a f f s .  

As s t a f f s  decrease i n  s i z e  i t  w i l l  become more d i f f i c u l t  

t o  maintain a v a r i e t y  o f  t a l e n t s  and i n t e r e s t s  i n  any 

one school. HcLean, an en thus i&s t i c  proponent o f  job 

sharing w r  i t m s ,  



The concept of  job sharing i s ,  of  course, a 
very e x c i t i n g  one. I f i n d  i t  espec ia l l y  
a t t r a c t i v e ,  dur ing these t imes when jobs are 
d i f f i c u l t  t o l o c a t e ,  and we i n  t he  p u b l i c  
schools f i n d  i t  necessary t o  re t rench ra ther  
than expand f a c i l i t i e s  ( c i t e d  i n  Moorman, 
Smith, & Ruggels, 1980, p. 5 ) .  

Pur~osise of the Study 

Teachers sharing the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of  a c lass  i s  a 

r e l a t i v r l y  new phenomenon. Teachers havm sharrd 

classroom du t i es  i n  t he  past but  t h i s  has usua l l y  

involved one senior teacher and one par t - t ime r e l i e v i n g  

t racher who took d i r e c t i o n  from the  senior teacher 

(e.g., an annex head teacher or  a v ice-p r inc ipa l ) ,  Mare 

and more teachers, f o r  hea l th  or  personal reasons, a re  

e lec t i ng  t o  work part-t ime. For many teachers the  

prefer red method o f  t ime sharing i s  two o r  t h ree  f u l l  

days a week. I n  contrast,  admin is t ra tors  appear t o  

f rvour dai 1 y morni ng/af ternoon d i v i s i o n s  o f  t i  me 

(Watson, Note 1) .  Although classes t h a t  are  taught by 

two teachers who share equal r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  have greater  

acceptance now than i n  previous years, many 

admin is t ra tors  are not  enthus iast ic  about these 

arrangements, p a r t i c u l a r l y  a t  the  pr imary l e v e l  (Watson, 

Note 1) .  Concerns regarding increased admin is t ra t i ve  

work load, communication between the  teaching par tners  

and the  administ rat ion,  and c o n t i n u i t y  of  t h e  

educational program need t o  be addrrssed. Qthrr armam 

t h a t  need t o  be assessed are classroom management 

techniques, personal compat ib i l i t y ,  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  
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s t y l e ,  t he  e f f e c t  o f  t h e  d i v i s i o n  o f  sub jec t  and program 

responsi  b i  1 i t y ,  sub j e ~ t  responsi  b i  1 i t y  and s k i  11 

sequencing, s u b s t i t u t e  arrangements, and school and 

pa ren ta l  acceptance (Watson, Note 1 ) .  

There does no t  appear t o  be much research regard ing  

t h e  educat ional  e f f ec t i veness  and opera t iona l  e f f i c i e n c y  

of teachers who share t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a f  a c lass ,  and 

r d m i n i % t r a t o r r 2  concerns a re  o f  t a n  based on op in i on  and 

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  ease. There a re  few d i s t r i c t s  t h a t  w i l l  

guarantee teachers permanent pa r t - t ime  employment which 

i s  t r a n s f e r a b l e  from an@ ~ c h a o l  t o  rna the r  w i t h i n  t h e  

d i s t r i c t .  

Th is  s tudy was undertaken i n  order  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  

four  aspects o f  share-t ime teach ing# 

1. p r i n c i p a l s k o n c e r n s  rsgarding t k s  =mp?oyment s+ 

share-time teachers, 

2. how share-t ime teachers i n  t h e  pr imary  grades 

view these concerns and how they s t r i v e  t o  a l l a y  these 

c ~ n c e r n s ~  

3. teach ing  and o rgan iza t iona l  s t r a t e g i e s  employed 

by share-time teachers,  and 

4. pupi l s b i e w s  regard ing  share-t ime teachers. 

m o r t a n c e  o f  t he  Study 

k e a r d i n g  t o  E l i  Ginsburg, Chairman o+ t h o  N a t i o ~ t A l  

Commission f o r  Manpower P o l i c y  ( U . S . A . ) ,  t h e  demand by 

women f o r  equal p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  labour  f o r c e  i s  

" t h e  s lnq lm moat euts tandrnq phanomenan of t h i s  c r n t u r y u  

( i n  M w m r ,  1978c p . 3 ) .  Carel $3. G r t m n w & l  el, 
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Massachuse t t sVommiss i  oner o f  Banks, an a r t i c u l a t e  

proponent of pa r t - t ime  work f o r  p ro fess iona ls ,  s ta tes ,  

"Ful  l t ime work i s  de f ined  as t he  amaunt of t ime  men 

o r d i n a r i l y  work" ( i n  Msisr ,  1978, p . 6 ) .  Women who a re  

r a i s i n g  a f a m i l y  a re  o f t e n  caught t r y i n g  t o  balance t he  

need f o r  two earners i n  a  fami l y ,  t he  need f o r  a  sense 

o f  esteem and an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  one's p l ace  i n  

soc ie ty ,  and a  need t o  p rov ide  f o r  t h e  upbr ing ing  o f  

t h e i r  ch i l d ren .  Many who a re  employed f u l l - t i m e  f e e l  

t h e  $strew% uT con t i nu i ng  + u l l - t i m e  work. Eltress studies 

of  " i n t a c t t t  C a m i l i r s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  strema i a  h i g h m ~ t  4ur 

mathers who work f u l l  t ime, l e s s  f o r  mothers no t  working 

a t  a l l ,  and l e a s t  f o r  mothers working p a r t  t ime  (Meier, 

1978, p.7). 

Teaching has t r a d i t i o n a l l y  bccn a p r o f e s s i m  in 

which l a r g e  numbers o f  p r a c t i t i o n e r s  a re  women. For 

many teachers t h e  cho ice  i s  no t  between working h a l f  

t ime  and no t  warking a t  a l l !  t h e  c h a i c r  i+ b s t w ~ e n  

working h a l f  t i m m  and working f u l l  t ime. fhmm t m c h e r ~  

want o r  need t o  work, bu t  f e e l  t h a t  on a  f u l l - t i m e  bas i s  

they  cannot do as good a  job as they  want t o  do, and as 

w e l l  do a  good job a t  home. They have opted f o r  

ha l f - t ime  work as a  means o f  f u l f i l l i n g  t h e i r  need t o  

work, t h e i r  nemd t o  per form w m l l  i n  t h a r r  jobs, and 

t h s i r  needs a t  home. They a  ask ing t h a t  work 

schedulms be f l s w i b l e  enough t o  meet t h e i r  nmmds. 

Educat ion has g rea te r  n ~ m b e r s  of job-sharers than 

o ther  p ro fe3s ians  p a r t i c u l a r l y  a t  t he  elementary l e v e l ,  



but  only a few d i s t r i c t s  i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia ac t i ve l y  

promote t h i s  option. Because there i s  n res is tance 

w n g  soma, p r i nc i pa l s  and administrators t o  the  concept 

of  job-sharing i n  the  classroom i t  i s  important t o  

examine whether job-sharing i n  the  classroom i s  an 

e f fec t i ve  a l t e rna t i ve  t o  one f u l l - t ime  classroom 

teacher. Do share-teachers add s t ress  t o  the operation 

and orgrn i  za t ion  of a school? Do share-teachers add 

s t ress t o  interpersonal re la t ionsh ips  i n  the school? Do 

pup i l s  benef i t  or  su f fe r  from exposure t o  two teachers 

i n  a shared classroom? Mclean stater ,  

It seems obvious t o  me t ha t  students...benafit 
very d i r e c t l y  from having two ind i v idua ls  who 
arm e n t h u s i a ~ t i c a l  l y  working wi th  them ra ther  
than one ind i v idua l  who i s  carry ing a very 
heavy load (NcLenn, c i t e d  i n  Moorman e t  al.,p. 
6 )  

Dosin i t ion of Terms 

m a r e  teaching i s  the  d i v i s i o n  of one f u l l - t ime  

teaching pos i t i on  by two teachers. I t impl ies the 

res t ruc tu r ing  of one f u l l - t ime  teaching pos i t i on  i n t o  

two part-t ime posi t ions.  I t  is a hor izon ta l  d i v i s ion  

which impl ies tha t  the  r espons ib i l i t i e s  of the  classroom 

teacher are shared equal ly by both partners. 

Part-t ime teachinq al lows a teacher t o  work less  

than fu l l - t ime.  It does not  imply tha t  one f u l l - t ime  

pos i t i on  was rest ructured i n t o  two or  more part- t ime 

posit ions. 

Partnershia teachinq i s  the  term used bsf ore 1973 

t o  describe share teaching. 
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pJmrk shar inq invo lves the  temporary reapportionment 

of work t ime f o r  a11 employees as an a l t e rna t i ve  t o  

l ayo f f  f o r  some of the employees (Meier, 1978). 

Job shar inq i s  a res t ruc tu r ing  of the t r a d i t i o n a l  

work week. It al lows two or  more workers t o  share a job 

tha t  was (or could be) f i l l e d  by one f u l l - t ime  worker. 

It i s  a hor izonta l  d i v i s i on  where both employees are 

equal l y  responsi b l e  f o r  t o t a l  job requirements. 

Job s a l i t t i n q  i s  a res t ruc tu r ing  of the t r a d i t i o n a l  

work week. It al lows two or more workers t o  share a job 

tha t  was (or could be) f i l l e d  by one f u l l - t ime  worker. 

It i s  a v e r t i c a l  d i v i s i o n  where each employee i s  

responsible f o r  a d i s t i n c t  h a l f  of the t o t a l  job 

requirements. 

Del imi ta t ions 

This study includes teachers who8 

1. share c lass r espons ib i l i t y  on a 60/40 or  S0/50 

basi s, 

2. teach i n  the  primary grader, and 

3. share r espons ib i l i t y  f o r  the t o t a l  language a r t s  

program. 

This study does not  include teachers who1 

1. share a c lass on a basis other than 60/40 or 

SC3/5Q, 

2. s p l i t  t h e i r  teaching assignment on a 

morning/afternoon basis, 

3. s p l i t  t h e i r  teaching assignment on a semester 

on/semrster o f f  basis, or 
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4. a re  r e l i e v i n g  teachers f o r  a  f u l l  t ime  

tmacher /admin is t ratcr ,  

L i m i t a t i o n s  o f  t h e  Study 

There a re  severa l  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  t h i s  study. 

1. The s e l e c t i o n  of t he  sample was l i m i t e d  because 

no t  a l l  t he  Vancouver School D i s t r i c t  schools  which 

employed shar ing  teachers i n  t h e  pr imary grades agreed 

t~ p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  study. 

2. The s u b j e c t i v e  na tu re  o f  t he  responses t o  t h e  

inst ruments and t h e  l ack  o f  any o b j e c t i v e  measure a f  

e f f ec t i veness  made i t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  assess t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  

job shar ing  on t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  education. 

5. Not a1 1  schools  i nvo lved  i n  t h e  s tudy had 

3tudents represented i n  t h e  s tudent  sample. 

4. The s tudents  may n o t  have understood the 

quss t i on r  t h a t  they  were asked. The i r  age may have 

i n f  1,uenced t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  fo rmula te  r e l i a b l e  opin ions,  

and i t  i s  quest ionab le  whether grade t h ree  s tudents  a re  

ab l e  t o  d i sce rn  changes i n  t h e  q u a l i t y  of education. 

5 .  The i n v e s t i g a t o r  i s  employed by t h e  Vancouver 

School Board as a shar ing  teacher. She has taught  f a r  

n i n e  years w i t h  t h e  same par tne r .  Th is  s tudy doe% no t  

i n c l u d e  t he  i n v e s t i g a t o r ' s  o r  her p a r t n e r F %  mper iences.  

Ne i the r  does i t  i nc l ude  t h e  op in ions  of s tudents  taught  

by  t h i s  par tnersh ip .  



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

I n  a s o c i e t y  l i k e  ours, where so many people 
have no work a t  a l l ,  i t  makes economic and 
p o l i t i c a l  sense t o  a l l ow  people who do no t  
want o r  need f u l l - t i m e  work t o  reduce t h e i r  
work t ime  and share a job (Olmsted and Smith, 
1983, p. 170). 

Th is  chapter w i l l  descr ibe  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  t h a t  has 

con t r i bu ted  t o  t he  design o f  t h e  i n t e r v i e w  schedules 

used i n  conduct ing t h i s  research. F i r s t ,  an overview o f  

t h e  general l i t e r a t u r e  on job shar ing  w i l l  be given; t h e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  be twr rn  work shar ing, jab shar ing, and 

pa r t - t ime  work w i l l  b r  descr ibed and t h e  impetus f o r  

these employment practices w i l l  be considered. A 

summary of t h e  pe rce i  ved advantages and d i  sadvantages o f  

job shar ing  i n  general  w i l l  w l s a b e  inc luded.  Second, 

t h e  more s p e c i f i c  advantages and disadvantages of job 

shar ing  as they  r e l a t e  t o  t h e  classroom teacher w i l l  be 

discussed. Thi rd,  t h e  1 i t e r a t u r e  r e l a t i n g  t o  s p e c i f t c  

job shar ing  research i n  educat ion w i  11 be reviewed. 

F i n a l l y  some of t h e  c r i t e r i a  necessary f o r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  

a successfu l  share teach ing  pa r tne rsh ip  w i l l  be 

spec i f i ed .  

Qvervisw of  Genaral L i t e r a t u r e  on Job Shar ing  

Because job shar ing  i s  a r e l a t i v e l y  recent  

phenomenon which i s  no t  w ide ly  p r a c t i r r d ,  t he re  ir very  

l i t t l e  l i t e r a t u r e  which r e l a t e s  d i r e c t l y  t o  t h i s  

employment p rac t i ce ,  Job shar ing  i s  seen as a v a r i a t i o n  
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of  part - t ime work, but  i t  i s  part - t ime work w i th  a l l  the  

f r ingm bmnmfits and advantagms of  f u l l - t i m e  work (Meimr, 

1978). Job sharing can a lso  be viewed as a v a r i a t i o n  of 

work sharing and as such has i t s  o r i g i n s  i n  a movement 

which has seen i n d u s t r i a l  s o c i s t i e s  apply p o l i c i r a  t o  

reduce and r a t i o n  worktirne as a means o f  combatting 

joblessness. Reducing and r a t i o n i n g  warktime has been a 

concern of t he  labour movement s ince t h e  18th century 

(Best, 1981). Samuel Gompers, the President o f  the 

American Federation of Labour, declared i n  1887, "As 

long as we have one person seeking work who cannot f i n d  

it, the  hours of  work are too  long" (Bert, 1981, p.2). 

This p o s i t i o n  has been the  major j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  

e f f o r t s  t o  reduce t h e  work week from the  l a t e  19th 

century u n t i l  the  1930s. As p r o d u c t i v i t y  increased 

fas te r  than demand f o r  products, the  hours of  work were 

gradual ly  shortened. During the depression there was 

the  f i r s t  widespread e f f o r t  t o  reduce worktime i n  order 

t o  spread employment, and eventua l ly  the  standard work 

week was def ined as 40 hours (Best, 1981) 

According t o  Msltz, Reid? and Swartz (1981) job 

sharing and regular  par t - t ime work are r e l a t e d  t o  work 

sharing. The d i s t i n c t i o n  betwean them i s  t h a t  job 

sharing and regular  part - t ime employment are intended t o  

accommodate persons who p re fe r  t o  work l ess  than 

fu l l - t ime,  whereas work sharing i s  designed t o  p ro tec t  

workers' jobs when the  demand fo r  labour i s  de f i c i en t .  



Work sharing i s  an attempt t o  combat unemployment by 

reducing t h e  number of hours t h a t  each employes works 

ra ther  than l ay ing  o f f  any employee% becauss of a 

reduct ion i n  t he  demand f o r  labour. Job shar ing d i f f e r s  

from regular  part - t ime employment because i t  a l lows two 

or  more workers t o  share a job t h a t  was (or could be) 

f i l l e d  by one f u l l - t i m e  worker. Regular part - t ime 

employment i s  work t h a t  f o r  technica l  o r  cost reasons 

cannot e a s i l y  be converted t o  a f u l l - t i m e  job. Meltz s t  

a l .  (1981) po in t  out t h a t  according t o  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  

persons who are working part - t ime i n v o l u n t a r i l y  are 

involved i n  work sharing ra the r  than regu lar  par t - t ime 

emp 1 oymen t . 
Although job shar ing i s  one a l t e r n a t i v e  among a 

number of  p o l i c i s s  t h a t  are  p r o p o r ~ d  as p r a c t i c a l  
i 

responses t o  the  problems of l a y o f f s  and unemployment, 

the impetus f o r  job sharing and part - t ime work i s  

d i f f e r e n t  than t h a t  f o r  work sharing. Job shar ing comer 

from an increasing awareness of  t he  need t o  f i t  work t o  

the worker. According t o  Meltx e t  a1.(1981), job 

sharing i s  most heav i l y  favoured by persons who are 

overemployed a t  t h e i r  cur rent  jobs. Also, the  numerous 

job sharing experiments invo lve  almost exc lus ive ly  

married women i n  occupations such as l i b r a r i a n ,  teacher, 

and nurse. Meier (1978) found job sharing t o  be 

pract ised main1 y amang teachers, administrators, 

secretar ies, counselors, and researchers. She a lso  
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found job sharing ed i tors ,  ministers, physicians, bank 

t e l l e r s ,  therapists,  museum designers, and food serv ice  

workers. According t o  Meier (1978) job sharing i s  an 

e f f o r t  t o  balance the  q u a l i t y  of l i f e  f o r  those who f e e l  

economically and s o c i a l l y  able t o  venture i n t o  new 

choices. It comes from e f f o r t s  i n  t he  l a t e  s i x t i e s  t o  

develop new caretar l e v e l  oppor tun i t ies  i n  part - t ime jobs 

by res t ruc tu r i ng  fu l l - t ime ,  40 hour per week pos i t ions .  

Whether job sharing, part-t ime, or  work sharing i s  the  

method preferred, Rest (1981) po in ts  out tha t  there  i s  

an important labour market trend towards an increase i n  

the propor t ion of the  working age populat ion who seek 

employment, but  who work 1 than what we have 

t r a d i t i o n a l l y  ca l l ed  l ' ful l - t imen. 

According to Harriman !??82! the vast ma jo r i t y  tf 

compleu organi t a t i  ons operate under a standard work 

week, a f ined  schedule, and a common package of f r i n g e  

benef i t s  f o r  the  employees. This f i xed  career path 

assumes a l i n e a r  pa t te rn  of f u l l - t ime  uninterrupted 

work. These standard f i xed  procedures o r i g ina te  i n  an 

e a r l i e r  age and an e a r l i e r  economy and assume a fami ly  

pat tern  of male breadwinner w i th  dependent wi fe  and 

chi ldren. However, f o r  many the post i n d u s t r i a l  soc ie ty  

has arr ived. Changes have occurred i n  f a m i l i e s  and 

fami ly  l i f e  and now, a major i ty  of North American 

fami l i e s  are not  represented by t h i s  pattern. The 
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dual-earner f am i l y  or  t h e  s i n g l e  parent f ami l y  now 

represents a l a r g e  percentage of  fami l ies .  

Pressures t o  a l low more f l e x i b l e  work schedules 

have ar isen because of  a number of condi t ions.  

According t o  Best (19811, Meier (19781, and Meltz e t  a l .  

(1981) these cond i t ions  are# 

1)  an increased number of women i n  the  work force, 

2) a concern of  soc ie ty  a a whole t o  provide 

dual-wage earner f a m i l i e s  t he  oppor tun i ty  t o  r a i a e  t h e i r  

c h i  ldren, 

3) young workmrs' i n a b i l i t y  t o  f i n d  meaningful 

job. coupled w i th  a heightened expectat ion of  work due 

t o  higher educational attainment, and 

4)  l i f e  cyc le  changes: o f ten o lder  workers would 

p re fe r  a l ightened work load or  a l a t e r  ret i rement. 

Tho increase i n  women i n  the  workforce w i l l  not  

on ly  i n t e n s i f y  t he  labour market competi t ion but  w i  11 

a lso  a1 t e r  worktime preferences. What are considered 

standard work pa t te rns  today have not  always been 

standard. There has been an h i s t o r i c a l  evo lu t ion  i n  

order t o  meet changing needs. Me l t t  e t  a l .  (1981) 

repo r t  t h a t  i t  i s  t h e i r  impression tha t  a substant ia l  

number of  persons des i re  t o  share P job but  lack the  

opportunity.  Meier (1978) suggests t ha t  governments 

should take the  lead i n  promoting job-sharing. I n  f ac t ,  

l e g i s l a t i o n  has been parsed a t  the Federal l e v e l  (USA) 
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and i n  two o r  three s ta tes  t o  encourage opening up 

oppor tun i t ies  f o r  job sharing (Olmstead, 1977). Mei e r  

(1978) f e e l s  there i s  a widespread lack o f  apprec ia t ion  

f o r  the  advantages o f  job sharing t o  management and a 

t r a d i t i o n a l  res is tance t o  admin is t ra t i ve  compl i ca t ions .  

Grenwald and L i s s  (1973) suggest t h a t  a1 though 

women are a major source of  p a r t  t i  me empl oymont , men 

are a lso  asking f o r  l ess  r i g i d  work hours. Harriman 

(1982) s ta tes  t h a t  male acceptance i s  essen t ia l  i f  t h e  

concept of  job sharing i s  t o  take hold. As long as o n l y  

women p a r t i c i p a t e  they w i l l  be perceived as an " e l i t e 1 '  

group. She a l so  po in t s  out t h a t  t o  some the  idea may 

seem b i z a r r e  bu t  no t  long ago the  idea of  careers f o r  

women, especial  l y  married women w i th  c h i  ldren,  was 

considered aberrant. 

Most arrangements f o r  job sharing are i n i t i a t e d  by 

the  workers and the  organizat ion responds t o  t h e i r  needs 

(Meier, 1778). Organizations are more l i k e l y  t o  permi t  

sharing i f  both employees are already i n  t h e i r  employ 

and i f  both par tners  are capable of  handl ing the  job 

alone. Tho combining of  the  t a l e n t s  of two people 

b r ings  a greater  range of exper t ise  t o  t h e  job, Job 

sharing makes more a t t r a c t i v e  those jobs which a re  prone 

t o  h igh turnover rates.  

Meier (1978) sets  out four  basic c r i t e r i a  f o r  job 

sharing8 1) vo luntary  choice of employee, 2) del  i b e r a t r  



conversion of  one f u l l - t ime  pos i t ion,  3) existence of a 

partner or  other ha l f ,  and 4)  prov is ion of f r i n g e  

banef i ts.  

Olmstead (1977) adds these c r i  t a r i a :  5 )  acceptance 

by the supervisor of the concept of  job sharing, and 6) 

support from the i n s t i t u t i o n  f o r  t he  concept of job 

sharing and treatment of the job sharer i n  the  same 

manner as other employees. 

Part-t ime work i s  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  associated w i th  low 

paid, unsk i l l ed  or  semi-ski l led jobs. Job sharing i s  an 

innovat ive war k pat tern tha t  a1 1 ows prof  essi onal 

personnel the  opportunity t o  pursue a career an a 

part-t ime basis. The aim of  job sharing i s  t o  increase 

the  number and q u a l i t y  of part-t ime opportunit ies(Meisr,  

1978). I t i s  a method of  res t ruc tu r ing  f u l l - t ime  work 

so tha t  a l l  the  du t ies  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  o+ a high 

l eve l  pos i t i on  are covwsd by two ind i v idua ls  who earn a 

professional sa lary  and benef i t s  (Block, 19BO). Currant 

regulat ions o f ten  i n h i b i t  change but  "much of t he  

d i f f i c u l t y  come from the s t i l l  pervasive fee l ing  tha t  

only ce r ta in  jobs are su i tab le  and from the perception 

tha t  the person unable or unw i l l i ng  t o  work the standard 

work week is a less  valuable workerl'(Meier, 1978, p.32). 

According t o  Block (1980) job sharing requires 

communication between partners and r espons ib i l i t y  t o  

each other. It does not  presuppose t ha t  only one person 

will be on t he  job a t  any one time. Col laborat ion i s  
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more l i k e l y  t o  be a r e q u i s i t e  oS job sharing than any 

other work arrangement. The l e v e l  of communication and 

cooperation necessary t o  share a job makes job sharing 

q u i t e  d i s t i n c t  from job s p l i t t i n g  which apport ions out 

s p e c i f i c  tasks t o  each partner.  The most succrssfu l  job 

sharers have unwri t t e n  con t rac ts  t o  cooperate 

extensive1 y and t o  become i nterchangewbl e whenever 

possible. 

There are many advantages and d i  sadvantages 

inherent i n  the  concept o f  job sharing, and the task of  

assessing these advantages and d i  sadvantages i s 

complicated by a lack of  past experience and research on 

the  subject. Much of  what has been w r i t t e n  are 

assumptions bared on t h e  performance of  part - t ime 

workers i n  qmneral. Thm adv~n t~gWB and disadvantages 

can be broken down i n t o  four  categorieso advantages t o  

employer, advantages t o  employee, disadvantages t o  

employer, and disadvantages t o  employee. 

Studies i n d i c a t e  t h a t  one advantage t o  t he  employer 

i s  t h a t  p r o d u c t i v i t y  o f t en  r i s e s  because job sharing 

employees b r i n g  more energy and enthusiasm t o  t h e  job 

(Meltx e t  al., 1981). As wel l ,  t he  employer gains 

workers who are  committed t o  the  job because they feel 

t h a t  t he  company i s  cognizant o f  t h e i r  needs. The 

workers' per f  ormance r e f l e c t s  t h e i r  percept ion of  t he  

company's a t t i t u d e  toward them. Also they can keep up a 

much fas te r  pace f o r  shorter  per iods of t ime (Grenwald 



and Liss,  1973). Related t o  p roduc t i v i t y  l e ve l s  i s  a 

lower r a t e  of absenteeism and turnover (Olmstead, 1977). 

Olmstead ( 1977) 1 i s t s  several other advantages. 

