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ABSTRACT

This study was undertaken to determine if share
twaching in the primary grades is aducationally
effective. Job sharing in the classrdom is a relatively
naw concept, and many administrators have questions
about its appropriateness. They have concerns about
irncreased administrative wer k load, communication
betwaen the teaching partners and the administration,
and continuity of the sducational program.

A three stage study was designed in which
principals, teachers, and students were interviewed by
this investigator using structured interview protc&ols.
In stage one, the principals were interviewed using a
schedule designed from an analysis of the literature.
Structured interview schedules were then designed for
the teachers and students wsing information collectad
from the principals’ interviews and the review of the
literature.

Subjects ware principals, teachers and students in
Bchool District #3%9 (Vancouvar). Twanty-gis sharad
classrooms in 22 schools were identified that met the
specified criteria of 1) sharing time on a 3S0O/30 or
60/40 basisy 2) teaching grade one, twe, or three; and
=) sharing the languaga arts program. Interviesws ware

conducted with 18 paire of sharing teachers, 7
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principals ;nd 26 students from 14 of the 22 schools.

Analysis of the principals’® perceptions indicated
that fiQe principals did not think that the quality of
education suffered when two teachers shared one
full-time position. Two principals were apprehansive
about some sharing situations and most would like some
input into the formation and design of partnerships in
their schools., All principals agresed that sharing addad
gsomewhat to their administrative load because reports
had to be written on more teachers.

Analysia of the teachars’® perceptions indicated
strong support for share teaching. Except Ffor one
taachear, all teachers perceived thelir partnerships as
viable, stimulating and educationally sound.

Analysis of students’® perceptions indicated that
the majority were positive about having aharing
teachers.

The findings suggest that two teachers sharing
classroom responsibilities is educationally as effective
as a single classroom teacher. Concarng regarding
communication breakdown and continuity ware more

perceived‘than real.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Backqround
Teacher ahortages of the 1260g led some

administrators to look for methods of attracting former

teachers back into the school systems. Motherhood had
meant that many women teachers had left the profession.
Job sharing was an innovative way of encouraging these
women to return to the classroom.

In 1965, the Women’s Educational and Industrial
Union established a program involving 120 paired teams
of teachers who were placed in classrooms of achool
disfricts in and around Framingham, Massachusetts.
Evaluation of the program by Catalyst, &a research and
educational service organization, revealed enthusiaatic
reactions from principals and parents (Dapper and
Murphy, 1968),

The relationship between teécher aupply and demand
has greatly changed since the 194608, Declining
enrollment and budget restraints have eliminated mahy
staff positions, and job sharing has come to be viewed»
as a possible means of lessening reductions in staffs.
As staffs decrease in size it will become more difficult
to maintain a variety of talents and interesta in ~any
one school. MclLean, an enthusiastic proponent of job

sharing writes,
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.

The concept of job sharing is, of course, a

veiry exciting one. I find it especially

attractive, during these times when jobs are

difficult to locate, and we in the public

schools find it necessary to retrench rather

than expand Ffacilities (cited in Moorman,

S8mith, % Ruggels, 1980, p. 5.
Purpose of the S |

Teachers sharing the responsibility of a class is a
r.l&tiv.ly naw pheancmenon. Teachers have shared
classrooﬁ dufies in the past but this has usually
involved one senior teacher and one part-time relieving
teacher who took direction from the senior teacher
(2.9., an annax haad teacher or a vice-principal). More
and more teachers, for health or personal reasons, are
alecting to work part-time. For many teachers the
preferred method of time sharing is two or three +ull
days a waek. In contrast, administrators appear to
favour daily morning/afternoon divisions of time
(Watson, Note 1). Although classes that are taught by
two teachers who share equal responsibility have greater
accgptance now than in preQious vyears, many
administrators are not enthusiastic about these
arrangemeﬁts, particularly at the priméry level (Watson,
Note 1). Concerns regarding increased administrative
work load, communication between the teaching partnaers
and the adminiastration, and continuity of the
sducational program need to be addressed,. Qther areas

that need to be assessed are classroom management

techniques, parsonal compatibility, instructional
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style, the effect of the division aof subject and program
responaibility, sub ject responsibility and skill
sequencing, substitute arrangements, and school and
parental accebtance (watson, Note 1).