Serious d is rup t ion  can be avoided because partners cover 

f o r  each other during vacation, i l l ness ,  o r  normal 

turnover. There i s  increased f l e x i b i l i t y  o f  peak hours. 

New jobs are opened up. New opt ions are ava i lab le  f o r  

o lder and/or handicapped workers. Overtime costs can be 

eliminated. Meier (1978) repor ts  tha t  there i s  greater 

expert ise due t o  the  combining of complementary s k i l l s ,  

and pos i t ions  which are prone t o  a h igh turn-over r a t e  

a re  made more a t t r a c t i v e  by job-sharing. Msltz e t  a l .  

(1981) s t a t e  t ha t  work sharing i n  general can avoid an 

increase i n  average wags costs because i n  t ime of  l a y o f f  

i t  i s  the jun io r  employees who m u s t  leave, 

For the  employer the f i r s t  and most important 

disadvantage of  job sharing and of work sharing i n  

general i s  t ha t  i t  increaser admin is t ra t ive costs 

re la ted  t o  Unemployment Insurance, heal th  insurance, 

Canada Pensi on P l  an, and Workmen? s Compensat i on, s i  nce 

these costs, espec ia l ly  a t  higher income leve ls ,  are 

d i r e c t l y  r e l a t@d  t o  the  number of employees (Meltx e t  

a l .  1981). These costs may be o f f s e t  by increased 

p roduc t i v i t y  and reduced absenteeism but such f ac to r s  

are of ten very d i f f i c u l t  t o  assess. Mel t r  e t  a l .  (1981) 

po in t  out t ha t  there are soma analogies between the  

current  discussion about job sharing and t ha t  which took 

place a dscade ago on the subject of f l e x i b l e  working 
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hours. They say tha t  i t  i s  now genera l ly  accepted t h a t  

f l e x i b l e  working hours have proved cost e f f e c t i v e  by 

reducing absenteeism, overtime, s t a f f  turnover and 

non-productive t ime as wel l  as producing increased 

p roduc t i v i t y  and enhanced morale arid labour re la t i ons .  

The answer t o  t h i s  problem of t he  cost of  f r i n g e  

benef i t s  may be t o  i n s t i t u t e  government p o l i c i e s  which 

base costs on the t o t a l  number of  hours worked by a l l  

the employees i n  the company. As i t  i s  now, a t  t he  

higher income levels,  i t  i s  t o  the  company's advantage c/ 
t o  have f u l l  -time workers ra ther  than part- t ime workers. 

6 second disadvantage i s  t ha t  job sharing increases 

tha number of s t a f f .  H i r i ng  and t r a i n i n g  cos ts  are 

l i k e l y  t o  increase. Supervision may be doubled bu t  

Olmstead (1977) says t ha t  i n  a c t u a l i t y  double 

supervision has not materi a1 i zed because job sharers a re  

more committed t o  work and are committed t o  communicate 

wi th each other. 

The primary benef i t  t o  the  employee i s  more t ime 

o f f  work t o  pursue other a c t i v i t i e s  and commitments 

(Block, 1980) . It al lows one t o  balance t ime and 

rsspons ib i l i t i es .  Job sharers a re  general ly  mothers 

wi th school age ch i ld ren  who use t h i s  t ime o f f  t o  r a i s e  

t h e i r  fami l ies.  As wel l  Meier (1978) found t h a t  job 

sharers use t h e i r  t ime o f f  t o  pursue other jobs o r  t o  

improve t h e i r  education. 

Meier (1978) po in ts  out sev@ral secondary bene f i t s  

t o  the job sharer. A tedious job 1s l ass  tedious! a 
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s t rmss fu l  job i s  l o m i  dr+aining. Partnmre b o l s t e r  each 

o ther  and consu l t  each o ther  and t h e r e  i s  a sense o f  

i nterdepandence. P w t n e r %  cover f o r  each o ther .  Theare 

i m  an addad self-awareness o f  your job because pa r t ne r s  

communicate. There i s  a sense o f  e f f ec t i veness  because 

you a re  b e t t e r  prepared. Job sharers  have a g rea te r  

sense o f  campetency and esteem. There is a m e  of 

choice and autonomy over tasks  and t ime. 

The mast obvious disadvantage f a r  t h e  employee i s  

t h a t  wages a re  n o t  as high.  A s  we l l ,  f r i n g e  b e n e f i t s  

may no t  be as comprehensive f o r  jab sharers,  e s p e c i a l l y  

i+ they  a re  p ro ra ted  t o  match t h e  hours o f  emp1oyment 

(@lock,  1980). Another impor tant  diwadvantagm i s  t h a t  

promotion i s  l i m i t e d  by v i r t u e  o f  p u t t i n g  i n  1 s  t ime  1/ 
an t h e  j o b ,  k r e r d i n g  ts Meier : : $ 7 8 i ,  secondary 

disadvantages may develop. There may be a problem o f  

main ta in ing  equ i t ab l e  d i v i s i o n  o f  t ime  and f r i n g e  

b @ n a f i t s n  an u n c e r t a i n t y  as t o  whether tenure  depends on 

team o r  i n d i v i d u a l  eva lua t ion ,  a l o s s  o f  personal 

i d e n t i t y  i n  t h e  par tnersh ip ,  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  accompl ishing 

as much as you would l i k e  on t he  job, w p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a 

f e e l i n g  o f  jea lousy from a ther  s t a f f  o r  i r r i t a t i n g  

adjustments t a  make t~ a par tner .  As w e l l  job sharers 

o f t e n  work e x t r a  i n  order  t o  keep up employer conf idence 

i n  sharing. 
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Accnrding t o  Meisr 11978) t h e  p r a f ~ s s i o n a l  f i e l d  i n  

which job shar ing  i s  most r e a d i l y  found i s  teaching. 

Block (a9845 c i t @ r  many advankagea 09 ~ o b  shar ing  %hat  

nrr  p a r t i c u l a r  t o  t he  taaching p ra fe r s i nn ,  Teacher 

f a t i g u e  i s  lessened. There i s  an u p l i f t i n g  of  s p i r i t s  

due t o  t he  i n t e r a c t i v e  support  o f  job sharers.  There i s  

more t ime  t o  prepare lessons. Teaching i s  eas ie r .  

There i s  an oppo r t un i t y  t o  compare one's assessment o f  

pupi  1s w i t h  those o f  a  second p ro fess iona l .  A s  we1 1 

t he re  maybe an amel ioratkon o f  a  disharmonious 

r s l a t i o n s h i p  between a p u p i l  and a teacher because o f  

reduced contact .  

As we l l ,  d i f f e r e n t  types o f  share teach ing  r e s u l t  

i n  d i f f e r e n t  types ~f bcne+its, I* the  pair is comp~sec! 3 

o f  one experienced and one nov ice  teacher, t h e  

experienced teacher may be in fused  w i t h  t he  enthusiasm 

o f  t h e  nov ice  and t h e  nov ice  may absorb some o f  t h e  

e:.:pertise o f  t h e  experienced teacher.  I f  t he  s p l i t  i s  

on a mnrningfnfk@rnoon ba r i s ,  that c h i l d r e n  ga in  w f r m h  

t m c h e r  tw i ce  w day. I f  t h e  %chedul@ i s  a p l i t  on w h a l f  

weekly o r  a l t e r n a t e  weekly basas, t he  teachers have 

l a r g e  b locks  o f  t ime i n  which t o  schedule t h o i r  

non-school a c t i v i t i e s .  

Students w i l l  b e n e f i t  from t he  tendency of  shar ing  

teachers t o  teach those areas w i t h  which they f e e l  most 

comfor table and adept. Two d i f f e r e n t  p o i n t s  o f  view 

about t he  s tudents  p l u s  the  ex is tence of a  second person 



who arxprssses an i n t e r e s t  i n  the  students h r s  f u r t h e r  

p o t e n t i a l  advantages f o r  the  students (Block, 1980). 

Job sharing can be a usefu l  too1 f o r  admin is t ra tors  

as an a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  l ayo f f s ,  as a way of  in t roduc ing 

new teachers t o  the  system and i n fus ing  now energies and 

ideas i n t o  t he  system, as a usefu l  t o o l  i n  combatting 

teacher burnout, and as a method of  maintaining older 

valued teachers who might otherwise r e t i r e .  Other 

bene f i t s  t o  t ho  school system can be reduced d i s rup t i on  

through the  use of  t he  partner ra the r  than a subst i tu te ,  

reduced cost  i f  the  second par tner  i s  a novice teacher, 

higher employee morale, and added f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  

personnel scheduling (Block, 1980). 

hccording t o  Block (1980) there  are many 

disadvantages o f  job sharing t h a t  arm of p a r t i c u l a r  

concern t o  teaching. There i s  the  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  w 
- - 

, breakdown i n  communicati-on. There i s  the  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  
-mrJ- 

a breakdown of  c o n t i n u i t y  of  i n s t r u c t i o n  i f  work i s  
-3 "*-- 

d iv ided on a s p l i t  week or  a l t e rna te  week schedule. The 

cost of f r i n g e  bene f i t s  f o r  t he  school system may be 

increased. There i s  the  problem of  the  proper amount of 

compensation t o  be pa id  t o  share teachers who s u b s t i t u t e  

f o r  t h e i r  par tner ( f u l l - t i m e  teacher r a t e  versus 

subs t i t u te  r a t e ) .  As wel l ,  there  may be the  problem of  

one of the  par tners  res ign ing o r  of  a ser ious 

i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y  a r i s i n g  between the  partners. Teachers 
4 - --_ _ _  _- 

who work morning/aftornoon s p l i t s  tend t o  f i n d  

themselves p u t t i n g  i n  longer days than they are 
- - --+ - --.- 



scheduled t o  work because they come i n  ea r l y  and leave 

la te .  On the  other hand, some admin is t ra tors  be l ieve  

t h a t  part - t ime teachers w i l l  be l ess  committed than fu l l -  

t ime s t a f f .  A s  we1 1, professional  organizat ions fear 

t h a t  thm reduct ion of  an i n s t r u c t o r L s  hours would 

p r o h i b i t  t h e  r a i s i n g  of  teaching t o  " i t s  appropr iate 

professional  s ta tu reN and a lso  weaken the bargaining 

pos i t ion.  There are a lso  concerns t h a t  par t - t ime 

teachers w i  11 be l ess  dedicated than f u l l - t i m e  teachers. 

Job Sharinn Research i n  Education 

Dapper and Murphy (1968) were the  f i r s t  t o  address 

themselves t o  share teaching. Their study was conducted 

f o r  Catalyst,  an American research organizat ion formed 

t o  f i n d  ways t o  make the  most product ive use of co l lege  

educated women. Catalyst  i s  concerned w i th  the  

p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of women combining rewarding work w i th  

f am i l y  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  t o  both t h e i r  own and soc ie ty 's  

advantage. I n  1968 thm United S ta te r  was t roub led by a 

pers is ten t  shortage o f  f i r s t  r a t e  teachers bu t  the 

country abounded w i th  well-educated women who would have 

l i k e d  t o  enter  or resume teaching f o r  p a r t  o f  the  day or 

w e a k .  Their study involved f i v e  school d i s t r i c t s  or  

areas tha t  employed p a r t  t ime teachers. Par t  of  the 

study included + i f t e e n  d i s t r i c t s  around Framingham, 

Massachusetts, t h a t  employed 120 p a i r s  of  sharing 

teachers. As share teaching i s  a specia l ized form of  

part - t ime teaching, a number of  t h e i r  f i nd ings  regarding 

part - t ime teachers i n  general, as wel l  as t h e i r  f i nd ings  



regarding share teachers i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  are  appl icab le  

t o  t h i s  review. 

According t o  Dapper and Murphy (1968) many of t he  

problems an t i c ipa ted  i n  tho  employment of part - t ime 

toachers never arose. Where part-time? teachers were 

used pre jud ices against them tended t o  vanish. 

Part- t ime teachers were f r e q u r n t l y  l e s s  prone t o  

absenteeism m d  c e r t a i n l y  were never more prone t o  

absented sm than f u l l - t i m e  teachers. They showed no 

tendency t o  d i l u t e  the  economic power of organized 

teachers and were more apt t o  s tay  put  then teachers 

general ly,  because matern i ty  was t h r  commonest reason 

f o r  teachers t o  leave the  profession and the  t y p i c a l  

part - t ime toachor had already had her chi ldren.  

Only thoso problem. asroeiated w i th  communication 

proved t o  be substant ia l ,  and then p r i n c i p a l s  found tha t  

w i th  a l i t t l e  c rea t i ve  arranging of  f a c u l t y  and 

departmental needs these d i f f i c u l t i e s  could be overcome. 

T h e f l e x i b i l i t y o f  par t - t imers  aided scheduling. Also 

admin is t ra tors  f e l t  t h a t  they were g e t t i n g  more than 

t h e i r  money's worth. Dapper and Murphy concluded t h a t  

the best school systems tended t o  be open-minded and 

innovat ive. 

The t y p i c a l  part - t imer was married, i n  her l a t e  

t h i r t i e s ,  or  e a r l y  f o r t i e s ,  w i th  one or  more ehi lc jd$&~ 

She was a former f u l l - t ime ,  f u l l y  c e r t i f i e d  teacher w i th  

an average f i v e  years experience and was b u s i l y  

improving her qua l i f i ca t i ons .  Se l f - fu l f i lment  i n  a 
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s o c i a l l y  s i g n i f  i can t  job, ra ther  than money, seemed t o  

motivate t h e  t y p i c a l  part - t ime teacher. She conducted 

herse l f  i n  the  classroom w i th  competence and enthusiasm 

whi le  cont inu ing t o  assign homo and fam i l y  top p r i o r i t y  

(Dapper and Murphy, 1968). 

Partnership teaching (share teaching) was 

introduced i n  Framingham i n  1965. One teacher taught 

morni ngs, one teacher taught a f  tsrnoons. There was 

c lose dove ta i l i ng  of  a l l  aspects of  the  job inc lud ing  

p l  anni ng, c u r r i  c u l  u m  innovation, assessment , appropr iate 

hand1 i n g  of i n d i v i d u a l  pupi i s ,  dea l ing w i th  parents, 

pro f  e r r ionwl  rssponsib i  1 i t y ,  and ex t ra -cur r i cu la r  

e c t i v i t e s .  The par tners  met f requent ly ,  conferred on 

the  phone and usua l l y  subs t i tu ted  f o r  each other. Their 

" P U C C ~ S S  depended on thought fu l ,  comprrhsnsi ve 

praparat ion, t o  ant ic ipate ,  and i f  poss ib le  t o  avoid 

d i f f i c u l t i e s "  (Dapper and Murphy, 1968, p.9). 

There was no teacher shortage i n  Framingham, and 

teacher shortage was no t  the  mot ivat ion f o r  

experimenting w i th  partnership teaching. The idea 

o r ig ina ted  w i th  Mrs. Nona Por ter  o f  the  Women's 

Educational and I n d u s t r i a l  Union i n  Boston, and t h o  

Framingham school d i s t r i c t s  were asked t o  implement the 

program (Dapper and Murphy, 1968). 

I n  1967, Catalyst  assessed Framinghamrs partnership 

twachinq program (Dapper and Murphy, 1968). A t  f i r s t  

many p r i n c i p a l s  were apprehensive but  most were moon won 

over t o  support the  new program. hl though i n  general 



n e i t h e r  p r a i s e  nor blame came back t o  t h e  

admin is t ra to rs ,  teachers repor ted  t h a t  parents  

vo lunteered favourable comments. Qne p r i n c i p a l  phoned a  

number o f  h i s  parents  whom he chase a t  random, and 

s o l i c i t e d  t h e i r  op in ions.  He found, t h a t  they too, had 

a t  f i r s t  been apprehensive, bu t  were pleased w i t h  t h e  

way t he  pa r tne rsh ip  worked i n  t h e i r  c h i l d ' s  c lasw-am. 

One parent  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  p ra i sed  t h e  d i v e r s i t y ,  t h e  

superb sducat iona l  ewperience, and t h a  outstanding 

eoe ia l  and acadmmic r e s u l t s .  One p r i n c i p a l  eommmtad 

t h a t  t h e  pa r t ns ra  w w m  p a r t - t i m r  o n l y  en pay day iind 

t h a t  each spent as much t ime  p repar ing  as a f u l l - t i m e  

teacher.  He a l s o  f e l t  t h a t  t he  parents  b e n e f i t t e d  by 

r e c e i v i n g  two d i f f e r e n t  p o i n t s  o f  view on t h e i r  c h i l d .  

Another 's  impression was t h a t  academic achievement was 

h igh.  One s c e p t i c a l  p r i n c i p a l  s a i d  t h a t  because o f  t h e  

l eng th  o f  t h e  school day and t h e  l eng th  of t he  school 

ycwr a  l o t  o f  people i n  t h e  p u b l i c  a l ready t h i n k  t h a t  

teach ing  i m  a p a r t - t i m r  job w i thou t  p rov ing  i t .  I n  

gms rw l ,  concerns about communication were no t  w p p a r t ~ d  

by t h e  performance o f  t h e  teachers. 

The teachers s a i d  i t  worked because they made i t  

wark. Tha childr-mn d i d  ne t  gmt undw  thmi r  s k i n  se much 

and they  were cons tan t l y  chal lenged t o  do as much work 

4s possib le.  

The p u p i l s  repor ted  t h a t  i t  was n i c e  t o  have a  new 

chance i n  t h e  a f te rnoon i f  t h e  morning teacher "was down 

on you". 



General ly  p r i n c i p a l s  who had no t  t r i e d  pa r tne rsh ip  

tmaching + # I t 1  

a )  i t  would confuse t he  ch i l d ren ,  

b )  pa r t ne r s  would no t  get  along--"two women i n  ane 

k i  t ~ h m n ~ ~ ,  and 

C )  parents  would ob jec t .  

I n  p r a c t i s e  nane o f  these o b j s e t i o n s  hm3d up, 

Dapper and Murphy [ 1968) concluded t h a t  ob j ec t i ons  

t o  t he  use o f  share-t ime teachers were i n s t i t u t i o n a l  

r a t h e r  than performance re l a t ed .  

New Ways t o  Work (Moorman e t  a1.,1980) i s  a 

non -p ro f i t  work resource o rgan i za t i on  founded i n  1972 i n  

t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  s o c i e t y  does no t  meet a l l  o f  people 's 

work needs. I n  1974 i t  developed a program t o  promote 

job shar ing, and i n  1978 i t s  Job Shar ing i n  t h e  Schools 

P r o j e c t  was foundmd. A random s e l e c t i o n  o f  C a l i f o r n i a  

School D i s t r i c t s  was made by s e l e c t i n g  every t e n t h  

~ r h o o l  d i a t r i e t  l i ~ t e d  i n  Cha "Csl i f e r n i a  Pub l i c  8chsol 

D i r e c t o r y "  1979 Ed i t i on .  Data was c o l l e c t e d  i n  t he  

1979-1980 school year. The i r  r e p o r t  focusad on teachers 

who were shar ing,  bu t  many other  school 

psrsnnne l - -p r inc iga la9  caunsbl or%, l i b r a r i a n s ,  

cus tod i  wns, s e e r e t a r i  es and recsp t  i oni  s ts- -a l  so wmre 

shar ing. The i r  survey found t h a t  some form o f  job 

shar ing  was used i n  27.6% o f  Ca l iSo rn i a  school d i s t r i c t s  

b u t  t h a t  i t  was main ly  centered i n  t h e  San Francisco Bay 

area. Fo r t y - th ree  d i s t r i c t s  t h a t  r e p l i e d  t h a t  they  had 
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experience w i t h  job shar ing  were se lec ted  t o  fill out  a 

wwenteen page ques t ionna i re  about t h e i r  experience. 

Moorman e t  a l .  ( 1980) i nc luded  i n  t h e i r  

i n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  t h i s  s tudy a l e t t e r  f rom D r .  Robert E. 

McLean, Ass is tan t  Superintendent, Personnel Services, 

Pa10 A l t o  U n i f i e d  School D i s t r i c t ,  i n  which he s t a ted  

t h a t  t o  him jab shar ing  meant t h a t  two i n d i v i d u a l s  

a c t u a l l y  shared a p o s i t i o n .  I t  might mean both  

i n d i v i d u a l s  were on t he  job a t  one t ime, o r  t h a t  one was 

t he re  one time, and t h e  o ther  a t  another t ime. I n  h i s  

exper ience job shar ing  r equ i r ed  more t ime  than a s imple 

pa r t - t ime  job bu t  t h e  r e s u l t s  were a l s o  greater .  He 

a l s o  s a i d  t h a t  teaching cou ld  b e  a l a n e l y  endaavor bu t  

w i t h  job shar ing  thsrm was no t  t h e  oppo r t un i t y  ever t o  

be lone ly .  H i s  exper ience was t h a t  job sharers exc i t ed  

and mthuoed  aaeh o ther .  We went en t o  say t h a t  

teaching was a tremendously demanding profession--mare 

than i t  should be i f  one t r i e d  t o  have any k i nd  o f  l i f e  

ou ts ide  nf t h e  pro fess ion .  

The New Ways t o  Work P r o j e c t  found t ha t ,  i n  74% of  

t h e  school d i s t r i c t s ,  job shar ing  was i n i t i a t e d  becauscs 

two f u l l - t i m e  teachers had requested i t. Teachers' 

reasons f o r  i n i t i a t i n g  shar ing  were: 

a) s i c k  o r  e l d e r l y  parents  who needed care, 

b )  smal l  c h i l d r e n  a t  hame, 

C I  a way of  phasing i n t o  re t i remen t ,  

d l  a need -for more t ime  t o  do t h i n g s  they enjoyed 

doing, o r  
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e) they were t i r e d  of  teaching f u l l - t i m e  and were 

not  enjoying i t  as much any more. 

School d i s t r i c t o  t h a t  i n i t i a t e d  shar ing reported 

t h a t  t h e i r  reasons were: 

a) they d i d  not  want t o  l ose  good and valued 

teachers, 

b) i t  was an a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  l ayo f f s ,  

c )  i t  allowed a new teacher t o  be hired, 

d) i t  was a method of phased ret i rement,  or  

e) i t  was a response t o  a specia l  need o f  the 

d i s t r i c t .  

The answer t o  the  question, 'lDoess job sharing cost  

a school d i s t r i c t  more money?'' var ied and depended on 

the  d i s t r i c t ' s  implementation of  t he  arrangement. Some 

d i s t r i c t s  reported t h a t  job sharing saved money i n  two 

areas. F i r s t ,  they d i d  no t  need t o  h i r e  as many 

subst i tutes.  Second, the  d i s t r i c t s  rea l i zed  savings 

because sharing was more prevalent  a t  t he  higher end of 

the sa la ry  scale. This enabled the  d i s t r i c t  t o  h i r e  

teachers a t  t he  lower end of t he  scale t o  f i l l  t he  

pos i t i ons  t h a t  remained. A few reported t h e i r  costs 

increased because of f r i n g e  b e n e f i t  costs. Some sa id  

there  was no impact on costs  (Moorman e t  dl., 1780). 

bccording t o  Moorman e t  a1.(1980) a l l  43 

admin is t ra tors  who were asked t o  c i t e  advantages and 

disadvantages of  job sharing agreed t h a t  t he  education 

of  the students had no t  suffered. I n  f ac t ,  t h i r t e e n  

admin is t ra tors  1 i s t e d  uimproved'~ education i n  t h e  



classroom as an advantage of job sharing. The sharers 

themsel ves a1 so percsi  ved improved education i n  the  

classroom. Administrators c i t e d  many advantages t o  job 

sharing. Forty-f  our percent of school d i s t r i c t s  

surveyed l i s t e d  no disadvantages, and only three 

disadvantages were mentioned by more than one school 

d i s t r i c t  o cost, supervisory time, and increased 

admin is t ra t ive work. 

Several school d i s t r i c t s  surveyed the  parents of 

ch i ld ren  i n  job sharing classrooms. The responses were 

ovmrwhelmingly posi tivm. 

Rmaction from Teachers* Asmociations war mixed. 

8ome had taken thm lmad i n  negot ia t ing job sharing f a r  

t h e i r  mmmbws. Others f e l t  t ha t  on ly  f u l l - t i m e  workers 

could be commi t t e d  prof  esmi onals. 

Noorman e t  a l .  (p. 59) concluded t h e i r  repor t  w i th  

t h i s  statementr 

I n i t i a l  skepticism about job sharing has 
now given way t o  increased acceptance of  i t s  
use and enthusiasm f o r  i t s  benef i ts .  Teachers 
value the  freedom i t  grants, administrators 
the problem-solving i t  provider. Students 
welcome the  change i n  t h e i r  clarsroom rout ine,  
and parents boast of t h e i r  ch i ldren 's  improved 
education and a t t i t u d e  toward school. Job 
sharing i s  indeed a phenomenon tha t  i s  here t o  
stay. 

In  1978, Meier conducted a study of job sharing f o r  

tho  W. E. Upjohn I n e t i t u t e  f o r  Employment Research. 

Nmimr (1978) and her s t a f f  sent questionairem t o  several 

hundred previous1 y i dent i f i s d  job sharers. Responrrr 

wmre received from 258 i nd i v idua ls  or  65 percent of  the  
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t o t a l  number of questi  onnaires tha t  were sent. Teachers 

represented a greater number of the  respondents (26%) 

than the other prof  essional groups. Sharing among 

teachers war most prevalent a t  the  elementary school 

l eve l  and was usua l l y  on an ind i v idua l  basis as only a 

few d i s t r i c t s  ac t i ve l y  promoted t h i s  option. Sharing 

was more f requent ly  found on the  west coast than 

e l  sewhere. 

Meier a lso  quoted from a pre l iminary  study don. by 

her f a r  New Ways t o  Work i n  1976. This study found tha t  

administrators who had r l  lowed sharing wwre general l y  

e~ t r eme l y  favourableu Issues confront ing admin imtrntor~ 

concernad who should be e l i g i b l e  f o r  t h i s  option, the  

numbers tha t  should be permitted, and the  c r i t a r i w  f o r  

re tu rn ing  t o  f u l l - t ime  teaching. The advantages t o  the  

d i s t r i c t  were the  high qua l i t y  of shared teaching which 

was a r e s u l t  of the  great s k i l l  d i v e r s i t y  w i th in  a 

s ing le  posi t i o n  and the increased energy and enthusiasm 

o f  sharing teachers. Issues confront ing teachers were 

task d iv is ion ,  t ime schedul inq, un i f  i ed teaching 

philosophy and the need f o r  communication. 

Most respondents t o  Meier's questionnaire f e l t  

s t rongly  tha t  t he  organizat ion benef i t ted  from the  

sharing as much as they did. There waa be t te r  coverage 

wi th  two on the  job. Many sharwrs f e l t  t ha t  thmy wmre 

a t  least  as e f f e c t i v e  and o f ten  mare e f fec t i ve  than 

t h e i r  f u l l - t ime  counterparts yet  they were not accorded 

equal treatment i n  terms of job tenure. 



I n  1978, t ha  Hawaii Sta te  Leg is la tu re  authorized 

the  establishment of a thrme-year job sharing p i l o t  

p ro jec t  i n  the  Department of Education (DOE) by the 

passage of  k t  150. The act  provided f o r  the  conversion 

of  a maximum of 100 f u l l - t i m e  classroom teaching 

posi t i o n r  t o  job sharing pos i t ions.  It allowed the  

voluntary sharing of  one tenured teacher" p o s i t i o n  w i th  

a newly h i r e d  teacher. I n  t he  198Q-1981 school year 

there ware 66 job sharing teams, 50 i n  gradms 1 t o  6 and 

3 6 i n g r a d e s  7 t o  12. Although four tenured male 

teachers pa r t i c i pa ted  i n  the program, most tenured 

teachers who opted t o  share t h e i r  pos i t i ons  were females 

i n  the  t h i r t y  t o  t h i r t y - n i n e  year age group. Vmry Sew 

tenured teachers near ret i rement opted t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  

t he  program (Evaluat ion of t he  Job Sharing P i l o t  

Project ,  1981). 

Thm program had four  ob jec t ives.  

To o f f e r  an a l t e r n a t i v e  employment opt ion t o  
teachers. 

To provide more employment oppor tun i t iee f o r  
t he  d ispropor t ionate numbers of unemployed 
teachers i n  the state.  

To create more s t imu la t i ng  anvirctnmants f o r  
tenured teachers i n  t h e i r  pro f  essional 
capaci t ies.  

To provide add i t iona l  educational %ti mu1 us f o r  
students. 

P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  the  job shar ing p ro jec t  was 

s t r i c t l y  voluntary. Most tenured teachers stated t h e i r  

mot ivat ion was t o  increase the  amount of t ime t h a t  they 

could spend w i th  t h e i r  fami l ies .  Although there were 
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some "new h i r e s t t  who were speci f  i c a l  l y  look ing f a r  

part - t ime pos i t i ons  (33%) most "new h i r e s "  chose t o  work 

t h i s  way because i t  was the  on ly  way t o  obta in  a regular  

teaching pos i t ion .  The tenured teachers f e l t  t h a t  they 

were b e t t e r  teachers because of  a decrease i n  teaching 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and a corresponding lessening of  s t ress  

and pressures. They reported t h a t  they were more 

refreshed and energet ic i n  the  classroom. The repo r t  

s ta ted t h a t  there  was an ove ra l l  f e e l i n g  of  improved and 

enthus iast ic  a t t i t u d e  towards teaching. The "new h i r e s "  

were s l i g h t l y  l e s s  enthus iast ic  because most would have 

ra ther  had a f u l l - t i m e  pos i t ion.  

Mort p r i n c i p a l s  based t h e i r  f ee l i ngs  about the 

d e s i r a b i l i t y  09 job sharing on the  success or  f a i l u r e  of  

tha  job sharing term. r t  the i r  schoe!~. They stressad 

t h a t  t he  advantages gained were a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  t ho  

dedicat ion, strength, and professional  ism of the 

i n d i v i d u a l  job sharers. Ninety-two percent of  the  

p r i n c i p a l s  involved ra ted  job sharing as being e i t h e r  an 

"sxcel l e n t  or  t'good" employment opt ion, but  many 

cautioned t h a t  not  a l l  teachers are su i ted  t o  job 

sharing. The success o r  f a i l u r e  of  t he  job sharing team 

depended on se lec t ing  a partner who was compatible. 

Ni nety-seven percent of  the  tenured teachers 

reported good work re la t i onsh ip  ( compa t ib i l i t y )  w i th  

t h e i r  partners. Eighty-two percent o f  both tenured and 

newly h i r e d  teachers reported tha t  school admin is t ra tors  

and collmagues had p o s i t i v e  a t t i t u d e s  about t h e i r  job 



sharing. E igh t  percent reported t h a t  t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l s  

ware l ess  than enthus iast ic  about the  p i l o t  p ro jec t .  

Ninety percent of  the tenured teachers reported an 

increase i n  job sa t i s fac t ion .  Ninety-two percent f e l t  

t h a t  they were more product ive under job sharing whi le 

8% reported no change. Sixty-seven percent of  the  

p r i n c i p a l s  thought t h a t  job sharing cont r ibuted t o  a 

more s t imu la t i ng  environment f o r  t h s  tenured teacher 

whi le  11% thought i t  had a negative impact on the 

tenured teacher'. environment. 

Thm lack of  any d i r e c t  and objmctivm mmasurms of 

mf fect iveness made i t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  determine accurately 

t he  e f f e c t s  o f  job sharing on the  q u a l i t y  of  education. 

4 random sampling of  89 students revealed t h a t  96% sa id  

t h a t  they l i k e d  having two teachers. The parmts  sr 

guardi anr of  these students were a1 so surveyed. 

Seventy-six percent of the  parents sa id  t h a t  the q u a l i t y  

of t h e i r  ch i l d ren ' s  education e i t h e r  remained the  same 

or  improved, 16% were uncertain, and 8% f e l t  the  q u a l i t y  

o f  education worsened under the  p i l o t  pro jec t .  Most job 

sharers f e l t  they were able t o  provide more f o r  t h e i r  

students. 

A 1  though 33% of t he  p r i n c i p a l s  reported improved 

mducational qua1 i t y  a t  t he  end of  the  year, most f e l t  

t ha t  there  waa no impact on the  q u a l i t y  of  education and 

on ly  one f e l t  i n  one p a r t i c u l a r  case t h a t  the e f f e c t s  

ware adverse. Many p r i n c i p a l s  wmre quick t o  po in t  out  

t h a t  any incrrasm or  dscreass of educational s t imulus 



f o r  the students was probably due t o  the ind iv idua ls  

involved ra ther  than the program i t s e l f .  

D i rec t  operat ing costs of the p i l o t  p ro jec t  which 

included salar ies,  cont r ibut ions t o  ret irement fund, 

soci a1 secur i ty ,  heal th  fund, and unemployment 

compensation fund were computed f o r  the  year 1979-1980 

and estimated f o r  the year 1980-1981. There was found 

t o  be a t o t a l  reduct ion of *496,000 which would accrue 

t o  the s t a t e  (Evaluation of  the  Job 8haring P i l o t  

Projmct, 1901, p.30) .  The rmduction i n  sa lary  was 

d i r e c t l y  re la ted  t o  the d i f  ference between sa lary  levwl 

o f  the tenurwd and newly h i red  teachers. As wel l  

roduced costs wore reported f o r  ret i rement cont r ibut ions 

and soc ia l  secur i ty .  Only medical, dental, and group 

l i f e  p lan cont r ibu t ions  increased. Administrat ive costs 

of  the  program were minimal and were mainly re la ted  t o  

the  non-recurring costs of i n i t i a l  development and 

implementation of the program. 

The p ro jec t  was evaluated i n  March 1981. The 

evaluat ion found the  pro jec t  t o  be general ly  e f f e c t i v e  

i n  achieving the  program's object ives. The conclusions 

wwe (Evaluation of the Job Sharing P i l o t  Project,  1901, 

p.9) a 

Job shnring continues t o  be a feas ib le  and 
desired employment opt ion f o r  teachers. 

Job sharing continues t a  increase the  number 
of ava i lab le  teaching pos i t ions  fo r  unemployed 
teachers as wal l  as provide them wi th  more 
meaningful employment opportuni t ies.  However 
i t s  actual impact i n  reducing the  la rge  number 
of teaching appl icants seeking pos i t ions  i n  



the  Department of Education continues t o  be 
minimal. 

Job shar ing continues t o  create  a more 
s t imu la t i ng  environment f o r  tenured teachers 
i n  t h e i r  p ro f  essional capaci t ies.  Tenured 
teachers cons is ten t l y  repo r t  an increase i n  
job sa t i s fac t i on ,  work p roduc t i v i t y ,  and 
q u a l i t y  of  work. 

Although conc lur ive evidence i s  lack ing  t o  
support t h e  expectat ions t h a t  job sharing 
woul d prov ide addi t i  onal education s t  i m u 1  us 
f o r  students, t he  p i l o t  p r o j e c t  appears t o  
have a p o s i t i v e  e f f e c t  on the  q u a l i t y  of  
educat i o n  provided. Parents, job sharars, and 
p r i n c i p a l s  genera l ly  remain s a t i s f  i a d  w i th  the  
qua1 i t y  of  education provided under the  p i  l o t  
p ro jec t .  

The repo r t  recommended t h a t  t he  S ta t s  es tab l i sh  job 

sharing as a permanent employment op t ion  and i d e n t i f i e d  

a number of  issuer  t h a t  needed t o  be resolved before the  

program was made permanent. One o f  these issues was 

extending the option so thst two tenured teachers could 

share a pos i t ion.  

C r i t e r i a  f o r  Successsf u l  Share Teachina Partnershi  as 

I n  19BQ, Moorman e t  a l .  spec i f i ed  c e r t a i n  c r i t e r i a  

f o r  s e t t i n g  up a partnership. Compatabi l i ty of  t he  two 

sharing teachers was the  s i n g l e  most important 

ingred ient  of a successf u l  partnership.  One teacher 

said, "Job shar ing i s  l i k e  a marriage. You should 

choose your partner c a r e f u l l y n  (Moorman e t  al., 1980, 

p. 30). Because c o m p a t i b i l i t y  was so important, most 

school d i s t r i c t s  requ i red teachers t o  f i n d  t h e i r  own 

partners. One school d i s t r i c t  experienced d i f f i c u l t y  

when t h e  superintendent matched t h e  partners. When 

choosing a partner the  obvious c r i t e r i o n  was someone who 



wanted the same grade and schedule. Other c r i t e r i a  t h a t  

had t o  be considered were8 

1 . Teaching philosophy and educational goal s! 

par tners  had t o  bm u n i f i e d  i n  t h e i r  approach when 

deal ing w i th  parents and chi ldren.  

2. Opinion on d i sc ip l i ne .  

3. Personal h a b i t s  (o rder ly  vs. d i so rde r l y )  . 
4. Amount of  e f f o r t  t o  be pu t  i n t o  t he  job. 

5.  L i k i n g  f o r  each other. 

Most sharers sa id  t h a t  they sa t  i n  each o ther ' s  

classes i n  order t o  decide i f  they were compatible. 

Teachers a lso  could assess c o m p a t i b i l i t y  by s i t t i n g  down 

together and making plans f o r  t he  year. One p r i n c i p a l  

sa id  t h a t  he assumed the  teachers were compatible if 

they could agree enough to write out a romprrhcnslvr and 

well-designed p lan  f o r  the  school year. 

Communicating was the  biggest  challenge t h a t  t he  

sharers mentioned. Much t ime was spent a t  t he  beginning 

of the  year discussing plans, classroom procedures, and 

r u l e s  of  behaviour. Some of the  sharers spent t ime 

together i n  t he  classroom a t  t h e  beginning of  t h e  year 

i n  order t o  es tab l i sh  consistency. A few d i s t r i c t s  

required t h a t  both par tners  be present f o r  t he  f i r s t  

couple of  days. As the  year progressed sharers used 

telephone ca l  l s ,  d a i l y  logs, in format ion boxes, and 

paraprofessionals t o  communicate information. Many 

sharers made agreements w i th  t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l s  t o  be 

t reated as one teacher i n  order t o  reduce the  
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p r i n c i p a l ' s  need t o  communicate w i th  both partners. The 

p r i n c i p a l  would t e l l  one sharer, and t h a t  partner was 

responsible f o r  t e l l i n g  the  other partner.  Sharing 

teachers had t o  be care fu l  t o  l e t  t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l  know 

of  any schedule changes. Also, methods of communicating 

w i th  colleagues and parents had t o  be decided on. 

Most d i s t r i c t s  allowed the  teachers t o  choose any 

mchmdule upon which they and t h e i r  i mmediate supervisor 

could agree. A few d i s t r i c t s  l i m i t e d  the choice of 

schedules t o  s p l i t  day (morning/afternoon) o r  a l t e rna te  

semssters( fa l l /spr ing)  because they feared t h a t  other 

schedules would be d i s r u p t i v e  t o  the  c o n t i n u i t y  of  

i ns t ruc t i on .  Those d i s t r i c t s  t h a t  a1 lowed other 

achrdulru d i d  not  r r p o r t  any problems w i th  them. 

Althsuqh rome d i s t r i c t s  required each teacher ta wark n 

h a l f  day each day, some chose t h i s  schedule because they 

l i k e d  the  regu la r  d a i l y  r o u t i n e  f o r  t h e i r  own f a m i l i e s  

and because the  subjects were easier  t o  d i v i d e  up. Two 

teachers who i n i t i a l l y  chose a s p l i t  day schedule 

abandoned i t  because of  t he  problems they encountered 

such as d i s c i p l i n e  ca r r y  over, lack of c o n t i n u i t y  w i th  

s t a f f ,  a f e e l i n g  t h a t  t he  space was never t h e i r  own, no 

b i g  b locks o f  t ime f o r  themselves, p o t e n t i a l  f r ee  t ime 

was eaten up commuting each day, and d i f f i c u l t y  

communicating over lunch hour because the  r e s t  o f  the  

s t a f f  wanted t o  t a l k  t o  them as wel l .  

S p l i t  week was a common schedule, w i th  teachers 

over 1 appi ng , shar i ng, o r  a1 ta rna t  i ng Wednesdays. Most 
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of  these teachers f e l t  t h i s  schedule gave them more t ime 

t o  p lan  lessons, more f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  p lan t h e i r  

a c t i v i t i e s  outs ide of school and a l a rge r  block of  f r e e  

time. None of  these teachers f e l t  t h a t  t h s r a  were any 

d i  sadvantages t o  the  system, a1 though some school 

d i s t r i c t s  maintained t h a t  the  arrangement jeopardized 

c o n t i n u i t y  o f  i ns t ruc t i on .  

Many other teachers chose t o  teach a l t e r n a t e  weeks 

s t a r t i n g  on a Wednesday and working through t o  Tuesday 

because i t  gave them a continuous week of  i n s t r u c t i o n  

and they s t i l l  never had t o  work more than three days i n  

any one week. Although those who chose a l t e rna te  weeks 

were pleased w i th  it, some p r i n c i p a l s  expressed concern 

over t h i s  schedule. Because the  mharers d i d  no t  have 

f i x e d  days a t  school they f e l t  communication wrs mere 

d i f f i c u l t .  

Although same beginning of the  year planning was 

necessary, an a l t e rna te  semester schedule minimized 

sharing. It worked best f o r  teachers who pre fe r red  t o  

work alone but  d i d  not  want f u l l - t i m e  work. Many o f  the 

aspects of  sharing discussed under advantages and 

disadvantages would not  apply t o  t h i s  type of  sharing. 

While many p r i n c i p a l s  and admin is t ra tors  l i k e d  t h i s  

because they always know who was there and who was not, 

other p r i n c i p a l s  and admin is t ra tors  sa id  t h a t  t he  school 

l o s t  the  "two heads are be t te r  than one" benef i t .  

Teachers working e i t h e r  s p l i t  day or  s p l i t  week 

general l y  d iv ided  the  curr iculum i n t o  spheres of 
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responsibi  1 i ty.  They of ten d iv ided  the  lesson 

preparat ion and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  but  both taught a l l  

subjects. The advantage was t h a t  they had more t ime f o r  

planning lessons because they concentrated on h a l f  of  

the  subjects. Those who a l ternated weeks o r  semesters 

usua l l y  prepared and taught t h e i r  own blocks but  got  

together f o r  o v e r a l l  planning so t h a t  there was a smooth 

t r a n s i t i o n  period. 

Peripheral deta i  1s 1 i ke f a c u l t y  meetings, parent 

teacher conferences, open house, and f i e l d  t r i p s  a lso  

had t o  be agreed on mutual ly by a l l  sharing teachers. 

Many teachers had w r i t t e n  i n t o  t h e i r  job sharing 

proposal some k ind  of  s u b r t i  t u t e  arrangement. Most 

teachers subs t i tu ted  f o r  each other w i th  some k ind of 

swapping sf days going on to b a l m = =  =ut the b ~ y s  owed 

back t o  them. The r e s t  used the  d i s t r i c t s '  regu lar  

subst i tutes.  

"The p r i n c i p a l ' s  support was the  keyu(Moorman c t  

a1. 1980, p. 29). School d i s t r i c t s  r a r e l y  allowed 

sharing i n  schools i n  which the  p r i n c i p a l  was opposed. 

Although i n i t i a l  re luctance on the  p a r t  of  some 

p r i n c i p a l s  t o  the concept of  job sharing was reported by 

Catalyst,  the  DOE (Hawaii State) ,  and New Ways t o  Work, 

most pr incipal.  who had onporience w i t h  job sharing 

supported the  concept (Dapper and Murphy, 19681 

Evaluat ion of  the  Job Sharing P i l o t  Project,  1981; 

Moorman e t  al . ,  1980). The teachers had an investment 

i n  making sharing work and through ca re fu l  planning were 
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able to reduce any additional burden that sharing might 

impose on the principal. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This study was undertaken i n  order t o  assess the 

educational e f fec t iveness and operat ional  e f f i c i e n c y  of  

share t ime teachers i n  the  primary grades. A three 

stage study was designed i n  which p r inc ipa ls ,  teachers, 

and utudentr  were intorviewed using s t ruc tu red  in t r rv imw 

pro toco ls  designed by t h i s  inves t iga to r .  

C r i t e r i a  f o r  a A m s n n  of Rubr= ta  

In 1983-1984 t h s  Vancouver School Board had 64 

shared f u l l - t i m e  pos i t i ons  i n  i t s  elementary schools, 

grades K-7, i nc lud ing  Engl ish Language Center and 

Learning Assistance Center teachers (Tomsich, Note 2). 

There were approximately 1450 f u l l - t i m e  elementary 

teaching pos i t i ons  i n  t he  93 elementary schools and 

a n n e x a s i n t h e  d i s t r i c t .  The shared pos i t i ons  were 

d iv ided i n  one of three wayso 1) morning/afternoon 

s p l i t !  2)  s p l i t  wemk w i th  each tmachmr working from one 

t o  four  f u l l  days a week; o r  3) a l te rna te  weeks w i th  

each teacher 's week s t a r t i n g  on a Wednesday or  Thursday 

and running u n t i l  the  fo l low ing  Tuesday or Wednesday. 

The d i v i s i o n  of  t ime i n  thmim sharing a i t u a t i a n ~  ranged 

from 80i20 s p l i t s  t o  50/50 s p l i t s .  

Bscwuse language a r t s  i s  the  la rges t  and most 

important block of  t ime scheduled i n  the primary grades 

i t  was dasmed important t a  se lec t  teachers who shared 

the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of teaching t h i s  subject.  A s  well ,  

i n  order t o  evaluate programs where both teachers r e a l l y  



41 

shared responsibility fo r  thm languago art98 program, i t  

was deemed important t o  se lec t  par tners  who assumed 

equal or  near ly  equal responsi b i  1 i t y  f o r  the classroom 

program. For thou. raasons, i t  was decided t o  so loct  

from t h i s  ava i l ab le  pool of  64 sharing partnerships 

those partnerships based on a 60/40 split or  a 33/30 

s p l i t  who taught grades one t o  three and shared tho 

language a r t s  program. 

Se1QeSf;ion of Teacherq 

Because of  the  la rge  number of requests f o r  

permission t o  conduct research w i  t h i n  the  Vancouver 

School D i s t r i c t ,  i t  i s  the  Board's p o l i c y  t o  ask 

researchers t o  se lec t  those schools w i t h i n  the  d i s t r i c t  

which the  researchers would l i k e  t o  use i n  t h e i r  

research. The p r i n c i p a l  of  each school selected i s  then 

arkmd f o r  perminsion t o  conduct research w i t h i n  h i s  or 

hor school. Tho u l t ima te  docin ion t o  grant t h i s  

parmission r r u t s  w i th  tho  i nd i v idua l  p r inc ipa ls .  

The Vancouvor School Board a lso  maintains a f i l m  of 

Form 2002. This f i l e  l i s t s  a lphabet ica l l y  every school 

w i t h i n  the d i s t r i c t  and a lphabet ica l l y  every teacher 

employed a t  each school. It a lso  l i s t s  the  subject 

areas taught by each teacher and the number of minutes 

each week t h a t  each teacher spends i n  the  classrosm. 

This f i l e  was studied i n  November, 1983, i n  order t o  

ascer ta in  which schools employed sharing teachers who 

met the c r i t e r i a  specif  i e d  above. 
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Twenty-two schools were i d e n t i f i e d  as having 

teachers who shared the  teaching of  primary classes 

(grades 1, 2, and 3) on a 60/40 or  50/50 basis. 

Twenty-si x shared c l  aserooms w i t h i n  these 22 school s met 

the  spec i f ied  c r i t e r i a .  I n  December, the  Program 

Resources department of  the  Board sent l e t t e r s  t o  the  

p r i n c i p a l s  of  these schools request ing permission f o r  

t h i s  i nves t i ga to r  t o  conduct in te rv iews w i th in  t h e i r  

school. Only e igh t  of there twenty-two schools (9 

sharing teams) r e p l i e d  p o s i t i v e l y  t o  the  query. Because 

of  the  poor response t o  t h i s  f i r s t  request f o r  

eo-opmration, permi su i  on was granted t o  approach 

p r i n c i p a l s  o r  teachers personal ly.  I n  t h i s  manner n ine 

add i t iona l  teams, i n  s i x  schools, were located who 

agreed t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h i s  study. Three teams who 

agreed t o  be interviewed d i d  so without t h e i r  

p r i n c i p a l s s  knowledge or  consent. Table 1 shows the 

grades taught by t he  18 share-teaching teams, and the  

method of  time-sharing of  each team. 

Select ion of  P r i nc iaa l s  

Consenting schools were 1 i sted alphabet ical  1 y and 

i n  January, 1984, the  11 p r i n c i p a l s  who consented t o  

t h i s  study were approached about being interviewed. S i x  

or  seven p r i n c i p a l s  had been decided on as a reasonable 

sample. Tho f i r s t  seven who could be contacted agreed 

t o  pa r t i c i pa te .  One p r i n c i p a l  had no sharing teams a t  

h i s  mchool because of n change i n  s t a f f i n g  between 



Table 1 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  F'artnershipre 

Team Grade F'ercentage Method 
Level  o f  Time o f  Time 

Taught by Sharing 
Each pa r t ne r  

MT-(W)-TF (a) 
NT-WTF (b )  
MT- ( W -TF 
TFMTW (c 1 
MT- tW1 -TF 
WTFMT (c 1 
MT- ( W 1 -TF 
MT- (W)-TF 
MT- ( W -TF 
MT-WTF 
MT- ( W )  -TF 
MT- ( W )  -TF 
MT- I W 1 -TF 
MT-tW)-TF 
MT-WTF 
TFMTW 
MT- ( # )  =TF 
MTW-TF ( d l  

a) MT- ( W  1 -TF. Monday, Tuesday, and a1 t e r n a t e  
Wednesdays taught  by one pa r tne r ;  Thursday, F r i day  and 
a l t e r n a t e  Wednesdays taught  by t h e  o the r  pa r tne r .  

b )  NT-WTF. Monday and Tuesday taught  by f i r s t  
par tner ;  Wednesday, Thursday, and F r i day  taught  by 
second pa r tne r .  

C )  WTFMT/TFMTW. A l t e r n a t e  weeks s t a r t i n g  on 
Wednesday o r  Thursday and ending on t h e  $01 lowing 
Ti~esday o r  Wednesday. 

d 1 MTW-TF. Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday 
taught  by one par tner :  Thursday, and F r i day  taught  by 
t h e  o ther  pa r tne r .  
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September and December but  he agreed t o  discuss h i s  past 

experi  ences. 

Sel s c t  i on of Students 

The names of a l l  the  grade th ree  students from t h e  

seven schools t h a t  had grade three students who met the  

c r i t e r i a  and whose p r i n c i p a l s  had granted permission t o  

par t i c ipa tm i n  the study w r r m  assignmd a number, T h i r t y  

ch i l d ren  were selected randomly. F i f t e e n  wmre chosen 

who ware a t  t h a t  t i m m  mnrollmd i n  classms taught by 

sharing teachmrs (1983-841, Fiftmmn wmre chosmn who i n  

1982-83 ware mnrollmd i n  gradr two classes t h a t  ware 

taught by sharing teachers. None of thm schools had 

grade thrmm students who had been i n  shwrmd classes i n  

grade one. The parents of these ch i l d ren  were asked f o r  

permission t o  in te rv iew t h e i r  c h i  ldren. One school 

decl ined t o  send these permission s l i p s  home. 

Interv iews were conducted w i th  1 i students cu r ren t l y  

enro l led  i n  shared gradr three c la~srooms (School A, 2 

students! School 8, 3 studsntsg School C, 2 students! 

and School D, 4 students) and 125 students who were 

mnrollmd i n  shared grade two classrooms i n  1982-83 

(School E, S students! School F, 2 studants( School 0 ,  S 

students; and School C, 3 students). 