There does not appear to be much research regarding

the educational effectiveness and operational efficiency
of teachers who share the responsibility of a class, and
acdminigstratora’® concermns are often based on opimion and
administrative ease. There are few districts that will
guarantee teachers permanent part-time employment which
ig transferable from one school to another within the
district.

This study was undertaken in order to investigate
four aspects of share~time teachings

l.principals® concerns regarding the employment of
share~time teachers,

2. how share—~time teachers in the primary grades

view these concerns and how they strive to allay these

concerns,

3. teaching and organizational strategies employed
by share-time teachers, and

4. pupils’® views regarding share-time teachers.
importance of the Study

According to Ell Ginrburg, Chairman of the National
Commission for Manpower Folicy (U.S.A.), the demand by
women for equal participation in the labour force is

"the single most ocutstanding phanomenon of this century"

(in Meai ar, 1978, p.5), Carol 8. Greenwald,
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Massachusetts®™ Commissioner of Banks, an articulate
proponent of part-time work for professionals, states,
“Full time work is defined as the amount of tima men
ordinarily work" (in Meiar,\l??&, Pp.b). Women who are

raising a family are often caught trying to balance the

need for two earners in a family, the need for a sense
of sateem and an identification of one's place in
society, and a hned to provide for the upbringing of
their children. Many who are amployed full-time feel
the strass of continuing full-time work. Stress studies
of "intact" familias indicate that strass ig highest for
mothers who work full time, leass for mothers not working
at all, and least for mothers working part time (Meier,
1978, p.7).

Teaching has traditionally been a profession in
which large numbers of practitioners are women. Far
many teachers the choice is not between working haldf
time and not working at ally the choice is between
working half time and working full time. These teachars
want or need to work, but feel that on a full-time basis
they cannot do as good a job as they want to do, and as
well do a good job at home. They have opted Ffor
half~time work as a means of fulfilling their need to
work, their need to parform well in their jobs, and
their needs at home. They are asking that WOk
schedulas be flexible anough to meet their needs.

Education has greater numbers of job-sharers than

other professions particularly at the elementary level,



bt
but only a few districts in British Columbia actively
promote this option. Because there is a resistance
-among some principals and administrators to the concept
of job-sharing in the classroom it is important to

axamine whether job-sharing in the classfuam isa an

effective alternative to one full-time classroom
teacher. Do share-teachers add stress to the operation
and organization of a achool? Do sashare-teachers add
stress to interpersonal relationships in the school? Do
pupils benefit or suffer from exposure to two teachers
in a shared classroom? MclLean states,

It seems obvious to me that students...benefit

vary directly from having two individuals who

are enthusiastically working with tham rather

than one individual who is carrying a very
- heavy load (McLean, cited in Moormanm et al.,p.

6) s
RPefinition of Terms

Share teaching is the division of one +full-time
teaching position by two teachers. It implies the

restructuring of one full-time teaching position into
two part-time positions. It is a horizontal division
which implies that the responsibilities of the classroom
teacher are shared equally by both partners.

Part-time teaching allows a teacher to work less
than full-time. It does not imply that one full-~time
position was restructured into two or more part-time
positions.

FPartnerseship teaching is the term used before 1973

to describe share teaching.
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ngk sharing involves the temporary reapportionment
‘ of work time for all employees as an alternative to
layof+ for some of the employees (Meier, 1978).

Jdob sharing is a restructuring of the traditional

work week. It allows two or more workers to Share a job

that was (or could be) filled by one full-time worker.
It is a horizontal division where both employees are
equally responsible for total job requirements.

Job splitting is a restructuring of the traditional
work week. It allows two or more workers to share a job
that was (or could ba) filled by one full-time worker.
It is a vertical division where each employee is
responaible for a distinct half of the total job
requirements,

Delimitations

This study includes teachers whoi

1. share class raesponsibility on a 60/40 or 50/50
basis,

2. teach in the primary grade?, and

3. share responsibility for the total language arts
program,

Thia study does not include teachers who:

1. share a class on a basis other than 60/40 or
50/50,

2. split their teaching assignment on a
marning/afternoon basis,

3. split their tea:hiné asagignment on a semester

on/semester off basis, or
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4., are relieving teachers for a full time
teacher/administrator.
imitations of e 8
There are several limitations of this study.