Jnstrumrnts 

I n  stage one of  t he  study, the inves t iga to r  

designad m in t r rv imw rchmdulm composed of eleven very 

general questions designed t o  e l i c i t  a wide range of  

opin ions t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  might have regarding share t ime 
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teachers (see Appendix I). The schedule was designed 

a f t e r  read ing  prev ious  research regard ing  share teach ing  

(Block, 1980; Dapper and Murphy, 1968; Moorman e t  a l . ,  

1980). Ten general  areas o f  concern were se lected:  

advantages, disadvantages, a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  problems, 

o rgan iza t ion ,  educat i onal e f fec t i veness ,  parent  

reac t ions ,  s tudent  reac t ions iSp c o m p a t i b i l i t y ,  

communication, and s t a f f  r e l  wt ionehips,  The e leventh  

quest ion  was t o  a l l ow  each p r i n c i p a l  an oppo r t un i t y  t o  

dmscri bs h i %  own p s r ~ o n a l  m p a r i s n c e  w i t h  sha r ing  

teachers. 

U d n g  i n f o rma t i on  cml lec ted  from t h e  p r i n c i p a l s ?  

i n t e r v i ews  and t h e  rev iew o f  t h e  l i tewntur ta,  a 

skruetured i n t e r v i e w   schedule waei designed f o r  t h e  

teachers (see Appendix 11).  E i gh t  general  areas o f  

i n t e r e s t  were se lected:  background, c o m p a t i b i l i t y ,  

communication, c o n t i n u i t y ,  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  process, 

pa ren ts *  reac t ions ,  s tudents '  reac t ions ,  and personal 

reac t ions .  F o r t y - f i v e  s p e c i f i c  quest ions  were l i s t e d  

under these e i g h t  general areas i n  order  t o  i n s u r e  t h a t  

teachers addrmssed a l l  areas o f  s p e c i f i c  concern. 

Eiqktmim of these quest ions addressed s p e c i f i c  cancerns . 

r sqn rd ing  t h e  mmchanica eQ shara twtchrng. 

Using i n f o rma t i an  c o l l e c t e d  from t h e  rev iew a f  t h e  

l i t e r a t u r e  and t h e  p r i n c i p a l s ?  in te rv iews ,  a s t r uc tu red  

i n t e r v i e w  schedule o f  n i n e  s p e c i f i c  quest ions  was 

designed f o r  t h e  s tudonts  (am. Appmndi~ 1x1). 
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Table 2 shows the  t ime l i n e  involved i n  t h i s  

inves t iga t ion .  I n  l a t e  January and e a r l y  February, 

1984, the  i nves t i ga to r  interv iewed t h e  seven p r i n c i p a l s  

selected. Those in terv iews took place i n  each 

p r i n c i p a l ' s  o f f i c e  and were approximately t h i r t y  t o  

f o r t y  minutes i n  length. The in te rv iews were recorded 

on tape and l a t e r  transcribed, and t h o  in format ion was 

categorixed according t o  each o f  t he  eleven general 

quest i  ons. 

From l a t e  February through l a t e  Ap r i l ,  1984, the  

inves t iga to r  interviewed the  t h i r t y - s i x  teachers 

(eighteen p a i r s )  who had agreed t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t he  

study. These in te rv iews took place i n  the  schools or 

homes of t he  teachers i nvol  vmd and were approximately 

f o r ty - f  i v a  minutes i n  length. The in terv iews were 

recorded and l a t e r  transcribed, and a l l  in format ion was 

categorized under t he  f o r t y - f i v e  s p e c i f i c  questions. 

I n  l a t e  March, 1984, the  i nves t i ga to r  conducted a 

p i l o t  atudy w i th  grade two, three, and four  studants 

enro l led  i n  her school who had previous or  present 

experience w i th  share-teaching classrooms. This study 

was conducted i n  order t o  determine i f  t he  students were 

able t o  understand the  wording of  t he  student 

questionnaire. A s  no problems were encountered i t  war 

decided t o  use the  quest ionnaire i n  t h i s  study. I n  l a t e  

May, 1984, t h e  26 students whose parents granted 

permission were interviewed i n  a quiet ,  p r i v a t e  room 



October 1983 

November 1983 

Decsmbm- 1983 

January 1984 

Table 2 

Procedural Chart  

L e t t e r  w r i t t e n  t o  Vancouver School 

Board reques t ing  permission t o  

conduct study. 

Search oC Form 2002 f o r  sehaols 

t h a t  employed shar ing  teachers 

i n  t h e  pr imary  grades. 

L e t t a r  sent by Program Reumurcrs 

drpnrtment o f  t h e  School Board 

t o  t h e  p r i n c i p a l s  request ing  

pewmission t o  conduct t h e  s tudy 

w i t h i n  t h e i r  schools. 

Contacts made through f r i e n d s  and 

acquaintances w i t h  schools  t h a t  

had r e p l i e d  nega t i ve l y  t o  t h e  

December l e t t e r .  

January 26--February 10, 1984 

P r i n c i p a l s '  i n t e r v i ews  conducted. 

February 24--Apr i l  25, 1984 

Teachers' Intat-views rondueted. 

May 23,- June 12, 1984 

Pupi 1 I n t e r v i ews  conducted. 

Ju ly ,  1984 In te rv iew w i t h  Maureen Tomsich. 
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se lec ted  by t ha  p r i n c i p a l  i n  each school.  'The 

i n t@rv i@wa  w @ r #  app ro~ i r na to l  y f ivm minutoa i n  

langth.  The i n t e r v i ews  were recardrd ,  t r m s c r i b r d ,  

and reorganized under t h e  n i n e  questicrns. 

I n  Ju l y ,  1984, an i n t e r v i e w  was abta ined w i t h  

Maureen Tomsich who i s  respons ib le  f a r  t h e  

placement o f  elementary teaching personnel. Th is  

i n t e r v i e w  was obta ined i n  arder  t o  assess t h e  

Board's p o l i c y  regard ing  t h e  placement o f  share 

tmaehing teams and t he  use a+ % u b % t i t u t e s  by teams, 

t o p i c s  t h a t  had b ~ e n  r a i s e d  by t h e  teachew% dur ing  

t h e i r  i n te rv iews .  



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

As t h i s  study was not  experimental, no s t a t i s t i c a l  

hypothesms werm tmstmd. It was, however, t he  i n t e n t i o n  

of  t h i s  study t o  discover what could bm learned about 

job sharing i n  the  classroom from the  percept ions of  t he  

p r inc ipa ls ,  teachers, and students who have had 

e ~ p e r i e n c e  w i th  t h i s  pract ice.  The f i nd inqs  are 

presented i n  threa sections. The f i r s t  sect ion deals 

w i th  the  experience and percept ions of  the  p r inc ipa ls ,  

the  second sect ion deals w i th  t he  experience and 

percept ions of  the  teachers, and the  t h i r d  sect ion deals 

w i th  the  experience and percept ions of  the  studants. 

For t he  purpose o f  anonymity each p r i n c i p a l  has 

been randomly assigned a l e t t e r  from " A "  t o  "GH and each 

sharing partnership has been randaml y assigned a l e t t e r  

from "A1#  t o  " R " .  It i s  important t o  note t h a t  not  a11 

thm s h w i n g  tmams assignmd t o  each p r i n c i p a l ' s  school 

were interviewed, and some sharing teams were 

i n t s r v i  ewsd whose p r i n c i p a l s  were not. 



The percept ions of  the  seven p r i n c i p a l s  interviewed 

were based on t h e i r  experiences w i th  sharing teachers a t  

a l l  grade levmls from kindergarten t o  grade seven. 

A 1  though a l l  had experience w i th  &0/40 and SW50 sp l  i t s  

some of  t h e i r  experience was based on teaching 

s i t u a t i o n s  t h a t  involved sharing t h a t  was not  based on 

68/40 o r  50/50 s p l i t s .  Table 3 shows how the  p r i n c i p a l s  

acquirmd sharm-tmaching tmams and i f  they had m y  

prav ious axperiancm w i th  share tmaching i n  another 

school. I t a l so  shows t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  towards sharing as 

perceived by t h i s  inves t iga to r .  Two p r i n c i p a l s  who were 

perceived as being apprehensive have allowed teams t o  be 

i n i  t i n t e d  i n  t h e i r  present schools. Those p r i n c i p a l s  

cou ld  po in t  t o  s p e c i f i c  areas of concern regarding one 

o r  two of t h e i r  teams but  were happy w i th  t he  

pwformance o f  thm other teams under t h e i r  

admin is t ra t ion.  One p r i n c i p a l  could p inpo in t  no 

s p e c i f i c  areas of  weakness w i th  h i s  teams but  could see 

t he  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  problems. Except f o r  one p r i n c i p a l  

w h o  adamantly s ta ted  t h a t  80/20 s p l i t s  should no t  be 

allowed, no p r i n c i p a l  s tated t h a t  ha was ca tsgo r i ca l l y  

aga ins t  the concept of  share teaching. Generally a11 of 

t h e  p r i n c i p a l s  ware moro p o s i t i v e  than negative, 

a l though four  f e l t  t h a t  i t  was necessary t o  l a y  down 

cmr ta in  gu ide l ines f o r  sharing. 



Table 3 

Enpmrirnce and A t t i t u d e  of  P r i n c i p a l s  

...................................................... 
Experience A t t i t u d e  

Pr in.  Previous Inhe r i t ed  I n i t i a t e d  Posi Appre- 
Exper. Teams Teams t i v e  hensi v0 ...................................................... 

A Yes Yes Y es 

0 Yes .Y es Yes Yes 

C Yes Yes 

D Yes Yes t 

E Y es Yes Yes 

F Yes Yes Yes 

t Yes Yes Yes Yes 

- 
The advantagas of  share teaching can be broken down 

i n t o  four  componentso f o r  the  teacher, f o r  the  ehildr+n, 

f o r  the p r i nc ipa l ,  and f o r  the  board. 

For the -. A l l  the p r i n c i p a l s  f e l t  t h a t  the  

teachers gained personal ly  by having an employment 

a1 te rna t i ve  t h a t  a1 lowed them t o  pursue t h e i r  profession 

and t o  s a t i s f y  t h e i r  personal needs. One p r i n c i p a l  f e l t  

t h a t  sharing was on ly  f o r  the teachers' convenience, and 

therefore one had t o  look c a r e f u l l y  t o  say i t  was b e t t e r  

than one teacher i n  a classroam. Another p r i n c i p a l  

s tated tha t  meeting the  needs of two people meant t h a t  
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they were happier and t h a t  they would probably work w i th  

morm mnthusiasm. Alsop i n  some cases, sharing provided 

an opportuni ty  f o r  somebody new t o  gain a teaching 

pos i t ion.  I n  t h i s  care a new teacher had the  

opportuni ty  t o  learn  from the  exper t ise  o f  the  more 

senior partner.  

For the chi ldren.  A l l  p r i n c i p a l s  f e l t  t h a t  t he  

pr imary c r i t e r i o n  i n  share teaching was t h a t  t he  

ch i l d ren  d i d  not  su f fe r .  Four of the  seven were very 

m t h u s i r s t i c  about the energy l e v e l  of t h e i r  teachers 

and f e l t  t h a t  the ch i l d ren  could on ly  bene f i t  from the  

ex t ra  e f f o r t  and enthusiasm t h a t  t h e i r  share teachers 

put  f o r t h .  One p r i n c i p a l  commented t h a t  t h i s  would be 

espec ia l l y  important i n  a classroom t h a t  had a d i f f i c u l t  

combination of  ch i ldren.  F ive  p r i n c i p a l s  a lso  commentenI 
i' 

t h a t  share teachers, l i k e  most part - t ime teachers, i 

tended t o  work mora than t h e i r  share of  time, and they 

f e l t  t ha t  the  school and the students were the 

r o c i p i e n t s  o f  t h i s  m x t r w  e f f o r t ,  The q u a l i f y i n g  

cond i t ion  was t h a t  the share teachers must communicate 

f requent ly  and thoroughly i n  order t o  take f u l l  

advantage of  t h i s  ex t ra  e f f o r t  and enthusiasm. I f  the 

teachers complemented each o ther ' s  strengths, another 

bene f i t  accrued t o  the  ch i ld ren  i n  the  way o f  ex t ra  and 

more var ied expert ise. Two of  the  p r i n c i p a l s  f e l t  i t  7 
was questionable i f  the  students bene f i t t ed  a t  a l l  

share teaching s i  tuat ions.  
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For t he  win-. No p r i n c i p a l  s ta ted  an 

advantage t h a t  accrued t o  him persona l l y  other  than t he  

advantage o f  having teachers on s t a f f  who were f r esh  and 

f u l l  o f  enthusiasm. One s ta ted  t h a t  t he  energy l e v e l  o f  

h i s  share teachers was Nwonderful". 

For t h e  board. Three o f  t h e  p r i n c i p a l s  commented 

t h a t  t h e  board got  va lue f o r  i t s  money w i t h  par t - t ime 

assignments, and share teachers would be inc luded i n  

t h i s  category. As one p r i n c i p a l  s t a ted  " the  on ly  t h i n g  

par t - t ime about these assignments i s  t h e  sa lary ,  t he  job 

i s  moreu. Another p r i n c i p a l  po in tad out  t h a t  t h e  board 

gained access t o  t h e  serv ices  of very experienced and 

capable teachers who probably would no t  taach i f  they 

had t o  teach f u l l - t ime .  

A s  Table 4 shows, t h e  most o f t e n  mentianad 

disadvantage o f  ahara teaching was t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  a 

breakdown i n  communication. F i v e  1 eve1 9 of  

eammunicatictn ware discusssdr 

. The? 

p r i n c i p a l s  in terv iewed f e l t  t h a t  shar ing teachers could 

miss a l o t  of t h e  in fo rmat ion  passed on a t  s t a f f  

meetings and i n  morning b u l l e t i n s .  Each stressed t h a t  

i t  was t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  t he  par tne rs  t o  keep each 

o ther  informed about school issues. Because i t  was 

p o s s i b l e f o r  one teacher t o  m i  a11 o f  t he  s t a f f  

meetings she would no t  be p r i v y  t o  t h e  d iscussions t h a t  

preceded dcc i  s ion  making. Most p r i n c i p a l s  s ta ted  t h a t  



Table 4 

Perceived Disadvantages o f  Share Teaching 

P r i n c i p a l  

Communication 
w i t h  admin- 

i i i s t ra t ion  Yes Yes Yes (a)  Yes ( b )  Yes Yes Yes 

w i t h  pa r t ne r  Yes Yes 

w i t h  r t u d m t ~  Yes (bf 

Con t i nu i t y  Yes Yes 

Eva1 ua t  i on o f  
Students 

Yes(b) 

Yes 

Subs t i t u t es  Yes 

Morale Yes(b) 

Accountab l i t y  Yes (b )  

C o m p a t i b i l i t y  Yes 

(a) Only one o f  t he  seven p r i n c i p a l s  s a i d  t h a t  he asked 
both  teachers t o  a t tend  impor tan t  stafC meetings. 
Several o f  t h e  a the r s  s a i d  t h a t  they  would f e e l  b e t t e r  
i f  both teachers were a t  s t a f f  meetings bu t  they had no t  
atsked both  teachers t o  a t tend  them. 

( b )  These were d i  scuased as p o t e n t i a l  d i  %advantages. 
Theso p r i n c i p a l s  had no t  experienced any problems i n  
these areas bu t  were cognizant o f  thm p o t e n t i a l  f o r  
d i f f  i c u l  tienu under c e r t a i n  eendi t i nns .  
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they worked under the  assumption t h a t  if one of the 

par tners  was present a t  s tn f  f meetings t h a t  t he  other 

was informed by the  at tending partner.  They d i d  not  

take r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t a l k i n g  t o  both partners. 

Ba twren  t h e  aar+ners. The two p r i n c i p a l s  who 

expressed a concern about communication w i t h i n  t he  

classroom f e l t  t h a t  i t  was not  enough j u s t  t o  p ick  up 

the  phone end t e l l  your partner what you had been doing. 

Both f e l t  t h a t  there was a lack of  c o n t i n u i t y  and 

c o m p a t i b i l i t y  i n  one of  t he  shared classrooms i n  t h e i r  

schools. One of  these two p r i n c i p a l s  expressed a 

concern f o r  c o n t i n u i t y  i n  the  t o t a l  school program and 

f e l t  t h a t  shar ing compounded the  issue. He f e l t  i t  was 

counterproduct ive t o  s p l i t  up reading and mathematics. 

Between the  school and the  ~ a r e n t s .  One o f  the 

p r i n c i p a l s  who expressed a concern about communication 

w i th  parents bel ieved there  might be some p o t e n t i a l  f o r  

a problem t o  a r i s e  i f  parents wished t o  speak t o  a 

s p e c i f i c  teacher. The other two expressed concerns 

about g e t t i n g  parents t o  understand the  concept of  share 

teaching. 

tween the  ~ a r t n e r r r  and the, ~ t u d e n t .  Only one 

p r i n c i p a l  f e l t  t h a t  i t  might be d i f f i c u l t  f o r  some 

younger ch i l d ren  t o  r e l a t e  t o  two d i f f e r e n t  teachers. 

&&ween the  aartnsrrr and thm other s t a f f  mmnbergt. 

One p r i n c i p a l  f e l t  t h a t  there  a a p o t e n t i a l  f o r  

problems on p r ~  j ec t s  r e q u i r i n g  cooperation w i th  other 

s t a f f  members. 
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A1 thouqh a1 1 p r i n c i p a l  s expressed concerns about a 

breakdown i n  communication, f i v e  of  t he  seven p r i n c i p a l s  

f e l t  t h a t  communication was adequate between the  

partners, and between the  par tners  and the, 

administ rat ion,  and tha t  no problems had ar isen because 

o f  a breakdown i n  communication. 

One p r i n c i p a l  sa id  t h a t  a l l  too  f requent ly  ha was 

g e t t i n g  three teachers i n  a c lass  i n  a week because of  

the  presence of  a subst i tu te .  H i s  teachers d i d  not  

s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  each other. The other p r i n c i p a l s  a11 

s ta ted t h a t  the  use of subs t i tu tes  was no t  a problam. 

0 0  

The most f requent ly  mentioned admin is t ra t i ve  

problem was the  supervision o f  e x t r a  s t a f f .  Four 

p r i n c i p a l s  f e l t  t h a t  shared pos i t i ons  added somewhat t o  

t h e i r  admin is t ra t i ve  load. The seve r i t y  of the  problem 

depended on the  number o f  shared pos i t i ons  i n  t he  

school . Two of these four  f e l t  t h a t  any add i t iona l  work 

requ i red i n  the  way of w r i t i n g  repo r t s  on add i t iona l  

teachers was outweighed by the  bene f i t s  t o  the  school 

n and the  chi ldren.  One p r i n c i p a l  pointed out t h a t  i n  

some schools t he  number of  support s t a f f  war so large 

t h a t  sharing teachers would on ly  compound an already 

onerous task o f  supervision. He suggested tha t  som 

p r i n c i p a l s  f e e l  t h a t  remuneration should be based on the  

number of  s t a f f  r a the r  than the  number of  students. 



Two p r i n c i p a l s  expressed a preferenem f o r  a s p l i t  

week schedule of  three day* one week and two the  next 

week w i th  t h e  teachers a l t e r n a t i n g  Wednesdays. One 

other p r i n c i p a l  had teams which worked t h i s  pa t te rn  but 

h e d i d  not  l i k e  i t  and would have prefer red s o m e  

schedule which lengthened the  term t o  monthly or  even 

h a l f  year ly  b locks o f  time. He f e l t  t h a t  t he  s p l i t  weak 

schedule was on ly  f o r  the  convenience o f  t he  teachers 

and t h a t  t he  constant swi tching was bad f o r  the 

students. Another p r i n c i p a l  had t h i s  schrdul i ng  

arrangement and maid t h a t  i t  appenred t o  work bu t  thaC 

he wauld hnve p r e f w r e d  a morninq/rfternoon s p l i t  so 

t h a t  there were d a i l y  communication periods. Even f i v e  

minutes a day war b e t t e r  than nothing i n  h i s  view. He 

h&d had experience w i th  t h r e r  teachers sharing two 

classrooms i n  an open area and he f e l t  t ha t  t h i s  

experience had been h i s  most s a t i s f a c t o r y  sharing 

experience because of  the  overlap of  teaching t ime which 

gave the  teachers t ime f o r  communication. One p r i n c i p a l  

s ta ted tha t  t he  teachers decided on t h e i r  own schedule 

and t h a t  he had had no inpu t  on t h i s  matter. It 

appeared t h a t  several d i f f e r e n t  schedules were operat ing 

i n  h i s  school. One p r i n c i p a l  had imposed a cond i t ion  of 

overlap on h i s  teachers by asking them t o  teach two and 

a ha l f  days a wrek. On Wednesdays they would overlap by 

being i n  the  classroom dur ing each other 's  teaching t ime 

+or  a shor t  whi le  and then they would mat lunch 
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together. I n  t h i s  way he insured t h a t  they had a f e e l  

f o r  how the  other teacher handled tho  c lass  as wel l  as 

what t he  other teacher 's program was. I n  the  seventh 

school, teachers worked a l t e r n a t i n g  weeks s t a r t i n g  on 

Wednesdays. The p r i n c i p a l  f e l t  i t  worked wel l .  Two 

other p r i n c i p a l s  were concerned t h a t  t h i s  schedule would 

r e s u l t  i n  t he  teacher g e t t i n g  out  o f  touch w i th  the 

school and, as wel l ,  i n  problems of  con t inu i ty .  

rn 
Four p r i n c i p a l s  s ta ted ca tego r i ca l l y  t h a t  i n  t h e i r  

experience there  was no evidence of  t he  subject areas 

being fract ionatmd and becoming too  compartmentalizmd. 

One p r i n c i p a l  f e l t  i n  f a c t  t h a t  the  languagm a r t s  and 

mathamatics programs may have been even be t te r  because 

of shared expartism and enthusiasm. The f i f t h  p r i n c i p a l  

could see no problmm i n  h i s  school but  could v i s u a l i z e  

t h a t  i t  might be a problem i n  t he  intermediate grades 

where the  demands of i nto r - c l  ass schedul i n g  might i mposr 

r e s t r i c t i o n s  on the  share teaching load. Again 

communication was the  key element i n  order t o  maintain 

con t inu i ty .  The s i x t h  and seventh p r i n c i p a l s  were both 

concerned w i th  t h i s  problem and f e l t  t h a t  there was 

evidence of too  much compartmentalizing i n  one of  the  

shared classrooms i n  t h e i r  schools. They both f e l t  

that ,  i n  these classrooms, l i t t l m  e f f o r t  war bming madm 

t o  provide con t inu i ty ,  and t h a t  teaching s t y l e s  were 

d iss im i la r .  



Three of the  p r i n c i p a l s  were very impressed w i th  

the  energy l e v e l  and enthusiasm of  t h e i r  sharing 

teachers. They f e l t  t h a t  they st imulated each other 

and, because they had e ~ t r a  t ime t o  plan, they were 

b e t t e r  prepared and f resher a t  school. There w m r m  no 

Fr iday afternoon doldrums i n  the  shar ing classrosms t h a t  

they knmw. A f o u r t h  f m l t  t h a t  t he  in tmract ion o f  two 

taachmrs could be snvironmantal l y  s t imula t ing.  The 

f i f t h  p r i n c i p a l  f e l t  t h a t  because one of h i s  teachers 

was not  i n  good haa l th  thmre was no mffect ivm higher 

mnmrqy levml i n  t h a t  clarsroam. Hm r tatmd t h a t  thosm 

who q ive  more i n  a sharing classroom would probably dm 

sa i n  a s i n g l e  tmachmr s i t ua t i on .  I n  anothmr o f  h i s  

sharmd classrooms hm could smm mvidmnce of t h e  w8akar 

teacher being st imulated by her partner and as w r e s u l t  

the ove ra l l  program had improved. 

It was d i f f i c u l t  f o r  t ho  p r i n c i p a l s  t o  assess the  

d f e c t  of  share teaching of t ho  achievement l e v e l  of  t he  

students. One p r i n c i p a l  could me@ t h a t  achievement 

cauld be be t te r  i f  thm p a i r  had exper t isa  i n  d i f f e r e n t  

armas tha t  complmmmntmd each othmr. Four p r i n c i p a l s  

+@lt t h a t  t h e i r  tmachmrs knmw mxactly whmrm thm ch i l d ren  

were and t h a t  achimvmmmt l e v e l s  i n  thsse classrooms 

were probably about t h e  same as i n  s i ng le  teacher 

clasrrooms. D o f i n i t s l y  t ho  ch i l d ren  w m r m  not  suf fmr ing 
.4 

i n  t h e i r  shw8d clasmrooms. Two p r i n c i p a l s  w m r 8  

concrrnmd about achimvmmmnt lmvmls, and one of thmam two 

saw problmms a r i s i n g  i n  evaluat ion techniques. Ha f m l t  



t h a t  i t  would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  evaluate and keep t rack of 

thm ch i ldrmncs i n d i v i d u a l  nmmds i n  w sharrd classroom. 

Two p r i n c i p a l s  expressed dismay over a mismatch of 

teaching s t y l e , w h i l e  mo the r  sa id  i t  was no t  important 
i 
3 c-- /' - 

as long as the  sharing teachers wore s i m i l a r  i n  

personal i ty .  None o f  the  other four  p r i n c i p a l s  

commmntmd on s t y l e  of  t raching.  They f e l t  t h a t  t h e i r  

par tnerships were composed of  compatible teachers. 

Table S summarinos thm p r i n c i p a l s p  experience w i th  

the parents of  students i n  shared classrooms. One 

p r i n c i p a l  reported t h a t  he had experienced d i f f i c u l t i e s  

w i th  the  parents over t he  s e t t i n g  up o f  one of  h i s  

share-teachi ng c l  assrooms. A1 though he personal 1 y could 

f i n d  no f a u l t  w i t h  the  concept o f  share teaching, h i s  

experience w i th  t ho  parents i n  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  had been 

wearing and t ime consuming. One parent had i ns t i ga ted  

thm complaint and had managmd t o  llstir-upll thm othmr 

parents. Ho f m l t  t h a t  i n  a community li ke thm onm 

surrounding h i s  school t he  parents perceived t h a t  t he  

teachers had too  much power and t h a t  they, the  teachers, 

warm always organizing th ings  t o  s u i t  themsrlvos. Thm 

f e e l i n g  he received was t h a t  thm parents f e l t  t h a t  the  

school was compromising the  c h i l d r e n P s  education j u s t  t o  

memt the  whims o f  the  s t a f f ,  One spokesman f o r  the 

group had w r i t t e n  l e t t e r s  t o  t he  school board 

complaining of  t he  p r i n c i p a l ' s  " d ~ p l i c i t y ~ ~ .  The 

p r i n c i p a l  f e l t  t h a t  i n  f a c t  t he  problem was t h a t  t he  



Table 3 

Preparat ion of  Parmnts Bmform Plncmment 

of Students and Reaction o f  Parents 

t o  Placement of  Students i n  a 

Shared Classroom 

P r i n c i p a l  

A B C D E F G 

Parents are  
informed before 
placement No No Yes No Np No No 

Problems w i th  
parents No No Yes No No No No 

Questions from 
parents Yes No Yes Yes Yes -- -. 

Shared classrooms 
are t y p i c a l  
i n t h e s c h o o l  Yes Yes No Yes No Yes No --.-.-----------.-----.---.----------------------.---.- 

main i n s t i g a t o r  of  thm complaint d i d  not  l i k e  one o f  t he  

teachers involved and t h a t  the  shared-teaching 

si t un t i on  was a scapegoat. One other p r i n c i p a l  

expressed the  opin ion t h a t  t h i s  type of  s i t u a t i o n  could 

arism i f  parents were concerned about t h e i r  c h i l d ' s  

education1 they probably would p i ck  on the  issue of 

sharing ra ther  than i n e f f e c t u a l  teaching. 

The on ly  p r i n c i p a l  who experienced problems w i th  

parents was the  p r i n c i p a l  who gave the  parents p r i o r  

n o t i c e  of  t h e i r  ch i l d ren ' s  placement i n  a shared 

classroom. He sent a l e t t e r  home exp la in ing why the  

change was necessary, and assured the  parents t h a t  there 
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was c o m p a t i b i l i t y  of philosaphy, i ns t ruc t i on ,  and 

student manageimont. He assured them t h a t  the  teachers 

would provide c o n t i n u i t y  of  i n s t r u c t i o n  through planning 

f o r  t he  t r a n s i t i o n a l  per iod and s u b s t i t u t i n g  f o r  each 

other i f  the  need arose. One p r i n c i p a l  s ta ted adamantly 

t h a t  placement of students was no t  a parental  decision. 

The parents were no t  cognizant o+ enough in format ion t o  

make an i n t e l l i g e n t  decision. They d i d  not  decide t o  

which classes o r  teachers t h e i r  ch i l d ren  were assigned. 

Another f e l t  t h a t  s p l i t  c lasses were more of a concern 

t o  parents than shared classes. I n  four  of  the schools 

sharing had been i n  e f f e c t  f o r  years, so the  parents had 

come t o  accept the  f a c t  t h a t  a t  w c e r t a i n  grade l eve l  

there  war a shared classroom. 

Two teachers added dmpth t o  t he  parent t rncher 

canfermnees. Four p r i n c i p a l s  f e l t  t h a t  two opin ions 

about the  c h i l d  were appreciated by the  parents. They 

a lso  f e l t  t h a t  two teachers a t  conferences helped the  

parents understand t h a t  the  teachers were un i ted  i n  

t h e i r  approaches. Only th ree  p r i n c i p a l s  sa id  t h a t  both 

t h e i r  teachers d i d  i n  f a c t  at tend the  parent teacher 

can+ erences. 

Students' Reaction 

Six of the  seven p r i n c i p a l s  reported no problem 

w i th  ch i l d ren  ad jus t ing  t o  two teachers. They f e l t  t h a t  

t he  ch i l d ren  were glad t o  see each teacher and t h a t  t he  

teaching approaches of the  par tners  were s im i la r .  One 

p r i n c i p a l  sa id  he d i d  not  n o t i c e  any d i f fe rence  i n  t he  
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classes because they had shared teachers, and the  reason 

was t h a t  h i s  share teachers spent a great  deal of t ime 

communicating. One p r i n c i p a l  had one c h i l d  t h a t  had had 

d i f f i c u l t y  ad jus t ing  t o  two teachers and was now no 

problem i n  a s i n g l e  teacher classroom. He d i d  no t  know 

i f  i t  was one of  t he  teachers o r  t he  sharing s i t u a t i o n  

t h a t  had bothered the  ch i ld .  

C a m ~ a t i b i l i t v  

S i x  of the  seven p r i n c i p a l s  found no problems o f  

i ncompa t ib i l i t y  bmtwmen partnmrs. One of  thesm s i x  sa id  

t h a t  s i m i l a r  teaching s ty lm was not  important am long as 

the  teachers had s i m i l a r  personal i t i e s  and s imi  l a r  

standards of  achievement. Them p r i n c i p a l s  f e l t  t h e i r  

trachmrs had had inpu t  i n t o  t h e i r  choicm of partners and 

had an invmatmmnt i n  making thm partnmrship work. A 

w i l l ingness t o  work and t o  make t ime ava i l ab le  f o r  the 

interchange o f  ideas was a c r i t e r i o n  f o r  a successful 

partnership. Other c r i t e r i a  mentioned f o r  a successful 

partnership were: complementary ra the r  than competing 

strengths, s imi  l a r  methods of hand1 i n g  ch i  ldren, s i m i l a r  

ph i  1 osophical approach t o  education, and s i  m i  1 ar 

academic expectations. As one p r i n c i p a l  put  i t ,  "The 

teachers should be i n  h a r m ~ n y . ~  

Only one p r i n c i p a l  wpressed concern over the  

compa t ib i l i t y  of  one of  the  partnerships i n  h i s  school. 

He f e l t  t h a t  the  teachers ware too  d i f f e r a n t  i n  

persona l i t y  and t h a t  thmrm was a lack of  communication 
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between them. He was concerned t h a t  t he  c h i l d r e n  were 

not g e t t i n g  the  same treatment from both teachers. 

S ta f f  Reaction 

None of  t he  p r i n c i p a l s  reported any problems w i th  

s t a f f  acceptance of sharing teachers. A l l  of them f e l t  

t h a t  sharing teachers were given s ta tus  as equal members 

of  the  s t a f f  and t h a t  i f  t h r  s t a f f  had any fmmlings they 

were more posi t i v r  than negative. - 
A l l  t he  p r i n c i p a l s  ind icated n w i l l i ngness  t o  

employ sharing tenchews i n  the fu ture ,  bu t  some put 

l i m i t i n g  condi t ions on the numbar and some expressed a 

need f o r  p r i o r  knowledge of tho  teachers. Table 6 

summrnar i a es t h e i  r responses. 



Table 6 

Pr inc ipa l sP  Wi l l ingness t o  Employ Sharing 

Teachers i n  the  Future 

1. Would you havm sharing tmaehmrs again? 
P r inc ipa l  A Yes. 
P r i nc ipa l  B Y m r ,  i f  1 could l a y  down hard and f a s t  

gu ide l ines a t  the beginning 
P r inc ipa l  C Yes 
P r inc ipa l  D Yes 
P r inc ipa l  E Yes, but  I ' d  l i k e  t o  choose them myself. 
P r i nc ipa l  F Oh Yes, 1" not  a f r a i d  of  sharing 

tsachers. My experiences have a l l  been 
p o s i t  i ve 

P r inc ipa l  G Yes, but  i f  I had a  choice I ' d  probably 
choose a  f u l l - t i m e  teacher over a team. 

2. How many sharing teams would you have on s t a f f  a t  
any one time? 
P r inc ipa l  A 2 or  3 
P r i nc ipa l  0 1 
Pr inc ipa l  C 1 
P r i nc ipa l  D 2 
P r i nc ipa l  E no response 
P r inc ipa l  F 1 or 2 
P r inc ipa l  G 2 or 3 

3. Would you want previous knowledge of ,  or  euperience 
with, a l l  o r  p a r t  of  thm team? 
Pr inc ipa l  A no response 
P r inc ipa l  0 Yes, but  not  mssentiwl. 
P r i nc ipa l  C Yes, I ' d  f e e l  be t te r .  I t  would probably 

be best i f ' t h c y  both ware from w i t h i n  the 
school. 

P r i nc ipa l  D I '  d  1  i ke t o  know one. A t  l eas t  one 
should be experienced. 

P r i nc ipa l  E No, I ' d  in te rv iew them and see what they 
had t o  o f f e r  the school. 

P r i nc ipa l  F No, i f  they had worked together i n  t he  
past I ' d  assume t h a t  they could do so i n  
the  fu ture .  

P r i nc ipa l  G Yes 



The p r i n c i p a l s  suggested t h a t  t h e  f o l  1 owing 

c r i t e r i a  be used when i n i t i a t i n g  share teaching 

partnerships. 

a) Complementary ra the r  than competing strengths. 

b) Compat ib i l i t y  

c )  The tsam should como together on i t s  own. One 

ha l f - t ime teacher should not  go looking f o r  a partner.  

Two p r i n c i p a l s  disagreed w i th  t h i s .  They had had 

successful partnerships formed i n  t h i s  manner. 

d )  Simi la r  academic expectations. 

e) Simi la r  s ty le .  

f The tsam should be prepared t o  make t ime 

ava i lab le  f o r  the  intorchange o f  idea.. 

q)  Thw p r i n c i p a l  should have some inpu t  regarding 

gu ide l ines f o r  communication and compat ib i l i t y .  
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Teachers 

The teachers who were interviewed a l l  taught i n  t he  

primary grades and s p l i t  t h e i r  t ime on a 6 0 / 4 0  o r  50 /50  

basis. The p r i n c i p a l s p  percept ions were based on t h e i r  

experiences w i th  sharing teachers a t  a l l  grade l e v e l s  

from kindergarten t o  grade seven. Although a l l  

p r i n c i p a l s  had had experience w i th  6 0 / 4 0  and SOIS0 

s p l i t s  soma of  t h e i r  experience was based on teaching 

s i t u a t i o n s  t h a t  involved sharing t h a t  was no t  based on 

6W40 or  5W50 s p l i t s .  

Blrkaround 

Tablm 7 indicatms thm years of tmaching mxpmriencs 

o f  the  t h i r t y - s i x  tmaehrrs i nvo l v rd  i n  t h i s  study. The 

median was twrlvm yrarm of mxpmrimncm i n  thm teaching 

profession. The range of axperimnce ran from two 

teachmrs who werm f i r s t  ymar taachmrs t o  two teachers 

who estimated t h a t  they had twenty years o f  teaching 

m p e r  i ence m i  nus some 1 waves of absence. 

Th i r t y -  two teachers (89%) he ld  cont inuing 

cont racts  w i th  t h e  VSB. Two (6%) of t h e  other four  were 

h i r e d  as long term subs t i tu tes  f o r  t he  1983-1984 school 

year and two (6%) had been on temporary cont racts  f o r  a 

number of  years. 

Twenty-six teachers (72%) s ta ted  t h a t  t h e i r  

p r i n c i p a l s  ware p o s i t i v r  about and supportivm of  thm 

cancmpt ef shnrr  tmachinq. Thrse teachmrm be1 i rvmd 

t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l s  wrre pos i t ivm becausm thmir  p r i n c i p a l s  

warm masy-go1 nq, opmn-mi ndmd, and appreci a t  i ve of  t he  



Table 9 

Teaching Experience of  Sharing Teachers 

Years of  Experience (a) Teachers (b) 

(a) Years of  tmaching--ful l  o r  part - t ime 
years, inc lud ing  1983-1984 school ymar. 
(b) There arm on ly  33 tmachews l i s t e d  becausm 
i t  was impossible t o  hear one answer on the  
taper. 

ex t ra  t ime and energy t h a t  the  teachers were able t o  

d e v o t a t o  the  job. Some teachers sa id  t ha t  t h e i r  

p r i n c i p a l s  had i n i  t i  a1 1 y been apprehensive about the  

concept but  they had changed t h e i r  minds when the teams 

had proved t o  be e f fec t i ve .  Several o f  the  teams had 

experienced d i f f i c u l t y  ge t t i ng  other p r i n c i p a l s  t o  

in te rv iew them and were most apprec ia t ive of thmir 

p r inc ipw lsp  opmn-minded a t t i t u d r  towards thm concept of 

mharing. Onm tmachmr was p a r t i c u l a r l y  angry t h a t  

p r i n c i p a l s  would refusm t o  intmrvimw them f o r  avai lablm 

posi t ions.  She f m l t  t h a t  a p r i n c i p a l  should a t  l eas t  

a l low the  partnmrship thm same accmms t o  in terv iews tha t  

f u l l - t i m e  teachers received. I f  t he  p r i n c i p a l  d i d  not  
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l i k e  the par tnersh ip 's  p lans and programs then he/she 

cauld say t h a t  the  team d i d  not  f i t  t h e  school 's needs, 

bu t  how could the  p r i n c i p a l  poss ib ly  know if the team 

could do the  job i f  he/she d i d  no t  i n t r r v i r w  the  

appl icants. She f e l t  t h a t  thm p r i n c i p a l s  should a t  

l eas t  g ive  them some c r e d i t  f o r  ac t ing  p ro fess iona l l y  

and i n  the students' best in te res ts .  Other trachmrs 

a lso ind icated t h a t  access t o  in te rv iews had been 

l im i ted .  

Thrmr teachers (8%) were uncer ta in  of  t he  

p r i nc ipa l s '  a t t i t u d e  towards sharing. Both teachers of 

one partnership f e l  t t h a t  t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l  was ambivalent 

about sharing. He had discouraged new appl icants  from 

outs ide the  school but  allowed two teachers w i t h i n  the  

school t o  form a partnership. The t h i r d  teacher 

reported t h a t  she f e l t  her p r i n c i p a l  was changing h i s  

mind from negat ive t o  p o s i t i v e  because he could see i t  

was working. 

Seven teachers (19%)  reported a negative a t t i t u d e  

towards sharing on the  p a r t  of  t h e i r  p r inc ipa ls .  Four 

f a1 t t h a t  t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l  was general l y  against any 

nan- t rad i t iona l  concept and t h a t  h r  f e l t  t h a t  the Bawd 

was not  support ive of  job sharing becaume i t  en ta i led  

too  many problems d i v i d i n g  up jobs. 

One partnership reported negativm support on the  

grounds t h a t  t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l  had been instrumental i n  

breaking up t h e i r  partnership. 
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The seventh teacher q u a l i f i e d  her answer by saying 

t h a t  hmr p r i n c i p a l  ' s  reac t i on  could be described as 

scep t i ca l  rathmr than nmgativr. Bmcaurm t h e r r  wasnRt 

any smt Board po l i cy ,  hm was ILfence s i t t i n g N .  

A l l  t he  teachers f e l t  t h a t  t h e i r  s t a f f s  were 

p o s i t i v e  about, and support ive o f ,  share teaching 

a1 though some f e l t  t h a t  i n i t i a l l y  there  may have been 

some reservat ions. One teacher very w i  se l  y commented 

t h a t  i t  was important f o r  sharing teachers never t o  

plead ignorance about some issue i f  the  ignorance was 

due t o  a s l i p  i n  communication between t h e  partners. It 

was important not  t o  annoy the  s t a f f  by always saying, 

"1  d i d n ' t  know about t h a t  because I wasn't here when 

t h a t  happened. 'I 

Comna t ib i l i t y  

Table 8 shows how long the  teams had taught 

together and describes how the  teachers selected t h e i r  

partnmrs. The median lmngth was 2.5 years. I n  general, 

those teams which were composmd o f  teachmrs who knmw 

each other m i  t he r  p ro fess iona l l y  or  s o c i a l l y  were of 

longer durat ion than thore formed through the  auspices 

o f  the  board. Ten teams (56%) ware f ormod by teachers 

who had previous knowledge of  t h e i r  partners. E ight  of 

these ten teams (80%) planned t o  cont inue teaching 

together i n  1984-1985. E ight  other teams (44%) wore 

formed through the  auspices o f  the board, and on ly  two 

of  these e i g h t  (25%)  planned t o  teach together i n  

1984-1989. One other team was desirous of cont inuing 



Table 8 

Length o f  Par tne rsh ips  i n  Years and 

Method o f  Se lec t i on  o f  Par tner  

............................................................ 
Team Prev i  ~ u s  No Previous Cont- Length 

Knawl edge Know1 edge i n u i n q  i n  
i n  Years 
84-83 

-------------I- -I-------------------- 

Friends Taught I n t e r -  Meet- Placed 
i n  viewed i n g  by 

same App l i -  a t  t h e  t h e  
School cants  Board Board 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Y es 

Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes (sub) 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes (sub) 

Y c s  

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Na 

Y Qas 

Yes 

3 

Yes 

Na 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 
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t h e i r  par tnersh ip  bu t  because one o f  t he  team was on 

temporary cont ract  t h e i  r partnership was dependent on 

d i s t r i c t  s t a f f i n g  needs. The other f i v e  teams ind ica ted  

t h a t  because of  pregnancy, dec l in ing  enrollment, 

i ncompa t ib i l i t y ,  a des i re  t o  change jabs and/or pressure 

from the  admin is t ra t ion t h e i r  partnerships would end a t  

the  end of  t he  1983-1994 school year. 

Twenty o f  the  teachers (56%)  reported t h a t  they 

had previous experience a t  sharing. Eight  of  these had 

worked i n  two or  three other share teaching 

partnerships. Altogether t h e w  had been t h i r t y  p r r v i a u r  

partnerships. 

A11 but  one of  the  t h i r t y - s i x  teachers (97%) f e l t  

t h a t  t h e i r  par tnership was compatible. They d i d  no t  

f a e l  t ha t  they wers i d e n t i c a l  i n  s t y l e  w i th  t h e i r  

par tners but  they d i d  not  see t h i s  as very important. 

Several used the  word complementary t o  describe t h e i r  

r e la t i onsh ip  w i th  t h e i r  partner.  They f e l t  t h a t  t h e i r  

par tner"  s t y l e  gave added depth and strength t o  t h e  

partnership. One teacher f e l t  t h a t  there was a b e t t e r  

chance of each of t he  ch i l d ren  f i nd ing  a "soulmate" 

because there were two teachers w i th  which t o  i d e n t i f y .  

One teacher s ta ted t h a t  she had been apprehensive about 

t he  d i f fe rence  i n  persona l i t y  between her partner and 

hs rse l f  and tha t  she had been concerned t h a t  t h e  

ch i l d ren  would compare them. This had not happened. 

She f e l t  t h a t  ah* had learnmd a l o t  from her partner.  

Her p a r t n r r  sa id  t h a t  betwren them they f i l l r d  a wholm 
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spectrum of s k i l l s  ra the r  than j u s t  par t .  "We are 

d i f f e r e n t  pe rsona l i t i es  bu t  our phi losophies are 

~ i m i l a r , ~  she said. Another teacher commented t h a t  her 

approach t o  teaching had been modif ied by her par tner ' s  

approach and together they were developing a common 

ground between t h e i r  two s ty les .  Several sa id  they were 

$ lex ib lm and had sdrptod t o  t h e i r  partnmrP. s t y l r .  

Most of t he  teachers agreed t h a t  academic standards 

and d i s c i p l i n e  standards had t o  be very s i m i l a r  i n  order 

not  t o  confuse the  ch i ldren.  These were two areas where 

i t  was important t o  communicatm. One teacher said t h a t  

she and hmr partner had a r r i ved  a t  a consensus about 

standards and now they saw " rye  t o  eyeii about what they 

e ~ p e ~ t h d  from the  chi ldren,  She said, "It astonishes us 

how s i m i l a r  our opinions are about the ch i ldren. "  

Several par tners  taught together f o r  the  f i r s t  week af 

school i n  order t o  es tab l i sh  classroom standards tha t  

were acceptable t o  both teachers. 

One teacher found herse l f  i n  an i n t o l e r a b l e  

share-teaching s i t ua t i on .  A1 though she f e l t  t h a t  she 

knew what t o  look f o r  and what she wanted from a 

partnership, she found t h a t  i n  actual  f a c t  her new 

partner appeared t o  say one th ing  and t o  do another. 

8hm f m l t  t h a t  shr  should have askmd more qumstions about 

t h r  speci f icm of how thing. would bm done by hmr p a r t n r r  

ra the r  than accepting g e n e r a l i t i c r .  The partnership was 

poor and the  students were not  ge t t i ng  enough 

consistency t o  meet t h e i r  needs. Her partner,  i n  her 
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estimation, was not  e f f e c t i v e  and she found i t  d i f f i c u l t  

tn respmct what she did. 

C r i t e r i a  f a r  Select ion of  a Partner 

Teachsrs agreed t h a t  i t  was r e a l l y  important t o  get 

t o  know your partner bmfora hand. Sharing was l i k e  a 

marriage. I t was not  easy j u s t  because the  teachers 

w m r r  on ly  t he re  h a l f  t i m m .  They wers not  near ly  as 

independent as when they worked fu l l - t ime .  I f  a t  a l l  

poss ib le  they recommended seeing your po ten t i a l  par tner 

teach and observing how the  ch i l d ren  reacted t o  her. 

The most important c r i t e r i a  of  any good partnership 

was the  a b i l i t y  t o  communicate w i th  your partner openly, 

f r e e l y  and often. I f  you had good rapport  the  other 

th ings  would fo l low,  As one teachmr said, f r iendsh ip  

was not  important but  respect was. You had t o  be able 

t o  t a l k  honest ly  and s t ra igh t fo rward ly  w i th  your 

partner.  It war important t o  be w i l l i n g  t o  accept your 

p a r t n s r R s  ideas and t o  be w i l l i n g  t o  changw. Pra is ing  

your partnerC. accomplishmmts was important because i t  

made her f e e l  appreciated. 

Sharing teachers should have s i  m i  1 ar  opinions about 

d i sc ip l i ne .  Standards needed t o  be set  marly i n  the 

year. Although they do not  need t o  be i d e n t i c a l  there  

should be a thread of  consistencyl one partner could not  

be  l e n i e n t  and the  other s t r i c t .  

Sharing teachers need t o  decide on a basic 

ph i  1 osophy. Thi s should inc lude basic goals, basic 

approaches t o  teaching reading and mathematics, whether 



centars w i l l  o r  w i l l  no t  be used, whether the  c lass  w i l l  

b a  utructurmd or  opmn, and what you arm going t o  t rach  

and when. 

Classroom rou t ines  such as where ch i l d ren  w i l l  l i n r  

up, when thmy w i l l  sharpen penci ls ,  and haw they w i l l  

organitm a pagm i n  thmir  enmrcism books need t o  bm 

establ ished and agreed upon. As wel l ,  decis ions have t o  

be made about neatness standards i n  t he  room, i n  

ch i ld ren 's  exerc ise books, on the t rachars9 desk, about 

how de ten t i  ons and punishments w i  11 be hand1 ed, about 

how exerc ise books w i l l  be marked, and even abaut l i t t l e  

th ings  l i k e  how the  ch i l d ren  w i l l  be asked t o  form t h e i r  

p r i n t e d  or  w r i t t e n  l e t t e r s .  

Although umvmral tmachers f m l t  t h a t  t he  tmaching 

s t y l o  of  par tners  should bm s i m i l a r  on ly  four  (twa 

partnerships)  f e l t  t h a t  i t  was essent ia l ,  There four  

teachers f e l t  t h a t  t he  program and prrsmntat ion should 

b r  so s i m i l a r  t h a t  on ly  t he  teacher changmd from day t o  

day. I n  t h e i r  est imat ion t h r  c h i l d r m  should b r  working 

on the  same things, i n  the  same way, regardless of  whore 

day i t  was t o  teach. Most of tmnchers f e l t  t h a t  some 

d i v e r s i t y  was a plus. 

Srveral  teachers sa id  t h a t  t he  persona l i t y  of t he  

partner was important. One teacher r a i d  she needed a 

partner who was cherry and out-going and loved ch i ldren.  

Others sa id  a partner had t o  be f l e x i b l e  and adaptable. 

I f  possible, par tners  should have s imi  l a r  teaching 

experience and background. Twa teachers sa id  t h a t  both 
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par tners  should b r i n g  equal exper t ise  t o  the job so tha t  

each was able t o  con t r i bu te  equal ly  t o  t he  job-load. It 

was important t o  f i n d  a partner who would con t r ibu te  as 

much t ime and energy t o  t he  job as you would so t h a t  t h e  

1 oad was even1 y ba l  anced. 

Some teachers f e l t  t h a t  a s i m i l a r  l i f e s t y l e  was 

impartant because you would be more sympathetic about 

yaur pa r tne rps  personal problems espec ia l l y  i f  they had 

any bearing on her performance i n  t he  classroom. One 

experienced teacher who was sharing w i th  a novice 

complained t h a t  her par tner ' s  whole l i f e  esntered on the 

job. She sa id , " I  have t o  keep reminding her t h a t  we are 

a team. She doma too much f a r  me." 

Ssveral tmachmra maid t h a t  they had t o  work hard 

bmcauae they d i d  no t  want thmir  par tners  t o  come i n  and 

say t h a t  nothing had been wccomplished. 

As Table 9 shows, the  great ma jo r i t y  of  tho  

teachers thought t h a t  c o m p a t i b i l i t y  war extremely 

important. Teachers who ra ted  c o m p a t i b i l i t y  as very 

important sa id  t h a t  there  had t o  be some accomodations 

made between partners. Although compa t ib i l i t y  war 

important i t  was not  t he  only c r i t e r i o n  t o  consider. 
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the  prox imi ty  o f  the  team members' homes. A la rge  

number of t he  sharing teachers l i v e d  i n  the suburbs some 

distance from the c i t y .  Partners who l i v e d  c lose 

together met as o f ten  as once a week. Three teams (17%) 

d i d  not  repo r t  any meetings a f t e r  the i n i t i a l  planning 

sessions i n  l a t e  August or e a r l y  September. Most teams 

ind icated more frequent communication i n  September and 

October than l a t e r  i n  the  year. 