1. The selection of the sample was limited because

not all the Vancouver School District schools which
employed sharing teachers in the primary grades agreed
to participate in the study.

2. The subjective nature of the responses to the
instruments and the lack of any objective measure of
effectiveness made it difficult to assess the effects of
job sharing on the guality of sducation.

3. Not all schools involved in the study had
students represented in the student sample.

4. The students may not have understood the
quastions that they were asked. Their age may have
influenced their ability to formulate reliable opinions,
and it is gquestionable whether grade three students are
able to discern changes in the quality of education.

2. The investigator is employed by thg Vancouver
8chool Board as a sharing teacher. She has taught for
nine years with the same partmer. This study does not
include the investigator’s or her partner’s experiences.
Neither does it include the aopinions of students taught

by this partnership.



CHARTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

In a society like ours, where so many people

have no work at all, it makes economic and

political sense to allow people who do not

want or need full-time work to reduce their

work time and share a job (Dlmsted and Smith,

1982, p. 170).

Thiasa chapter will describe the literature that has
contributed to the design of the intaerview saschedulas
usied in conducting thios raeasearch. First, an overviaeaw of
the general literature on job sharing will be given; the
relationship between work asharing, job sharing, and
part~time work will be describad and the impetus for
these employment practices will be considered. A
summary of the perceived advantages and disadvantages of
job sharing in general will alaso be included. Second,
the more specific advantages and disadvantagas of job
sharing as they relate to the classroom teacher will be
discussed. Third, the literature relating to specific
job sharing research in education will be reviewed.
Finally some of the criteria necessary for establishing
a successful share teaching partnership will be
specified.

verview of n iter oh _Sharin

Because job sharing is a relatively recent

phencmanon which is not widely practised, there is very

little literature which relates directly to this

employment practice. Job sharing is seen as a variation
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of part-time work, but it is part-time work with all the
fringe benefits and advantages of full-time work (Meier,
1978). Job sharing can also be viewed as a variation of
work sharing and as such has its origins in a movement

which has seen industrial socisties apply policies to

reduce and ration worktime as a means of combatting
joblessness. Reducing and rationing warktime has been a
concern of the labour movement since the 18th century
{Beat, 1981). Samuel Gompers, the President of <the
American Federation of Labour, declared in 1887, "As
long as we have one person seaking work who cannot find
it, the hours of work are too long" (Best, 1981, p.2).
This position bhas been the major justification for
efforts to reduce the work week from the late 19th
cantury until the 1930s. Ag productivity incresased
faster than demand for products, the hours of work were
gradually shortened. During the depression there was
the first widespread effort to radqce worktime in order
to spread employmant, and eventually the standard work
week was de%ined as 40 hours (Best, 1981)

According to Meltz, Reid, and Swartz (1981) job
sharing and regular part-time work are related to work
sharing. The distinction between them is that job
sharing and regular part—time employment are intended to
accommodate persons who prefer to work less than
full-time, whereas work sharing is designed to protect

workeras® jobs when the demand for labour is deficient.
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Work sharing is an attempt to combat unemployment by
~raducing the numbaer of hours that each employee works
rather than laying off any emﬁloyees because of a
reduction in the demand for labour. Job sharing differs

from regular part-time employment because it allowa two

or more workers to share a job that was (or could be)
filled by one full-time worker. Regular part-time
employment is work that for technical or cost reasons
cannot easily be converted to a full-time job. Meltz et
al. (1981) point out that according to this definition
persons who are working part-time involuntarily are
involved in work sharing rather than regular part-time
employment.