Eight  teams (44%) reported t h a t  i t  was t h e i r  

roqu lar  p r a c t i c e  t o  drop i n  a t  school whi le  t h e i r  

par tner was teaching, Eight  teams (44%) reported tha t  

they s o c i a l i z r d  w i th  t h e i r  partners. Three teams (17%) 

ind icated t h a t  they s ta r ted  the f i r s t  few days of  the 

year o f f  together. Several teachers ind icated t h a t  they 

d i d  not  f i n d  i t  necessary to meet taqsther ws much as 

they d i d  the f i r s t  year t h a t  they taught together as a 

team. 

A s  Table 10 shows the  great  ma jo r i t y  of the 

teachers thought t h a t  communication between the  partners 

was e ~ t r e m s l y  s a t i s f a c t o r y  or  very sa t i s fac to ry .  

Improving personal contact seemed t o  be the main 

suggestion f o r  improving communication, but  those who 

f e l t  communication could be improved sa id  t h a t  because 

they lived so f a r  from t h e i r  partner i t  was u n l i k e l y  

t h a t  they would, or could, get together more f requent ly  

than they d i d  alraady. A second suggestion was t o  be i n  



Table 10 

Qua1 i t y o f  

In t ra -C l  assroom Communi c a t  i o n  

No. % 

1. E ~ t r e m s l y  s a t i s f a c t o r y  20 549 

2 .  Vary s i i t t i s fw r ta ry  X J 36 

31 F a i r l y  s a t i a f a c t e r y  3 tn) E3 

4. Sometimes Unsa t i s f ac to r y  

5 ,  U n m t i a f  wctory i (a) 

( a )  There a re  57 respnnsss because one 
teacher who r a t e d  t h e  o r a l  communication 
as u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  and t h e  w r i t t e n  
cammunication as f a i r l y  s a t i s f a c t o r y  i s  
represented twice.  

t h e  classronm together  more o f ten .  Q t h i r d  suggest ion 

was t h a t  t h e  use o f  a tape recorder  might improve 

cammunication. The one teacher who r a t e d  her team's 

cammunication u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  s a i d  t h a t  i n c reas i ng  

contac t  would probably  no t  iftiprove cammunication because 

 he and her pa r tne r  d i d  no t  "speak t h e  same languageH. 

I n  a l l  caams on l y  one team member at tended s t a + f  

msstings. The a t t end ing  team member was rwspsnai b l e  f n r  

t a k i n g  n o t m  and patmi ng on p e r t i n m t  f n f  armation. 

Other types o+ eammuniention were hnndled s i m i l & r % y .  

Morning b u l l e t i n s  and personal communication t h a t  wmrc 

p a r t i n a n t  t o  t h a  jab were r e l ~ y e d  t o  t h e  absent pa r tne r .  
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Several teachers resented t h a t  t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l s  checked 

up on them t o  see i f  they d i d  i n  f a c t  r e l a y  information. 

One teacher complained t h a t  her partner and she got 

c o n f l i c t i n g  in format ion from the  p r i nc ipa l .  One teacher 

sa id  t h a t  her p r i n c i p a l  had given h i s  sharing teachers 

the  rsspons ib i l  i t y  t h a t  they deserved as profess iona ls  

t o  keep t h e i r  par tners  informed. She sa id  t h a t  a t  one 

school she was t rea ted  l i k e  a c h i l d  and not  even t rus ted  

t o  keep t rack o f  her own days a t  work. She respected 

her present p r i n c i p a l  because he gave them the  freedom 

and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  organize t h e i r  own schedule. 

Although he d i d  not  communicate much she sensed h i s  

unspoken support. 

Several teachers s ta ted t h a t  they were very care fu l  

t o  para on a l l  in format ion about school a c t i v i t i e s  t o  

t h e i r  partner.  One teacher sa id  t h a t  because she and 

her partner had opted f o r  part - t ime teaching i t  was 

t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  make sure t h a t  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n  

worked as smoothly as i f  one teacher were i n  the  c lass 

fu l l - t ime.  Another teacher sa id  t h a t  she probably pa id  

c loser  a t t e n t i o n  a t  s t a f f  meetings now than when she 

worked f u l l - t i m e  because she d i d  not  want t o  be accused 

of  not  re lay ing  information. She sa id  t h a t  she was 

'paranoi dl1 about passi ng on in format ion because 

communication seemed t o  be a major concern o f  her 

p r i nc ipa l .  Her partner a l so  s ta ted t h a t  she war very 

conscious of  passing on a l l  in format ion from the 

p r i nc ipa l .  





Cont inu i  t v  

h Table 1 (page 43) i n d i c a t e s  none of t he  teachers 

i n te rv iewed  shared on a  morning/af ternoan bas is .  The 

t r a v e l  t ime  invo lved  made t h i s  a  l e s s  des i r ab l e  

a l t r r n a t i v s .  Only t h ree  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  thmy would 

consider h a l f - y e a r l y  semesters and then o n l y  t empo ra r i l y  

when t h e i r  f a m i l i e s  were grown-up o r  because they might 

like t o  t r a v e l .  

Thoee whe chase t o  s p l i t  t h e  week d i d  eo f o r  

personal reasons. They l i k e d  t o  have r s g u l w  days a t  

home so t h a t  they cou ld  organize t h e i r  f a m i l y 9 s  

a c t i v i t i e s .  Qne teacher s a i d  t h a t  t he re  ware cmr ta in  

p o s i t i v e  advantaqms which accrued t o  t h e  s tudents  

because they go t  a  new f r e s h  teacher i n  t h e  middle o f  

t h e  week. Another po in ted  ou t  t h a t  fo l low-up on 

d i s c i p l i n e  problems o r  un f i n i shed  morning work was 

eas ie r  when t h e  teacher stayed a l l  day. 

The t h ree  teams t h a t  chase t a  a l t e r n a t e  weeks d i d  

so because they  f e l t  i t  was . l e s s  d i s r u p t i v e  f o r  t h e  

students.  They gained a rewsonablm pe r i od  o f  t i m r  i n  

which t o  complete a c t i v l t i m .  They l i k e  being a b l e  t o  

dovelop some m in i - un i t s  awch wrek. They 4 ~ l t  i t  . gayer 

them more autonomy wi thbut  j eopard iz ing  c o n t i n u i t y  a f  

i n s t r u c t i o n .  One team had adopkrd t h e  h a b i t  of  

eemmunicatinp one day be fo re  t h e  and o i  each weakly 

s h i f t  as we l l  as a t  t he  end o f  each s h i f t .  Each pa r tne r  

then had a f u l l  day i n  which t o  prepare f o r  her week i n  

school. 



The methods o f  mainta in ing c o n t i n u i t y  of 

i ~ s t r u c t i o n  were as var ied as the  teachers involved, but  

c e r t a i n  pa t te rns  were apparent. As wel l ,  some teams 

used d i f f e r e n t  methods i n  d i f f e r e n t  subject  areas. 

A l te rna t ina  un i ts .  Some grade three teams had 

devised a method of  a l t e r n a t i n g  reading s t o r i e s  o r  

reading un i ts .  As we l l r  s p e l l i n g  u n i t s  could be 

a l ternated i f  the  teachers' schedule was a l t e r n a t e  

weeks. 

!2omalemantarv un i ts .  One teacher would teach a 

u n i t  l i k e  number theory and the other would concentrate 

on number fac ts .  Both u n i t s  would be going on 

concurrent ly.  

Comnartmentalizina the  subiect areas. Some 

partnerships broke the  la rge  subject  areas l i k e  language 

a r t s  and mathematics up i n t o  smaller sub-areas. Each 

teacher would take r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  h a l f  the  sub- 

areas. Language a r t s  could be broken up i n t o  smaller 

areas 1 i ke reading comprehension, spel 1 i ng , s to ry  

wr i t ing ,  phonics, p r i n t i n g ,  journals, and grammar o r  

language s k i l l s .  Mathematics could be broken up i n t o  

problem solving, geometry, measurement, number fac ts ,  

and number theory. 

Centers. A number of t he  teams, espec ia l l y  a t  t he  

grade one leve l ,  used learn ing o r  teaching centers which 

were continuous regardless of  which teacher war present. 

S k i l l s  might be introduced by one teacher but  the 

w r i t t e n  work was the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of  both teachers. 
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The partners would agree on what was an acceptable leve l  

of  response expectation. These centers could e i t h e r  be 

developed j o i n t l y  o r  by one teacher. 

e l t e rna te  wlanninq. One teacher planned a u n i t  and 

organized a11 the  mater ia ls  necessary and both teachers 

taught the  u n i t .  The par tners  would a l t e rna te  u n i t  

preparat ion and agree on what was an acceptable standard 

of work. 

Fol lowinn a tex t .  Some teams had decided t o  f o l l ow  

through a s p e c i f i c  tex t .  Each partner would i nd i ca te  

what she had accomplished so t h a t  the  other knew where 

t o  begin. Generally a teacher could est imate what her 

partner might accomplish and i n  t h a t  way was able t o  

prepare f o r  her own re turn.  This worked wel l  i n  

phonics, language s k i 1  l s ,  and readingy as we1 1 as i n  

mathematics. Some teams ind icated t h a t  they were able 

t o  swi tch par tners  i n  the  middle of  a s t o r y  o r  a c t i v i t y  

without any apparent d is rupt ion.  

J o i n t  wlannina of un i ts .  Some teams discussed and 

planned the  u n i t s  together t h a t  they wished t o  teach. 

This method requi red a l o t  of cooperation. Several of 

the  teams used a language experience approach and 

j o i n t l y  decided on themes and ideas t o  be developed. 

geoarate subiects. Some teams d iv ided up the 

ma1  l e r  subject areas between them. One would teach 

music, the  other a r t ;  one would teach science, the other 

soc ia l  studies. 
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Thrsm teams (17%) reported t h a t  outs ide of long 

range plans made a t  the beginning of t he  year they d i d  

no t  do much planning together. They d iv ided up the 

subject  areas and s k i l l s  t o  be taught i n  September and 

t h e i r  programs ran  ra the r  independently a f t e r  that .  The 

on ly  other planning would take place over the  phone 

dur ing t h e i r  weekly or  tw ice weekly communication 

sessi on. 

Eleven teams (hi%) reported t h a t  they sat  down 

together f requent ly  (every s i x  weeks t o  two months) and 

planned l a rge  blocks o f  t ime together. Large master 

u n i t s  would be planned i n  t h i s  way. 

One team met every Thursday a t  school t o  make 

plans. Another team had taught together s i x  years and 

f e l t  t h a t  t h e i r  program d i d  not  requ i re  too  much long 

term planninq. They knew where they were going and what 

t o  expect from each other. Another was dominated by an 

experienced teacher who had establ ished a program t h a t  

t he  other f 01 1 owed. 

The ma jo r i t y  of  teams used the  same daybook f o r  

both partners. Nine teams completely made up t h e i r  

pa r tne rP% daybook before they l e f t  school on t h e i r  l a s t  

day. They organized a l l  t he  seatwork and mater ia ls  t h a t  

t h e i r  par tner needed f o r  her f i r s t  day back i n  the  

classroom, and the  partner came i n  e a r l y  on her f i r s t  

day back t o  see what had been organized f o r  her. 
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F ive  other teams made up the dayplan f o r  t he  day 

t h a t  they would r e t u r n  t o  school as thoroughly as they 

could and then mads per t inen t  e n t r i e s  i n  t h e i r  par tner 's  

dnyplan f o r  those subjects f o r  which they shared 

teaching r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  Their par tners  would complete 

the  dayplan f o r  them before they came back t o  school. 

A l l  t he  teachers who l e f t  the dayplan ready f o r  t h e i r  

par tners  sa id  t h a t  t h e i r  par tner was under no o b l i g a t i o n  

t o  f o l l ow  t h e  dayplan exact ly.  

Two teams l e f t  an o u t l i n e  i n  the  daybook f o r  t h e i r  

own r e t u r n  but  made no e n t r i e s  i n  the  daybook f o r  t h e i r  

partners. 

Two teams who used separate daybooks took t h e i r  

daybooks home w i th  them. They f e l t  t h a t  they had 

f resher i d  a f t e r  a  few days away from school. 

A s  Table 12 ind ica tes  the ma jo r i t y  o f  t he  partnerships 

in tegrated t h e i r  program i n  mathematics and language 

ar ts .  The degree o f  i n t e g r a t i o n  had a  d i r e c t  

re la t i onsh ip  on the  amount of j o i n t  planning t h a t  was 

undertaken. I n teg ra t i on  forced them t o  make sure tha t  

the  work was accomplished. One teacher who now 

in tegrated her program w i th  her par tner ' s  sa id  t h a t  she 

had not  done t h i s  her f i r s t  year of sharing and t h a t  

both systems worked f ine.  

Those who d i d  not  i n teg ra te  f e l t  t h a t  they were 

f r e e r  t o  s t ress  a c t i v i t i e s  and ideas t h a t  in terested 



Number o f  Teams ------------------- 
Yes Coordinated No 

No. % No. % No. % 

Language A r t s  14 78 

Mathematics 18 814, 1 6 2 11 

Other Subject 
&rears 11 61 

them. In teg ra t i on  made them f e e l  i nh ib i t ed .  It was 

more important, they f e l t ,  t h a t  the  teacher f e e l  

comfortable w i th  t h e  program. 

Table 13 ind ica tes  tha t  the  great  ma jo r i t y  of 

teachers f e l t  t h a t  i n t e g r a t i n g  the  programs i n  language 

a r t s  and mathematics was very important o r  extremely 

important. 

Evaluation. Most of  t he  sharing teachers d i d  not  

fee l  t h a t  eva luat ion was any more d i f f i c u l t  than when 

working fu l l - t ime.  As one teacher said, "Between the  

two o f  us we come up w i th  a f u l l  week of evaluat ion." 

Some sa id  t h a t  i t  d i d  take longer i n  t he  beginning but  

two p a i r s  of  ayes took i n t o  considerat ion more facets  of 

the  c h i l d ' s  a b i l i t i e s  and personal i ty .  One teacher sa id  

t h a t  when you teach part - t ime your t ime i s  very intense 



Table 15 

Importance o f  I n t e g r a t i o n  

No. o f  Teachmrs 

Language Math Other 
a r t s  Subjects  

- - - - 1 ~ - - ~ - 1 1 - - - - 1 - 1 1 " I I I I m - . m - . - . - . - . - .  

No. % No. % No. % ...................................................... 
1. Extremely Important 14 39 16 45 b 17 

2. Very Impor tant  15 42 12 99 7 20 

3. F a i r l y  Impor tant  4 11 5 14 8 22 

4. Not Very Impor tant  3 8 3 8 11 JD 

5. O f  L i t t l e  Importance - - - - 4 11 

heta~:== yiji.i k i i ~ w  t h a t  yau have t o  i i n d  ou t  as much as 

you can about t h e  c h i l d r e n  i n  h a l f  t h e  t ime. Wi th in  a 

couple o f  weeks she f e l t  t h a t  her pa r tne r  and she had 

formed a consensus about each c h i  l d .  Those teachers who 

sommunicatmd + r@qu@nt fy  9eund t h a t  they  mirmed very  

l i t t l e .  I n  f a c t ,  because they t a l k e d  abnut t he  c h i l d r e n  

f r e q u e n t l y  they  were cons tan t l y  aware 09 any l i t t l e  

problems. Voca l i z ing  w i t h  a pa r t ne r  helpad t o  kmep 

t h i ng% i n  mind. When a problem was mentioned by nns 09 

t h e  pa r t ne r s  t he re  were two people t o  b ra ins to rm ways t o  

deal w i t h  t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  A t  r e p o r t  card  t ime  i t  was 

necessary t o  come up w i t h  a consensus. Sharing teachers 

s a i d  t h a t  i t  was eas ie r  t o  w r i t e  r e p o r t  cards because 



89 

there was inpu t  from two teachers. They f e l t  the 

ch i l d ren  received a f a i r e r  evaluat ion. With two 

teachers i n  a classroom i t  was l ess  l i k e l y  t h a t  one 

c h i l d ' s  problems would be overlooked. Mort par tners  

f e l t  t ha t  they genera l ly  agreed about the  chi ldren.  

They might have more p o s i t i v e  or  l e s s  p o s i t i v e  opin ions 

than t h e i r  par tner  about an i nd i v idua l  c h i l d ' s  a t t i t u d e  

but  they usua l l y  agreed on the  c h i l d ' s  achievement. 

Only f i v e  o f  t he  sharing teachers (14%) ind icated 

t h a t  i t  was a l i t t l e  harder t o  evaluate the  ch i l d ren  i n  

a sharing s i t u a t i o n  because i t  was necessary t o  

communicate o f ten  and t o  keep good records and notes. 

One teacher who taught i n  a poor socio-economic area 

sa id  t h a t  communication about the  ch i l d ren  was constant. 

There were d i f f i c u l t  f a m i l i e s  i n  the  neighbourhood and 

the ch i l d ren ' s  l i v e s  o f ten  changed dramat ica l ly  over 

n ight .  It was necessary f o r  both par tners  t o  keep up t o  

date on a11 these changes. 

The method of record keeping var ied due t o  grade 

leve l ,  type o f  program, subject  area, and teacher 

preference but  c e r t a i n  pa t te rns  were evident. A l l  t he  

teams communicated on a regu lar  bas is  e i t h e r  on the 

phone or  i n  person. Host teams kept a common mark book. 

Nine teams (50%) reported t h a t  they kept a loose-leaf 

notebook or  f i l e  card system that  war arranged 

a lphabet ica l l y  by the  c h i l d ' s  name. The user of  such a 

notebook or  system varied. Some used i t  on ly  as a 

reading conference record. Others wrote down 
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in format ion about work habi ts ,  behaviour, t e s t  resu l ts ,  

work accomplished or  not  accomplished, and d i f f i c u l t i e s  

encountered. These teachers found i t  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

useful  t o  have documentation r e l a t i n g  t o  t he  c h i l d ' s  

st rengths and weaknesses f o r  parent-teacher conferences 

and repo r t  cards. One team kept on ly  in format ion 

r e l a t i n g  t o  parent meetings, d i s c i p l i n e  and hea l th  

problems, screening committees, and soc ia l  workers i n  

t h i s  notebook. 

Nine teams (50%) kept an " inc iden tsu  or  "from me t o  

you" book which was organized chrono log ica l l y  by date. 

Informat ion as t o  who needed help, who d i d  wel l ,  

homework assigned, and work t o  be completed was w r i t t e n  

i n  t h i s  book. Two teams sa id  t h a t  they had a system of  

w r i t i n g  on the  bottom or back of the  dayplan about any 

d i f f i c u l t i e s  encountered. I t was easy t o  look back i n  

the  daybook t o  see how f requent ly  something was 

happening. Ten teams (56%) reported 1 eavi ng informal  

notes f o r  t h e i r  partners. A s  well ,  t he  teachers used 

tests,  check l is ts ,  and f i l e  f o l d e r s  of the  ch i l d ren ' s  

work t o  a s s i s t  them i n  t h e i r  evaluation. 

Several teachers sa id  t h a t  they d i d  a l o t  of record 

keeping, more than when they worked fu l l - t ime.  I t was 

necessary t o  be well-organized i n  order t o  deal 

e f f e c t i v e l y  w i th  the  chi ldren,  the  parents, and your 

partner.  

Subst i tutes. Although most teachers would have 

prefer red t o  swi tch days when one or the  other was s i ck  
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on ly  one team i nd i ca ted  t h a t  i t  was t h e i r  regu la r  

p r a c t i s e  t o  do t h i s .  They had never used a s u b s t i t u t e  

because o f  i l l n e s s .  Two teams sa id  t h a t  i t  had bean 

t h e i r  p r a c t i s e  t o  swi tch  days previoum t o  t h e  1983-1984 

school year b u t  they had changed over t e  e x c l u r i v s  use 

o f  t h e  s u b s t i t u t e  o f f i c e  i n  t h e  1989-1984 rchoo l  year. 

One o f  these teams repor ted t h a t  t h e  irnpstur f o r  

changing had come from the  Board because o f  t he  lengthy  

r b ~ o n c e  09 one a# thm tmam mwnbera, i t  appmprs t h a t  i t  

i s  no t  t h e  Board's p o l i c y  t o  a l l ow pa r tne rs  t o  sw i t ch  

days f o r  long per iods o f  t ime because an imbalance can 

develop i n  t he  payment o f  sa la r ies .  According t o  

Maureen Tomsich, Personnel Adminis t rator ,  Elementary 

S ta f f i ng ,  teachers who wish t o  a1 t e r  t h e i r  rchsdule 

should contac t  t h e  Board and ehsnge thmir cont rcc t  +or 

t h e  month involved. Although most teachers refused t o  

work f o r  s u b s t i t u t e  pay i n  t h e i r  own classes, two 

teachers were on t h e  s u b s t i t u t e  l i s t  f o r  t h e i r  par tners;  

these two had never had a s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  themselves. 

F i v e  taams (28%) repor ted  t h a t  they switched i f  they 

could bu t  d i d  use s u b s t i t u t e s  i f  t h e i r  pa r tne r  war 

unava i lab ls  on short notic.. E igh t  teams (44%) used t h e  

s u b s t i t u t e  o f f i c e  exc lus i ve l y  and d i d  no t  swi tch  days 

w i t h  t h e i r  par tner .  Most who c a l l e d  i n  s u b s t i t u t e s  d i d  

so because t h e i r  pa r tne rs  had fami l y  commitments on 

t h e i r  o f f  days. 

4s Table 14 i nd i ca tes  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  teachers 

thought t h a t  t h e i r  s u b s t i t u t e  arrangements were very or 



extremely sa t i s fac to ry .  It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note t h a t  

sharing teachers t r i e d  t o  minimize t h e i r  absences. 

Eighteen sharing teachers (50%) sa id  t h a t  they were 

seldom or never absent and f o r  t h i s  reason the  

s u b s t i t u t e  arrangement were very sa t i s fac to ry .  Several 

expressed some concerns over t he  use of subs t i t u tes  

because i t  was feas ib le  t h a t  both par tners  could be s ick  

in one week and two d i f f e r e n t  subs t i t u tes  could be i n  

t he  classroom i n  t he  same week. As we l l  s u s t i t u t e s  

o f ten  l e f t  work unmarked, and work was no t  l e f t  prepared 

f o r  the  next partner.  One teacher who l i v e d  c lose t o  

h e r  school and whose partner was o f ten  s i ck  i d  t h a t  

she came i n  every day t h a t  a s u b s t i t u t e  was i n  t he  c lass  

t o  p lan  f o r  thm subst i tutm and t o  ser i f  t h i ngs  were 

done. The ch i l d ren  were her ch i l d ren  even i f  she was 

not  supposed t o  be there. 

Table 14 

Subs t i tu te  Arrangements 

No . of  x 
Teachers (a) 

1. Extremely s a t i s f a c t o r y  9 26 
2. Very s a t i s f a c t o r y  15 44 
3. F a i r l y  s a t i s f a c t o r y  9 26 
4. Sometimes unsa t i s fac to ry  - ,.. 
5 .  Unsat is fac tory  1 3 ........................................... 
(a) Two teachers d i d  not  r a t e  t h e  subs t i t u te  
arrangements. 



I ns t ruc t i ona l  Process 

No t rends were evident i n  t h e  language a r t s  

programs used by shar ing teachers. Teachers had adapted 

and modif ied programs t h a t  they had used as f u l l - t i m e  

teachers t o  s u i t  the  needs o f  t h e i r  classroom s i tua t ion .  

A11 but  two classes (89%) had groups f o r  reading 

ins t ruc t ion .  One c lass  had no spec ia l  reading groups. 

I n  t h i s  c lass  s k i l l s  wore taught i n  l a rgo  or small group 

s i t u a t i o n s  but  reading and language a c t i v i t i e s  were on 

i nd i v idua l  cards. The ch i l d ren  selected t h e i r  own 

a c t i v i t y  cards from the  se lec t ion  made ava i l ab le  by the  

teacher. Another c lass  a t imetabled i n t o  an 

in te r -c lass  grouping schedule f o r  readinq ins t ruc t ian .  

Ten teams (56%) ran  the  same program i n  language a r t s  

regardless of  who was present. The other teams (44%) 

broke a l l  o r  p a r t  of t he  language a r t s  program up i n t o  

component p a r t s  (e.g., reading comprehension, spe l l ing,  

s t o r y  wr i t ing ,  phonics) w i th  each teacher assuming 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  some parts. 

A l l  t he  grade one teachers (6  teams) ind icated t h a t  

they consulted and planned together t he  s k i l l s  t o  be 

taught. The grade one programs were genera l ly  more open 

than the  programs of the other grades and therefore 

c lose consul ta t ion about the s k i l l s  t o  be taught was 

i mprrat i vw. 

I n  grade two (7 teams) the  program was more formal. 

Only two grade two teams sa id  t h a t  they d i d  not  s p l i t  up 

the  language a r t s  program i n  any way but  planned 



everything together. Because the  grade two teachers 

more f requent ly  d iv ided language a r t s  up i n t o  

mini-subject areas (e.g., reading comprehension, 

spe l l ing,  s t o r y  w r i t i ng ,  phonics) they were able t o  run  

t h e i r  programs more independently. 

A l l  the grade th ree  or  t h ree l f ou r  classes ( 5  teams) 

ind icated t h a t  they met together a t  the  beginning of  the  

year and set  out a  basic s k i l l s  sequencing p lan f o r  t h e  

year. Two ind ica ted  t h a t  separate spheres of 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  were a l l o t t e d  t o  each teacher. 

Ten teams (56%) sa id  t h a t  both teachers were 

equal ly  responsib le f o r  a l l  aspects of t he  language a r t s  

program. Seven teams (39%) ind icated t h a t  they d iv ided 

the  program up i n t o  s p e c i f i c  spheres of  respons ib i l i t y .  

One teacher sa id  t h a t  there was no accountabi l i ty8 she 

assumed t h a t  her partner d idn ' t  teach anything and she 

made up her own program based on her own assessment of 

t h e  ch i ld ren 's  needs. 

Sixteen teams (89%) used the same exercise books 

f o r  both teachers f o r  language a r t s  and mathematics i n  

order t o  maintain c o n t i n u i t y  of work habi ts .  They l i k e d  

i t  because they could see r e a d i l y  what t h e i r  par tners 

had done and what k ind of standards t h e i r  par tners  had. 

Also they could f i n i s h  work t h a t  t h e i r  par tners had not  

been able t o  f i n i s h .  One team sa id  t h a t  each teacher 

i n i t i a l l e d t h e w o r k  t h a t  she had marked. Only one 

teacher d i d  not  l i k e  using the  same exerc ise books as 
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her  pa r tne r  because she was unhappy w i t h  her p a r t n e r ' s  

s&anndards. 

a r s n a t h s  of Shar igg,  Although t he re  was a v a r i e t y  

o f  ways o f  shar ing,  each team perceived same s t reng ths  

i n  i t s  own system. Those teachers who had s p l i t  t h e i r  

cu r r i cu lum r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  up i n t o  smal l  sec t ions  f e l t  

t h a t  they  gained t h e  freedom t o  p l an  as f a r  ahead as 

they wanted t o  p lan .  As we l l ,  they b a s i c a l l y  knew what 

t h e i r  p a r t n e r s  were doing. They f e l t  t h a t  because they  

concentrated on c e r t a i n  aspects a f  t h e  cu r r i cu lum they 

were more thorough and b e t t e r  planned than when they  

worked f u l l - t i m e .  The c h i l d r e n  gained more va r i e t y .  

Those who planned eve ry th ing  together  i d  t h a t  

thoy wore Q i n t o g r n t r d  i n  thm clamwsem t h a t  t h e  

c h i l d r e n  had as u n i f i e d  a program as i f  m e  teacher was 

t h e r e  a l l  t h e  t ime. One teacher sa id,  "We d a  no t  

cansi  der oursml ves two peopl e. " 

The amount o f  work aceompl in~hed was a s t ranqth .  

Host teama f e l t  t h a t  they  accomplished more becaum o f  

t h e i r  added energy. One s a i d  t he re  was very l i t t l e  busy 

work i n  t h e i r  c lass.  Another s a i d  t h a t  you had t o  be 

c a r e f u l  t h a t  t h e  f u l l - t i m e  teachers were no t  j e a l a u ~  o f  

a l l  t h a t  you d id .  

Several teams had devised exce l l en t  reco rd  keeping 

systems so t h a t  i n f o rma t i on  was r e a d i l y  and e a s i l y  

a v a i l a b l e  f o r  themselves and t h e i r  par tners .  

Another s t r eng th  was f l e ~ i b i l i t y .  Shar ing teachers 

were cons tan t l y  changing and adapt ing t h e i r  program and 



l ea rn i ng  new s k i l l s  from each o ther .  Qna taachc r  sa i d  

t h a t  a s t r eng th  a f  sha r ing  was t h a t  t h e  c h i l d r e n  learned 

t o  deal w i t h  two p e r s o n a l i t i r s .  X t '  was li ke hav ing  two 

parents.  The teachers d i d  no t  necessa r i l y  have t o  do 

t h i n g s  i n  t h e  same way bu t  they were a u n i t e d  f r o n t  who 

were t he re  t o  he lp  t h e  ch i l d ren .  The c h i l d r e n  were no t  

working t o  meet any s p e c i f i c  teacher" requ i rements  bu t  

t o  improve themselves. 

Several teachers perce ived 

%om# waakneessm i n  shar ing. Thsy r a i d  t h a t  t h r r e  was 

nmt enough t ima  t o  do spec ia l  t h i n g s  b e c a u ~ e  thsy were 

i n  t he  classroom f o r  such a shor t  pe r i od  o f  t ime  or 

b e c a u ~ e  a c t i v i t i e s  c a r r i s d  on avsr  t o o  l ong  n pe r i od  

when thsy  were en l y  i n  t h e  c lesrraom h a l f  t i m r ,  Boma 

found i t  d i f f i c u l t  t y i n g  up loose ends eve ry  two o r  

One team o r i g i n a l l y  had l e f t  a dayplan f o r  each 

o ther  bu t  one pa r tne r  f e l t  f r u s t r a t e d  because she had 

had t o  wa i t  u n t i l  her pa r tne r  had f i n i s h e d  her  t u r n  i n  

t h e  c l a s s  t o  know what she was going t o  do. She said,  

" Z  f e l t  l i k e  a s u b s t i t u t e  i n  my awn c lass . "  

Two teams sa i d  t h a t  any weaknesses were w i t h  t he  

system. There was no t  s u f f i c i e n t  ma te r i a l  o r  space i n  

t h e i r  e s t i  mat i  on. 



Achievement. It was d i f f i c u l t  t o  est imate the  

p u p i l s ?  achievement, but  as Table 13 i nd ica tes  the  

ma jo r i t y  of  t he  teachers f e l t  t h a t  t he  achievement l eve l  

was the same or  somewhat be t te r  than i f  they alone were 

teaching the  class. The teachers f e l t  t h a t  the ch i ld ren  

were g e t t i n g  a b e t t e r  deal because the  two teachers 

of ten had complementary strengths. As wel l ,  they t r i e d  

t o  accomplish so much i n  a few days. The ch i l d ren  were 

g e t t i n g  tw ice  the  best ideas t h a t  any one teacher could 

b r i n g  t o  t he  classroom. Only one teacher sa id  t h a t  the  

achievement l e v e l  was worse because she could do w 

be t te r  job on her own. 

Table 15 

Teachersr Perceptions of  Students' 

Achi evemrnt i n  Shared C l  assrooms 

No. of  x 
Teachers (a)  

1. Much b e t t e r  - - 
2. Somewhat be t te r  11 31 

3. The same 23 66 

4. Not as good 

5. Much worse 

(a) one teacher had no previous experience 



Chi l d r e ~  

Eighteen of  t he  teachers (50%) sa id  t h a t  share 

teaching inf luenced t h e i r  perspect ive on the ch i ld ren  i n  

some way or other. They had someone w i th  whom they 

could discuss the  ch i ldren,  someone who was deal ing w i th  

the  ch i ld ren  i n  t he  same s i t u a t i o n  and t ime frame as 

they were deal ing w i th  them. The way some ch i ld ren  

reacted could vary from teacher t o  teacher and i t  was 

bene f i c i a l  t o  have two views. I f  a c h i l d  was a problem 

i t  was valuable t o  have a par tner ' s  opinion. Sometimes 

i t  was necessary f o r  one o r  both teachers t o  re-evaluate 

t h e i r  opin ion of  t he  ch i ld .  

The teachers f e l t  t h a t  the ch i ld ren  gained because 

they got  an enthus iast ic  teacher f o r  every subject.  As 

wel l  t he  ch i l d ren  had two adu l t s  who were exc i ted about 

t he  th ings t h a t  they had accomplished. When a teacher 

returned t o  c lass  the  ch i l d ren  loved t o  show t h a t  

teacher what they had done i n  her absence. 

Those who had d i f f i c u l t  ch i l d ren  i n  t h e i r  c lasses 

f e l t  t h a t  t he  ch i l d ren  benef i t ted  because ' t hey  had a 

f resh  s t a r t  tw ice a week. One c h i l d  had bean 

t rans fe r red  i n t o  a sharing c lass  from a s ing le  teacher 

classroom because he was w t roub led c h i l d  and he was 

coping much b e t t e r  because ha was ab le  t o  make a f resh 

s t a r t  i n  the  middle of t he  week. 

Although the  teachers genera l ly  agreed t h a t  there 

were probably some ch i l d ren  who should no t  be i n  shared 

classrooms, most teachers could no t  i d e n t i f y  any. Only 
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one teacher f e l t  there was a c h i l d  i n  her room who would 

do be t te r  i n  a classroom taught by a s i n g l e  f u l l - t i m e  

teacher. Even those teachers who taught i n  areas w i th  a 

h igh incidence o f  problem ch i l d ren  concurred. One 

teacher expressed dismay because her partner and she ran 

such disparate programs but  she sa id  t h a t  t he  ch i l d ren  

adjusted b e t t e r  than she did. One teacher had 

experience w i th  a c h i l d  who war i n t r a c t i b l e  w i th  one 

teacher but  no t  w i th  the  other teacher. Most teachers 

f e l t  t h a t  t he  ch i l d ren  d i d  no t  care who was teaching and 

o f ten  used both teachers names interchangeably. One 

teacher sa id  t h a t  on ly  one c h i l d  i n  f i v e  years had shown 

a d e f i n i t e  preference f o r  one teacher over t he  other. 

Occasionally some teachers not iced t h a t  some ch i l d ren  

t r i e d  t o  say t h a t  the  other teacher had given them 

permission t o  do something when she had not. Sometimes 

they t r i e d  t o  pretend t h a t  they were not  informed about 

something. Once the  ch i l d ren  were aware t h a t  t he  

teachers communicated about everything, t h i s  stopped. 

Parents 

Eleven teachers (31%) sa id  t h a t  parents had asked 

questions and expressed some apprehensions about sharing 

a t  t he  beginning of  the  year but  t h a t  most had accepted 

t h e i r  explanat ions and were now supportive. Three 

teachers sa id  t h a t  parents who had a t  f i r s t  been 

apprehensive had come back a f  tsr a f e w  months t o  ray how 

pleased they were w i th  the  way th ings  worked. One 

teacher sa id  t h a t  t he  on ly  negative reac t ions  t h a t  she 
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had encountered were from parents who were concerned 

about the  whole concept of open a r e  and the  centers 

approach t o  education t h a t  was prevalent  i n  her school. 

A s  well ,  parents who were look ing f o r  someone or  

something outs ide the  c h i l d  t o  blame f o r  the  c h i l d ' s  

problems had t r i e d  t o  blame sharing. 

Twenty-f i v e  teachers (69%) r a i d  t h a t  they had never 

had anynogat ivecomments f rom parents. Eleven (31%) 

sa id  t h a t  i n  t h e i r  est imat ion the  parents were 

i n d i f f e r e n t  about sharing. One teacher who had been 

sharing f o r  a long t ime sa id  t h a t  the  parents over the 

years had commented t h a t  the  ch i l d ren  loved coming t o  

school because they r e a l l y  enjoyed the  d i f f e r e n t  th ing% 

tha t  they did. Shm f m l t  t h a t  thm parmnts and thm 

childrmn d i d  no t  comprro tho two tmachmrs bu t  worm 

pleased w i th  a11 t h a t  each had t o  o f f e r .  

Nine teams (50%)  ind icated t h a t  both par tners  

a t  tended parent-teacher conferences. Seven sa id  t h a t  

they both attended the  f i r s t  conference but  l a t e r  

can+ erences were s p l i t  between them. Two teams sa id  

t h a t  on ly  one teacher a t  a t ime attended parent-teacher 

conf erences. 

Teacher Sa t i s fac t i on  

The sharing teachers f e l t  t h a t  i t  helped t o  have 

someone t o  t a l k  t o  who was able t o  sympathize w i th  t h e i r  

problems, someone who knew the  students and cared. Two 

teachers gave support t o  each other when deal ing w i th  

parents and w i th  the  administ rat ion.  
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Several teachers sa id  t h a t  they were i nsp i red  by 

t h e i r  partners. Their par tners  had strengths t h a t  they 

lacked and added a dimension t o  t h e i r  work by sharing 

ideas and approaches, coming up w i th  so lu t i ons  t o  

problems, ac t i ng  l i k e  a sounding board, teaching them t o  

be organized, and g i v i ng  them i n s i g h t s  i n t o  ch i ldren.  

One teacher sa id  t h a t  she was r e a l l y  aware of what she 

was doing because she knew t h a t  her partner was t o  some 

extent  evaluat ing what she did. She f e l t  a s l i g h t  sense 

o f  competi t ion a t  a professional  l e v e l  t o  do as we1 1 as 

hear partner did. 

Several t r aeh r rs  f 01 t t h a t  sharing was 1 ess 

s t ress fu l  than f u l l - t i m e  teaching because they had a 

r o s t  and were able t o  f o rge t  about school f o r  a few 

days. As wel l ,  because they wore exposed t o  problem 

ch i ld ren  f o r  a shorter  per iod of t ime they were able t o  

be more pa t i en t  and car ing w i th  these chi ldren.  One 

team had had a p a r t i c u l a r l y  d i f f i c u l t  combination of  

ch i ld ren  i n  t h e i r  c lass the  previous year. The teachers 

f e l t  t h a t  they had drawn s t rength from each other t o  

cope w i th  the  s i tua t ion .  One teacher r a i d  t h a t  she had 

more energy t o  help the ch i l d ren  a f t e r  school. When she 

worked f u l l - t i m e  she was o f ten  t o o  t i r e d  t o  work w i th  

the ch i ld ren  a f t e r  school. One teacher who taught i n  a 

p a r t i c u l a r l y  poor socio-economic area sa id  t h a t  the 

whole school was very s t ress fu l .  The ch i l d ren  were 

t rans ien t  and low i n  s k i l l s .  She said, "I love  them, 
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They need someone who cares, but  I couldn ' t  take i t  fu l l  

time." 

The teachers sa id  they looked forward t o  going t o  

school. They en joyed school and were very p o s i t i v e  

about sharing because they were happier a t  school than 

they had been when they were teaching fu l l - t ime.  

Several sa id  t h a t  they worked a l l  t he  t ime t h a t  they 

were a t  school, t h a t  they d i d  not  have per iods when they 

sl acked o f f  . 
Twenty-six teachers (72%) f e l t  t h a t  they worked 

p ropo r t i ona l l y  more than they d i d  as f u l l - t i m e  teachers. 

They spent more t ime preparing because they had more 

t ime t o  prepare. They were more e f f i c i e n t  i n  the  

classroom because they d i d  not  have t ime t o  waste. They 

came t o  school f o r  specia l  occasions and f i e l d  t r i p s ,  

taught together f o r  t he  f i r s t  week o f  school, and spent 

hours communicating and planning together. 

Seven (19%) who estimated t h a t  they worked 

p ropo r t i ona l l y  about t he  same t ime sa id  t h a t  they always 

had put  i n  long hours. One teacher sa id  t h a t  i f  you 

count every hour you cannot share teach. One sa id  t h a t  

her partner and she together worked longer hours than 

the  f u l l - t i m e  teachers on her s t a f f .  Another sa id  t h a t  

she could not  handle m i n i m u m  standards and e f f o r t .  Sha 

wanted t o  do q u a l i t y  work and she could not  handle t h a t  

on a f u l l - t i m e  bas is  when she had a fami ly .  Only one 

teacher sa id  t h a t  she made a po in t  o f  no t  working longer 

hours than when she was a f u l l - t i m e  teacher. 



1 C)Z 

One teacher sa id  t h a t  she worked l ess  because her 

partner d i d  t o o  much f o r  her and she resented i t . I f  

she l e f t  any work i t  was f i n i shed  before she returned. 

Her partner took care of  any copying, housekeeping, and 

b u l l e t i n  boards t h a t  needed attending. As we l l  she l e f t  

work prepared and wrote the  repo r t  cards. 

Twmty-one (SBX) teachers sa id  t h a t  they found a l l  

aspects of sharing sa t i s fy ing .  The other teachers had 

var ious reasons f o r  f e e l i n g  some f rus t ra t i on .  One sa id  

t h a t  she was probably more contented i n  t he  classroom 

when she was teaching by herse l f  but  now her whole l i f e  

was be t te r  ordered. Three sa id  t h a t  occasional ly  they 

would l i k e  t o  be ab le  t o  f i n i s h  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  they had 

started. One sa id  t h a t  there  was never enough t ime w i th  

a kindergarten/grade one c lass  t o  f i n d  t ime f o r  soc ia l  

s tud ies and science because you were on ly  i n  t he  

classroom hal f - t ime. Another sa id  t h a t  because of home 

commitments she missed not  tak ing  advantage o f  a l l  the  

professional  development a c t i v i t i e s .  One teacher sa id  

her partner f r u s t r a t e d  her because school was her 

par tner ' s  whole l i f e .  Another sa id  t h a t  the k i d s  gave 

her sat  i sf ac t ion  but  her partner upset her emot i ona l l  y. 

As Table 16 indicates,  the ma jo r i t y  of  teachers 

thaught t h a t  t h e i r  par tnersh ip  was very o r  extremely 

e f fec t i ve .  The two teachers who d i d  not  were partners 

i n  a very unhappy re la t ionsh ip .  



Table  14 

Teachers' Percept ions o f  E f fec t i veness  

o f  Sharing Teams 

No. o f  X 
Teachers ............................................. 

1. Extremely e f f e c t i v e  19 5 9  

2. Very e f f e c t i v e  15 41 

3. F a i r l y  e f f e c t i v e  1 9 

4. Not very  e f f e c t i v e  - - 
5. Unsa t i s fac to ry  1 3 
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Students 

The students sample consisted of 26 grade th ree  

students from s i x  schools. Eleven were i n  shared grade 

three classes i n  the  1983-1984 school year. F i f t e e n  had 

been i n  shared grade two classes the previous year. 

Table 17 ind ica tes  t h a t  the  ma jo r i t y  of students l i k e d  

having two teachers. 

h i s  year. Ten of the  eleven students were 

p o s i t i v e  about t h e i r  teachers. They used words l i k e  

" f ine" ,  "happyM, "funu, and "n ice" t o  describe t h e i r  

react ions. One sa id  t h a t  although she l i k e d  both 

teachers i t  was n i ce  t o  get a change when she was t i r e d  

of  one. Another sa id  i t  was fun because they d i d  

d i f f e r e n t  th ings  w i th  each teacher. They got t o  do more 

things. One c h i l d  was too  shy t o  answer. The teacher 

sa id  t h a t  usua l l y  she d i d  not  answer spontaneously. 

t Year. Twelve of  the  f i f t e e n  students who had 

sharing teachers i n  grade two were p o s i t i v e  about t he  

experience. They a1 so used words 1 i ke "happyu, 'If ine",  

and "okay" t o  describe t h e i r  react ions. The three t h a t  

answered negat ive ly  were asked why i t  was confusing. 

Two complained t h a t  i t  was hard and one sa id  t h a t  i t  was 

confusing. I t  was confusing because h i s  teachers were 

teaming as wel l  w i th  one f u l l - t i m e  teacher; the  presence 

of  two teachers i n  the  classroom a t  one t ime w a s  

confusing f o r  him. 



Table 17 

Students' Feel ings About Sharing Teachers 

This year Last year --------- ---I----- 

No. % No. % 

9 82 I l i k e / d  having two teachers. 9 60 

2 18 I l i k e / d  having two teachers but  4 27 
sometimes I am/was confused 
because there are/were two 
teachers. 

I am/was confused by having two 2 13 
teachers. 

I do/did not  l i k e  i t  a t  a l l .  

This Year. One of the  two students who ind icated 

t h a t  they iouna sharing sometimes confusing sa id  tha t  he 

d i d  not  know which teacher was coming t o  school and t h a t  

t he  c lass  d i d  no t  do the  same work w i th  both teachers. 

The other sa id  t h a t  sometimes he d i d  not  know how t o  do 

the  work. 

bast Year. One of the  two students who s a d  t h a t  

he was confused sa id  t h a t  the  teachers were mean and 

made him do h i s  work over again. The other was an 

E. S.L. Student and spent a good po r t i on  of  the  day a t  

the  Engl ish Language Center. He was confused because he 

missed so much of t he  classroom work. 

fir Table 18 i nd i ca tes  most students f e l t  t h a t  they 

racmivmd thm hmlp thmy needed. 



Table 18 

Help Rrce i  v rd  war S u f f i c i e n t  

f o r  Students9 Nerds 

Th is  Year Las t  Year 

No. % No. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % -.----------------.------- ---------------------.---- 

One c h i l d  r a i d  t h a t  t h e  teachers ceu ld  have 

expla ined t h i n g s  more. Another sa i d  t h a t  he ( t he  c h i l d )  

was no t  good a t  mathematics. 

Tnb l r  19 i n d i c a t e s  mout etudsnts fe l t  thct  the w=rk 

l ead was t h e  same i n  r i n g l r - t e n c h r r  clamsroomr r s  i n  

shared c l  assrooma. 

Table 20 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  

students would choose a two teacher (shared) c lasrroom 

again. One c h i l d  sa i d  t h a t  he d i d  no t  want t o  be i n  a 

shared classroom again because one teacher was r e a l  n i c e  

and one was not .  The o ther  c h i l d r e n  o f f e r e d  no reason 

f o r  saying "no". 
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Table 21 shows t h a t  t he  m a j o r i t y  f s tudents  d i d  

no t  f i n d  i t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  change teachers i~ mid-week. 

General ly  t h e  students f e l t  t h a t  i t  was easy t o  keep 

t r a c k  o f  which teacher was coming i n .  One c h i l d  s a i d  

t h a t  i t  was d i f f i c u l t  becau~e  one t r a c h r r  l e t  them i n t o  

the c l ass  more prompt ly  than t h e  o ther  d id.  One s a i d  

t h a t  i t  was hard because he l i k e d  bo th  o f  h i s  teachers. 

One found i t  d i f f i c u l t  i f  he had brought homework home 

t o  b r i n g  i t  back on t h e  r i g h t  day. One c h i l d  s a i d  t h a t  

sometimes he d i d  no t  ge t  h i s  work f i n i s h e d  f o r  one 

teacher and then he was not  ab le  t o  f i n i s h  i t  when t h e  

o ther  teacher came i n .  

Table 21 

Students' Percept ion of  Difficulty i n  

Changing Teachers 

D i f f i c u l t  Not Somet i mes 
D i f f i c u l t  D i f f i c u l t  

-9------ --------- 9--9----- 

Last  Year 







Students' Percept ions of  Parenta l  

Support f o r  Shared Classes 

Pos i t  i vo Negat i ve Don't  Know 
-a,.,------ ----we-- ---------- 
No . X No. % No. % 

This  year 

Last  year 



CHAPTER 3 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

This s tudy was undertaken t o  determine i f  share 

teaching i s  educa t i ona l l y  e f f ~ c t i v e  i n  t h e  pr imary  

grades. Job shar ing  i n  t h r  clasraom i s  w r e l a t i v e l y  new 

concept and many adm in i s t r a t o r s  have quest ions  about i t s  

appropr i  ateners.  The i n i  t i  a t i v e  f o r  share tewchi ng 

comes from t h e  teachers. More and more teachers a re  

beginning t o  be d i s s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  f u l l - t i m e  teaching 

p a s i t i o n s  because i t  leaves t o o  l i t t l e  t ime  f a r  f am i l y ,  

f r i ends ,  and l e i s u r e  t ime  a c t i v i t i e s .  As w e l l r  cu r ren t  

economic and s o c i a l  t rends  appear t o  be t o  a l l ow  workers 

more opt ions.  f i dm in i s t ra to rs  whoe r e f u s e  shar ing  

tsachmrs ara + i g h t i n g  t h i s  t rend,  As t h e  nurnbmt- af 

imhrrs tswshrrs qrawr, frllsw t8achw% who da not %harm, 

begin t o  t h i n k  about share teach ing  as a an employment 

op t ion .  The Vancouver School Board has reactsd3 
p a n i t i v e l y  t o  t h e  i d e s  o+ shsrw teach ing  and has a l lowed / 

i 

t h i s  arrangement i n  i t s  c l a ~ s r o o m s  s i nce  t h e  mid 1970s. 

Other school boards have viewed shar i nq as 

ndmin is t rwk ive l  y inconveni  an t  and rduca t i onn l  l y  U R S O M ~ ~ ,  

This study is impor tan t  because c e r t a i n  c r i t e r i a  f o r  

cont inued implementat ion can be suggested, and 

quest ions can be formulated f o r  f u r t h e r  examination i n  

order  t o  determine whether share teaching o f f e r s  a v a l i d  

employment a l t e r n a t i v e  f o r  t h e  f u t u re .  The value o f  t h e  

s tudy w i l l  be, I hope, i n  i t s  capac i t y  t o  s t i m u l a t e  
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thought and d iscuss ion  about a sa t i sSy ing  and i nnova t i ve  

way o f  working i n  t h e  classroom. 

Resul t 5  

The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s tudy con f i rm  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  

previaum s tud i es  (Dapper and Murphy, 1 8 6 8 ~  DOE, Hawai i, 

1981). Although t h e r e  waa some re l uc tance  on t h e  p a r t  

o f  some adm in i s t r a t o r s  t a  endorse shar i ng 

whale-heartsdly, job shar ing  i n  t h e  classroom has been 

g r n e r a l l y  e f f t x t i v e .  F i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  9e l  t t h a t  t he  

quaPi ty  o f  e t l u ~ a t i ~ n  d i d  n o t  s u f f e r  when two teachere 

shared one f u l l - t i m e  p o s i t i o n .  I n  f a c t ,  t h ree  o f  t ho  

srven p r i n c i p a l s  f e l t  t h a t  t h o  school b e n e f i t t e d  Cram 
0 

t h s  preaencr oS share tc#ncharm. Two p r i n c i p a l 3  h&d 

s p e c i f i c  concerns about s p e c i f i c  par tnersh ips .  With t h e  

except ion of m a  teachsr, 1 t h e  teachers perceived 

t h e i r  pa r tne rsh ips  as v iab le ,  s t i m u l a t i n g  and 

educa t i ona l l y  sound. They perceived themselves t o  be 

mare p roduc t i ve  than when they  worked as a s i n g l e  

Cu l l - t ime c laswoom teacher. The m a j a r i t y  o f  s tudents 

ware ovarwhglmingly p e s i t i v s  about be ing  i n  a shared 

elaumroom m d  i n d i e a t m i  n wi l l ingwe%@ $a b m  @wral%sd i n  

a shared classraom agaln. 

Qi %cu%si an and R e ~ a r n r n m d a t ~ m  

Jab shar ing  taachare should no t  have t o  demonstrate 

t h a t  they a re  more e f f e c t i v e  than t he  s i n g l e  teacher i n  

t h e  eln~uwoom. fh@y aheuld o ~ l y  have t o  demonstrate 

t h a t  they a r e a s  e f f e c t i v e .  The exper-iencms 04 t h e  

p r i n c i p a l s  and teachers wha wore in te rv iewed  suggs%tri 
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t h a t  the  e f f ec t i veness  o f  job-shar ing teachers l i k e  

teachers, i s  a  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  invo lved.  1 
Two l e s s  than adequate teachers do n o t  make a  good team. 