Although job sharing is one alternative among a
numbar of policies that are proposed as pra%ti;al
rasponses to the problems of layoffs and unemployment,
the impatus for job asharing and part~time work is
different than that for work sharing. Job sharing comes
from an increasing awareness of the need to fit work to
the worker. According to Meltz et al.(1981), jab
sharing is most heavily favoured by persons who are
overemployed at their current jobs. Also, the numerous
job sharing experimentszs involve almost exclusively
married women in accupations such as librarian, teacher,
and nurse. Meier (1978) found job sharing to be
practised mainly among teachers, administr#tors,

secretaries, counselors, and researchers. She also
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found job sharing editors, ministers, physicians, bank
tellers, therapists, museum designers, and food service
warkers. According to Meier (1978) ;ob sharing is an
effort to balance the quality of life for those who feel

economically and socially able to venture into new
choices. It comes from efforts in the late sixties to
develop new career level opportunities in part-time jobs
by restructuring full-time, 40 hour per week positions.
Whether job sharing, part-time, or work sharing is the
method preferred, Best (1981) points out that there is
an important labour market trend towards anm incresase in
the proportion of the working age population who seek
employment, but who work less than what we have
traditionally called "full-time",

According to Harriman (1982) the vast majority of
complex organizations operate under a standard work
week, a fixed schedule, and a common package of Ffringe
benefits for the employees. This fixed career path
agssumes a linear pattern of full-time uninterrupted
work, These standard fixed procedures originate in an
earlier age and an earlier economy and assume a Ffamily
pattern of male breadwinner with dependent wife and
children. However, for many the post industrial society
has arrived. Changes have occurred in families and

family life and now, a majority of North American

families are not represented by this pattern. The
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dual ~earner family or the single parent family now
- represents a large percentage of families.

Pressures to allow more flexible work schedules
have arisen because of a number of conditions.
According to Best (1981), Meier (1978), and Meltz et al.
(1981) these conditions are:

1) an increased number of women in the work forcae,

2) a concern of society as a whole to provide
dual -wage earner families the opportunity to raise their
children,

3) vyoung workers’ inability to find meaningful
jobs coupled with a heightened expectation of work due
to higher educational attainment, and

4) life cycle changes; often older workers would
prefer a lightened work load or a later retirement.

The increase in women in the workforce will not
only intensify the labour market competition but will
also alter worktime preferences. What are considered
standard work patterns today have not always been
standard. There has been an historical evolution in
order to meet changing needs. Meltz et al. (1981)
report that it is their impression that a substantial
number of persons desire to share a job but lack the
opportunity. Meier (1978) suggests that governments
should take the lead in promoting job-sharing. In fact,

lagislation has been passed at the Federal level (USA)



1=
and in two or three states to encourage opening up
opportunities for job sharing (Olmstead, 1977). Meier
(1978) feels there is a widespread lack of appreciation
for the advantages of job sharing to management and a

traditional resistance to administrative complications.

Grenwaid and Liss (1973) suggest that although
women are a major source of part time employment, men
are also asking for less rigid work hours. Harriman
(1982) states that male acceptance is esseantial if the
concept of job sharing is to take hold. As long as only
women participate they will be perceived as an "elite”
group. She also points out that to some the idea may
seem bizarre but not long ago the idea of careers for
women, especially married women with children, was.
considered aberrant.

Most arrangements for job sharing are initiated by
the workers and the organization responds to their needs
(Meier, 1978). Organizations are mor e likely to permit
sharing if both employees are already in their employ
and if both partners are capable of bhandling the job
alone, The combining of the talents of two people
brings a greater range pf expertise to the job. Job
sharing makes more attractive those jobs which are prone
to high turnover rates.

Meier (1978) sets out four basic criteria for job

sharing:l) voluntary choice of employee, 2) deliberate
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conversion of one full-time position, 3) existence of a

partner or other half, and 4) provision of fringe
benaefits.

Dimstead (1977) adds these criteriat 5) acceptance

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

support from the institution for the concept of job
sharing and treatment of the job sharer in the same
manner as other employees.

Part-time work is traditionally associated with low
paid, unskilled or semi-skilled jobs. Job sharing is an
innovative work pattern that allows professional
personnel the opportunity to pursue a career on a
part-time basis. The aim of job sharing is to increase
the number and quality of part-time opportunities(Meier,
1978). It is a method of restructuring full-time work
a0 that all the duties and raesponsibilities aof a high
laval position ari coveraed by two individuals who earn a
professional salary and benefits (Block, 1980). Current
regulations often inhibit change but "much of the
difficulty‘comas from the still pervasive feeling that
only certain jobs are suitable and from the perception
that the person unable or unwilling to work the standard
wWork week is a less valuable worker" (Meier, 1978, p.32).