J- <.* 

/ 
r--. 

"C 

J 
k. Teachers 

were aware o f  t h e ~ r  p r i n c i p a l s ~ c o n c e r n s  and t r i e d  t o  

amel i o r a t e  any a n x i e t i e s  t h e  p r i n c i p a l s  might have. I n  

some cases teachers f e l t  t h a t  p e r s o n a l i t y  c o n S l i c t  o r  

ph i l o soph i ca l  c o n f l i c t  was t he  b a s i s  o f  t h e  p r i n c i p a l ' s  

concern, and shar ing  was on l y  one aspect s f  t h e  t o t a l  

p i c t u r e .  

There? is i i  no doubt t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  perce ive  t h a t  

%har ing  adds t o  t h e i r  workload. A rml diswdviantagr f o r  

them is t h e  w r i t i n g  o f  a d d i t i o n a l  t ~ w c h r r s ~ r c p o r t s .  I n  

arder  t o  o f f s e t  t h i s  a d d i t i o n a l  workload they would l i k e  

t a  ~ m r c e i v e  that t h e  schos! ~ e i n s  i n  some way. Sharing 

teachers, themselves, must assume t he  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  $ur 

prov ing  t h a t  t h e i r  presence i s  n o t  a  de t r iment  t a  t h e  

school. They must make sure t h a t  communication i s  

maintained w i t h  t h e  ch i l d ren ,  t h e  parents,  t h e  s t a f f  and 

t h e  p r i n c i p a l .  They must make sure  t h a t  t he  

i n s t r u c t i a n a l  process i s  e f f e c t i v e  and t h a t  t h e  c h i l d r e n  

a re  r e c e i v i n g  t h e  bes t  educat ion t h a t  they can g i ve  

them. They must make a  commitment t o  spend t ime  ou ts ide  

o i  schaol t a  ca -o rd ina t r  and i n t e g r a t e  t h e i r  programs, 

teacher who i s  on l y  w i l l  

Su l l - t ime  teacher. 



Compatible pa r t ne r s  appears t o  be t h e  most impor tan t  

i ng red ien t  o f  a successf u l  share-teaching s i t u a t i o n .  

Only one p r i n c i p a l  f e l t  t h a t  one a f  h i s  sha r ing  teams 

was composed o f  incompat ib le  par tners .  A1 though 

p r i n c i p a l s  and teachers bo th  recognized t h e  need f o r  

compat ible par tners ,  t hey  d i d  no t  always have t h e  same 

c r i t a r i a  f o r  c n m p r t i b i % i t y .  Tmwchera d i d  no t  worry aa 

much about d i f f e r i n g  stylesacte t h e p r i n c i p a l s  d id .  As 

l ong as t he  bas ic  approach and phi losophy were s i m i l a r  

and am long as t h e r e  was evidence o f  a w i l l i n g n m e  and 

an a b i l i t y  t o  adapt, t r ache rs  f m l t  thiat a common 

teaching program cou ld  be developed which was a b lend of 

t h e  bes t  t h a t  bo th  teachers had t o  o f f e r .  Same teachars 

saAw t h e i r  d i f  f e r rnces  as s t r eng ths  which added v a r i e t y  

t~ t h e  p Ths m e  fa i !sb par tnersh ip  S a i l e d  
.-- 

, /"because i o n  was no t  e:., 
r---- -- ----"  ---- - -* " - - -_=_ _ - .-- 

" d i s c i p l i n e  standards were no t  cons 
I 

i I 

1 
I were incompat ib le ,  c1asr;room r o u t i n e s  were no t  
\ 
\ es tab l i shed  ahead o f  t ime  and p r i o r  knowledge of t he  , 
:? il- 

par tne rsh ips  were formed through t h e  a u ~ p i c e s  nf t h e  

bnwrd those pa r tne rsh ips  formed by f r i e n d s  and teaching 

wequaintwincma w m r r  m m r r  durabls.  Under n s  c o n d i t i o n  

should a teacher b e  pwirad w i t h  another teacher w i t h  

whom sheihe i s  n o t  p o s i t i v e  about working. 

Communication a t  a l l  l e v e l s  was a major concern o i  

p r i n c i p a l s .  Although they  were apprehensive, none could 

ac tua l  l y  i d e n t i f y  s p e c i f i c  occasions of  commnnication 
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breakdown. It appeared t h a t  most disadvantages 

associated w i t h  communica t i~n  were perceived r a t h e r  than 

r e a l .  One reason why no 5peciSic  problems had a r i sen  

w t h a t  teachers were aware t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  were 

concerned and t r i e d  t o  make sure t h a t  no ground% sfor 

complaint  arose. They were very conscious o f  t he  

importance o f  communicating t o  t h e i r  pa r tne rs  a l l  

p e r t i n e n t  i n f o rma t i on  from t h e  p r i n c i p a l ,  s t a f f ,  

parents,  and ch i l d ren .  Teacher% saw Srequont 

cnmmunieation as a necssary c o n d i t i o n  o f  share teaching. 

I t  appeared, i n  many cases, t h a t  t h e  weakest l i n k  in 

communication was between t h e  p r i n c i p a l  and t h e  teachars 

and t h a t  teachers themselves could do much t o  a l l a y  

t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l  h apprehensions. One way of easing 

which o u t l i n e d  t h e  program and how i t  was t o  be shared 

and in teg ra ted .  A s  we l l ,  teachers should take  t h e  

i n i t i a t i v e  and l e t  t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l s  know t h a t  they have 

rece ived inSarmat ien and a re  cognizant QC events t h a t  

have t r a n s p i r e d  i n  t h e i r  absence from the  school. Many 

teachers complained t h a t  t h g i r  p r i n c i p a l  cheeked up on 
e 

w h ~ t k e r  o r  no t  inqarmat ion had been communicated. They 

f e l t  t h a t  they  were no t  t r u s t e d  t o  b~ responssible enough 

t o  pass on i n fo rmat ion .  If shar ing teachers took t h e  

i n i t i a t i v e  and spoke t o  t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l %  S i r s t  than the 

p r i n c i p a l s  would be aware t h a t  the  l i n e s  of 

communication were open. 
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Ma in ta in ing  c o n t i n u i t y  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n  ware a t h i r d  

impor tant  aspect of share teaching. F i v e  of t h e  

p r i n c i p a l s  f e l t  t h a t  t he re  was no evidence o f  disharmony 

and lack  o f  c a n t i n u i t y  i n  t h e i r  shared classrooms. The 

teachers recognized t h e  need -for c o n t i n u i t y  and had 

found va r ious  ways o f  ensur ing t h a t  c o n t i n u i t y  was no t  

su- f fer ing.  Communication and p lann ing  were t he  bwatc 

i ng red ien t s  necessary t o  ensure t h a t  c o n t i n u i t y  was 

maintained. The use o f  s u b s t i t u t e s  i n  shared clas%roams 

was a problem t h a t  was r a i s e d  because o f  i t s  e f f e c t  on 

classroom c o n t i n u i t y .  Although most sha r ing  teachcrs 

s a i d  t h a t  they  were no t  absent o f t e n  i t  appears t h a t  t h e  

use of s u b s t i t u t e s  i n  a shared classraom has t he  

p a t e n t i d l  f o r  be ing  t h e  weakest l i n k  i n  t h e  concept o 

share teaching, Thsrs were eanesrna expresmd by same 

taacherae and p r i n c i p a l  s about t h e  d i r rup t ivcs  in.f:luencts 

o f  t oa  many tswehera i n  t he  clararaom when onea a r  bo th  

o f  t h e  shar ing  teachers was absent a f ten .  There was 

a l s o  some ambiqui ty  about how t h e  School Board, t he  

p r i n c i p e l s ,  and t h e  tsachsrs  would l i k e  t o  handle t h e  

s i t u a t i o n .  Although a d m i n i s t r a t i  v r  i asuem r ~ l  wt rd  t a  

c r e d i t e d  s i c k  days and repaying t h e  t ime  owed may a r i se ,  

Q 
i t  i s  my op in i on  t h a t  i t  would be i n  t h e  Board" bes t  

i n t e r e s t  t a  encourage shar ing  teachers t a  cover f o r  each 

o ther  i n  t h e  event o f  absence from schaol.  A mare 

cont inuous educat ion i 5 prov ided f o r  t h e  s tudents  and 

t h e  d i s t r i c t  saves money because o f  t he  need t o  h i r e  

fewer subs t i t u t es .  Teachers who sw i t ch  days w i t h  t h e i r  
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pa r t ne r s  because of absence from school should no t  l a se  

any s i c k  leave i f  they  work t h e  days back. A s  we l l ,  

shar ing  teachers should be made aware o f  t he  op t i on  of 

a l t e r i n g  t h e i r  c o n t r a c t s  monthly i n  t h e  event o f  

absences which a re  covered by one pa r t ne r  o r  t he  other .  

Some p r i n c i p a l s  expressed t h e  concern t h a t  t h e  

s tudents  would have d i f f i c u l t y  a d j u s t i n g  t o  two 

teachers. Th is  op i n i on  was no t  supported by t h e  

evidence. Although t he re  were a few negat ive  responses, 

most students,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  those s tudents  who were 

e n r o l l e d  i n  shared c lasses  i n  t h e  1983-1984 schaol year 

(year o f  t h e s t u d y ) ,  w e r e p o s i t i v e  about shar ing.  As 

we l l ,  t h e  teachers and p r i n c i p a l s  cou ld  c i t e  l i t t l e  

evidence o f  s tudentsP i n a b i l i t y  t o  a d j u s t  t o  t h e  shar ing  

s i t u a t i o n .  

Several teachers suggested t h a t  t h e  Board is  no t  

t o t a l l y  suppor t i ve  o f  shar inq.  Thc 8chaol Eawd ahouXd 

make a statement a f  %upport  o r  non-support f o r  t h e  idea  

o f  share teach ing  so t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s ,  teachers, and 

parents  know what t h e  Board's p o l i c y  i s .  

Another i ssue  t h a t  needs c l a r i f i c a t i o n  i s  t he  

number o f  shar ing  teachers t h a t  t h e  Board f e e l s  t h a t  i t  

can e f f e c t i v e l y  emplay. The p r i n c i p a l s  who ""7 
i n te rv iewed  suggested t h a t  t h e i r  schools could operate ' , 

1 

e f f e c t i v e l y  w i t h  f rom one t o  t h ree  shared teaching) 
"-- 

s i  t u a t i  ons. Th is  suggests t h a t  t h e  Vancouver School 

Bnard has t h e  capac i t y  f o r  a t  l r w l t  t w i c e  i t s  presmnt 

number o f  shar ing  s i t u a t i o n s  if share teaching i s  aprrwd 



out  evenly i n  a l l  i t s  elementary schools. Shar ing could 

he lp  t o  minimize l a y o f f s ,  bu t  many teachers a re  

apprehensive t o  t r y  shar ing  i f  they a re  no t  guaranteed a 

r e t u r n  t o  f u l l - t i m e  teaching i f  they  so des i re .  I n  

t imes o f  r e s t r a i n t  and d e c l i n i n g  enro l lment  t h i s  may no t  

be poss i b l e  immediately bu t  i f  t h e  Board wishes t o  

encourage teachers t o  share they cou ld  guarantee t h a t  

shar ing  teachers on con t inu ing  con t rac t  would be 

assigned t o  f u l l - t i m e  p o s i t i o n s  f a r  which they are  

q u a l i f i e d  be fo re  temporary o r  newly-hired teachr re  are  

assigned. Prmmnt s e n i ~ r i  t y  p r o v i s i a n s  d iscr imin iats  

aga ins t  t m c h r r s  who share and discouragce teachers from 

shar ing,  Shar ing teachers should be granted w m i o r i t y  

r i g h t s  equ iva len t  t o  t h o r a  accordad f u l l - t i m e  teachers. 

II Teachers who share have an invcstmmt  I n  

suceassf u l  pwrtnmrrhip.  The d i s t r i c t  should p rav i ds  

some p r o t e c t i o n  aga ins t  t h e  pa r tne rsh ip  being braksn up 

w i thou t  t h e  pa r tne rs '  permission. Teachers who share 

would l i k e  equal access t o  job in te rv iews .  Many f e l t  

t h a t  they  were d i s c r im ina ted  aga ins t .  

Recommendations f o r  Fur ther  Study 

The present  s tudy  was no t  designed t o  examine t he  

cos t  e f f ec t i veness  o f  shar ing. Fu tu re  research i n t o  

t h i s  area would add g r e a t l y  t o  t h e  body o knowledge 

abaut shar ing  and he lp  t o  answer t h e  quest ion  of  whether 

jab shar ing  f i l l s  t h e  needs o f  t h e  School Board. Since 

t s a e h r r r  who shnr r  g s n s r a l l y  havs many y m r s  o f  teaching 

wpm-icencr, and i n  t imes o f  d e c l i n i n g  enro l lment  j u n i o r  



teachers who a re  o f t e n  a t  t h e  lower end of t h e  s a l a r y  

sca le  a re  t h e  f i r s t  t o  be dismissed, i t  may be cos t  

e f f e c t i v e  t o  encourage sen ior  teachers t a  share. Also, 

job shar ing  may s u b s t a n t i a l l y  reduce t h e  need t o  h i r e  

subs t i t u t es .  A 5  we l l  f u t u r e  research i n t o  t h e  

achievement l e v e l  of  s tudents  i n  shared classrooms may 

be warranted. 

Qpnc 1 c t s i  an% 

8 h w r  teseh inq  i n  t h r  pr imary  grad@% i s  an 

& + a c t i v e  and d e r i r a b l e  employment w l t r r n a t i v s  which 

&+st% r i c h  rewwrda 9er t h e  teachers invo lved.  There is 

no evidence +a r  s i g n i f i c a n t  disadvantages t o  t h e  

e h i l d r s n  o r  t he  ~ c h a e l .  I t  i ncraasrs  employment 

o p p o r t u n i t i e s  and crewtea a s t imu la t i ng ,  s a t i s f y i n g  

teaching environment, I t  1 the? needs a$ many 

teachers who want t o  balance t h e i r  wark l i v e s  w i t h  t he  

o ther  p a r t s  o f  t h e i r  1 ives-- f  ami ly,  f r i ends ,  and 

education. Althaugh t h e  needs o f  t h e  School Board a re  

nu t  so easy t o  measure i t  seems obvious t h a t  t h e  schoals  

b e n e f i t  because t he  combined t a l e n t s  o f  two teachers i s  

g reater  than those a f  w s i n g l e  teacher and because two 

twaehws have mars energy than a n  f u l l - t i m e  teacher. 

Sharing works because t h e  teachers a r e  committed t o  each 

o the r  and have an investment in making i t  wark. 



APPENDIX I 

PRINCIPAL'S INTERVIEW 

What has been your experience w i th  share t ime 

teachers? Have you had previous experience or  

i s  t h i s  your f i r s t  year? Did you i n h e r i t  thmm 

f rom the  previous administ rator? 

A r m  therm any advantages f a r  or bene f i t s  t o  thm 

school? 

Are there  any disadvantages? 

Have you had any admin is t ra t i ve  problems 

regarding teacher contact and communication, 

rugorvision 09 a d d i k i ~ ~ a l  ~ t a 8 P  rnernbe~~, 

accountab i l i t y  of partners, or  s t a f f  maatings? 

What types of  organizat ion choices have been 

influenced by having share t i m e  teachers on 

s t a f f ?  

How does job sharing a f f e c t  the i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

process i n  regards t o  compartmentalization of 

subject matter, t ime worked, energy leve l ,  pup i l  

achievement, environmental c t imu la t ion  and/or 

s t y l e  of  teaching? 

How do parents reac t  t o  having t h e i r  ch i ld ren  i n  

share t ime classrooms? Are they informed before 

hand? How are parent-teacher conferences held? 

How do the  ch i ld ren  react  t o  having share t ime 

teachers? 

What are your percept ions of the  compa t ib i l i t y  

o f  the teaching partnerships i n  your school? 
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10 How i s  communication handled between the teaching 

partners and between them and you, the pr inc ipa l?  

I s  i t  adequate i n  your estimatimn? 

11 How does the r e s t  of the staf f  rrcpond t o  share 

time teacher%? 



TEACHERPS INTERVIEW 

I am doing t h i s  study because i t  has become apparent 

t o  me t h a t  some admin is t ra tors  are apprehensive about 

t h e  concept of ahare teaching. 1 the  school board 

has expressed an i n t e r e s t  i n  how teachers who share 

classrooms handle the  mechnnicr of day t o  day 

organizat ion and curr iculum con t inu i ty .  

pae k ~ r o u n a  

1. How long have you been teaching school? 

2. Are you on cont inuing or temporary s t a f f ?  

3. I s  your p r i n c i p a l  general ly  p o s i t i v e o r  negative 

about share teaching? Why, or why not? 

4. Does your s t a f f  general ly  accept share t ime 

t marc hers? - 
1. How long have you been teaching w i th  your present 

partner? 

2. How d i d  you se lec t  your partner? Did you have any 

previous experience teaching w i th  your partner? 

3. Have you share taught w i th  another partner? 

4. How were previous partners selected? 

5 .  What are your percept ions of the  compa t ib i l i t y  of 

you and your teaching partner i n  regards t o  

a) teaching s ty le ,  

b) academic expectations, 

C )  d i s c i p l i n e ,  and 

d) learn ing opportuni t ies? 



i 25 

What c r i t e r i a  do you th ink  should be used i n  

se lec t ing  a  par tner? 

How important do you th ink  i t  i s  t o  have a  

compatible partner? 

1. Extremely important 

2. Very important 

3. F a i r l y  important 

C 4. Not very important 

5. O f  l i t t l e  importance 

Communi cat  i on 

How i s  communication handled between partners? 

How f requent ly  do you and your partner 

communicate? 

I s  intra-classroom communication sa t i s fac to ry?  

1. Extremely satis#actsry 

2. V e r y  s a t i s f a c t o r y  

3. F a i r l y  s a t i s f a c t o r y  

4. Sometimes unsat i s f  actory 

5 .  Unsat i r f  ac tory  

How coul d  communi ca t  i on be i mproved? 

How i s  communication handled between the 

admin is t ra t ion and the  teaching p a i r ?  What i s  

the  p o l i c y  regarding attendance a t  s t a f f  meetings? 

I s  t h i s  l e v e l  of  communication s a t i s f a c t o r y  i n  

your est imat ion? 

1. Extremely s a t i s f a c t o r y  

2. Very s a t i s f a c t o r y  

3. F a i r l y  s a t i s f a c t o r y  



4. Sometimes unsa t i s fac to ry  

5 .  Unsat is fac tory  

Continui t v  

1. What are your days i n  the  classroom? 

How i s  your schedule organized? 

2. Why was t h i s  arrangement chosen? 

3. How i s  c o n t i n u i t y  w i t h i n  subject  areas maintained? 

4. How are your p lans made? 

--long t m r m  
,, -. 

--short term 

5 .  I s  your program in tegrated w i th  your par tners  or  

do both of  you operate separate programs in: 

a)  language ar ts ,  

b)  mathematics, and 

C )  o ther subject areas? 

6. I s  i t  important t o  i n teg ra te  your programs and 

maintain c o n t i n u i t y  of  i n s t r u c t i o n  in2 

a) language ar ts ,  

b) mathematics, and 

C )  o ther subject  areas? 

Please r a t e  t he  above on the fo l low ing  r a t i n g  

scale. 

1. Extremely important 

2. Very important 

5 .  F a i r l y  important 

4. Not very important 

5. O f  l i t t l e  importance 

7. Howdo y o u g e t  agood  evaluat ion of t h e c h i l d r e n ' s  
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i n d i v i d u a l  needs when you a re  on l y  i n  school two 

o r  t h ree  days a  week? 

How do you keep t r ack  o f  these i n d i v i d u a l  needs? 

What are  your s u b s t i t u t e  arrangements? Do you 

cover f o r  your pa r tne r  when she i s  s i c k  or  does 

she make arrangements f o r  a  s u b s t i t u t e ?  

Are these s u b s t i t u t e  arrangements s a t i s f a c t o r y  i n  

your es t  i mat i on? 

1. Extremely s a t i s f a c t o r y  

2. Very s a t i s f  wctory 

5 .  F a i r l y  s a t i s f a c t o r y  

4. Sometimes u n s w t i d n c t o r y  

3. Unsa t i s fac to ry  

1. I would l i k *  you t o  describr your Irnpuagr c r t s  

program w i t h  re ference t o  these s i x  areas 

a) type o r  types o f  program(%) used, 

b) organizat ion,  

c )  s k i l l s  taught  by each teacher and 

sequencing o f  s k i  11s i n s t r u c t i o n ,  

d )  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  f o r  sub jec t  matter,  

e) eva lua t ion  processes, and 

f )  i n t e g r a t i o n  w i t h  o ther  sub jec t  areas. 

2 .  Do you keep separate daybooks? 

3. Do c h i l d r e n  use t he  same exerc ise  book f o r  both 

teachsrs? Why was t h i s  choice made? 

4. Are t he re  any s t reng ths  i n  your system o f  

organ iza t ion  t h a t  you could share w i t h  others? 
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Are there  any weaknesses i n  your system tha t  you 

could mhare w i t h  others? 

Do you t h i n k  your teaching i s  enhanced by 

i n t e r a c t i o n  w i th  a partner,  i n  regards t o  

i n s i g h t  i n t o  pup i ls ,  someone t o  share problems 

with, feedback regarding teaching un i ts ,  o r  

another viewpoint? Can you be spec i f i c?  

Do you f e e l  t h a t  your energy leve l ,  and pat ience 

w i th  d i f f i c u l t  ch i ld ren  are enhanced by share 

t ime teaching? I f  no, why? I f  yam, how? 

How do you r a t e  your pup i l s '  achievement as 

comparsd t o  i f  you alone ran the classroom? 

1. Much b e t t e r  

2. Somewhat b e t t e r  

3. The same 

4. Not as good 

5 .  Much worse 

How a f f a c t i v a  do you fee l  your teaching 

partnership i s ?  ( the  team) 

1. Extremely e f f e c t i v e  

2. Very e f f e c t i v e  

3. F a i r l y  e f f e c t i v e  

4. Not very e f f e c t i v e  

5. Unsat is factory 

Parents 

1. How do parents react?  Have you had any d e f i n i t e  

p o s i t i v e  o r  negative react ions or are they 

i n d i f f e r e n t ?  



2. Do both teachers at tend parent teacher 

con$ erences? 

Chi l d r e n  

1 . Do t h e  c h i l d r e n  seem t o  ad just  t o  t he  swing 

between two teachers? 

2. A r e  t h e r e  any problems w i th  some? 

What k i n d  o f  problems? 

9.  DQ t h e y  appear t o  favour one teacher or  p lay  one 

a g a i n s t  t h e  other? 

4. A r e  t h e y  confused o r  over powered by two teachers? 

Pe rsona l  

1. HOW do YOU perceive the t ime t h a t  you devote t o  

the j o b  as compared t o  the t ime t h a t  you worked 

a f u l l  t ime teacher? 

2. DO you f i n d  any problems w i th  yaur awn psrsqy?+l 

i n  teaching i n  a share ~ i t u a t i o n ?  

3. Should o the r  teachers who are planning t o  share 

teach be on t h e  look out f o r  any po ten t i a l  

p r o b l e m s  t h a t  You can see a r i s i n g  i n  share 

teaching s i t u a t i o n s ?  



APPENDIX I 1 1  

STUDENT'S INTERVIEW 

1. How do/did you fee l  about having two teachers? 

2. (Ask the  c h i l d  if he/she knows what confused 

means?) 

Please t e l l  me which of the  fo l l ow ing  best 

descri  bent how you f e e l  / f  e l  t about having two 

teachers? 

- I l i k e / d  having two teachers. 

- I l i k e / d  having two teachers but  nometimes I 

am/wam confused becaume there nre/were two 

tdachers. 

I am/was confused by having two teachers 

shar i ng. 

- I do/did not  l i k m  i t  a t  a l l .  

Why was i t  confusing? 

3. Do/di d you f i n d  t h a t  you get /got  help when you 

need/needed i t ?  

4. (Ask the c h i l d  i f  he/she knows what amount means? 

Explain i f  necessary. 

Do/did you do about the same amount of work i n  a 

two teacher classroom as you do/did i n  a one 

teacher c l  assroom? 

5. I f  you had the choice of having two teachers again 

would you want t o  be i n  a two-teacher c l a s s r ~ o m  

agwi n? 

6. Doidid you f i n d  i t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  change from one 

teacher t o  the other teacher every week? 
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7, Do/did you fern1 t h a t  the  teachers t m l l / t o l d  oach 

other about what you do/did i n  school when one of  

the teachers is/was not  i n  the  classroom? 

9. Do/did your teachers ask you t o  do your work the  

same way f o r  both of  them? 

9. Do/did your parents l i k e  you t o  have two teachers? 



APPENDIX IV 

April 26, 1984. 

Dear Parent: 

I am planning to carry out a research study in your 
child's classroom. I am a certified teacher with 
the Vancouver School Board, currently working as a 
graduate student at ~imon Fraser University, and 
will be conducting this research. I am writing to 
explain this study to you and to ask you to give 
permission for your child to participate. 

The intent of the study is to gather information 
about how Primary teachers who share a class plan 
their Language Arts program in order to maintain 
a continuous program throughout the year. As part 
of the study I would like to find out how children 
who have had or who now have two teachers sharing 
one class feel about having two teachers instead 
of one. The study will take approximately fifteen 
mfnures of your child's time. He/she will be 
asked questions regarding classroom organization 
and procedure and how he/she feels about having 
two teachers. 

This study has been given zpproval by Simon Fraser 
University, the school district, and your child's 
principal and teacher. I hopethat you will permit 
your child to participate in this study. Please 
indicate your consent below and have your child 
return this letter to hislher teacher tomorrow. 

Thank you for your kind consideration. 

Sincerely, 

B. Elaine Anderson 
929 - 3306 (home) 

My child may participate 
in this study. 

Yes No 

Signed 

Child's Teacher 
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