According to Block (1980) job s8haring requires
communication between partners and responsibility to
each other. It doee naot presuppose that only one person

will be on the job at any one time. Collaboration is
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more likely to be a requisite of job sharing than any
other work arrangement. The level of communication and
cooperation necessary to share a job makes job sharing
quite distinct from job splitting which apportions out

spacific tasks to sach partner. The most successful job

sharers have unwritten contracts to cooperate
extensively and to become interchangeable whanever
possible. |

There are many advantages and di sadvantages
inherent in the concept of job sharing, and the task of
asgessing these advantages and disadvantages is
complicated by a lack of past experience and research on
the subject. Much of what has been written are
assumptions based on the performance of part~time
workers in general. The advantages and disadvantages
can be broken down into four cateqgories: advantages to
empl oyer, advanfagas to employee, disadvantages to
employer, and disadvantages to emplpyae.

Studiaes indicate that one advantage to the employer
is that productivity often rises because job sharing
employees bring more energy and enthusiasm to the job
(Meltz @t al., 1981). As well, the employer gains
workers who are committed to the job because they feel
that the company 1is cognizant of their needs. The
workers® performance reflects their perception of the
company’s attitude toward them. Also they can keep up a

much faster pace for shorter periods of time (Grenwald
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and Liss, 1973). Related to productivity levels is a
lower rate of absenteeism and turnover (Olmstead, 1977).
Olmstead (1977) lists several other advantages.
Serious disruption can be avqided because partners cover .

for each other during vacation, illness, or normal

turnover. There is increased flexibility of peak hours.
New jobs are opened up. New options are available for
older and/or handicapped workers. Overtime costs can be
eliminated. Meier (1978) reports that there is greater
expertise due to the combining of complementary skills,
and positions which are prone to a high turn-over rate
are made more attractive by job~sharing. Meltz et al.
(1981) atate that work sharing in general can avoid an
increase in average wage costs because in time of layoff
it is the junior employees who must leave.

For the employer the first and most important
disadvantage of Jﬁb sharing and of work sharing in
general is that it increases administrative costs
related to Unemployment Insurance, health insurance,
Canada Pension Plan, and Workmen’s Compensation, since
these costs, especially at higher income levels, are
directly related to the number of employees (Meltz et
al. 1981). These costs may be offset by increased
productivity and reduced absenteeism but such factors
are often very difficult to assess. Meltz et al. (1981)
point out that there are some analogies between the
current discussion about job sharing and that which took

place a decade ago on the subject of flexible working
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hours. They say that it is now generally accepted that
flexible working hours have proved cost effective by
reducing absenteeism, overtime, staff turnover and
non—productive time as well as producing increased

productivity and enhanced morale and labour relations.

The answer to this problem of the cost of fringe
benefits may be to institute governmant policies which
base costs on the total number of hours worked by all
the employees in the company. A8 it is now, at the
higher income levels, it is to the company’s advantage C///
to have full~-time workers rather than part-time workers.

A second disadvantage is that job sharing increases
the number of astaff. Hiring and training costs are
likely to increase. Supervision may be doubled but
Olmstead (1977) says that in actuality dauble
supervision has not materialized because job sharers are
more committed to.work and are committed to communicate
with each other.

The primary benefit to the employee is more time
off work to pursue other activities and commitments
{Block, 1980); It allows one to balance time and
responsibilities. Job sharers are generally mothers
with school age children who use this time off to raise
thair families. As well Meier (1978) found that job
sharers use their time off to pursue other jobs or to
improve their education,

Meier (1978) points out several secondary benefits

to the job sharer. A tedious job i3 less tediousy a
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stresaful job is less draining. Fartners bolster aach
other and consult each other and there is a sense of
interdependence. Partners cover for each other. Thera
is an added self-awareness of your job because partners

communicata, Thers ia a sense of effectiveness because

you are better prepared. Job sgharers have a greater
sense of compeatency and esteam. There is a sense of
choice and automnomy over tasks and time.

The most obvious disadvantage for the employee is
that wages are not as high. As well, <Fringe benefits
may not be as comprehensive for job sharers, especially
if they arae prorated to match the hours of employment
(Block, 198Q). Another important disadvantage is that
promotion is limited by virtue of putting in less time
on the job. According to Meier {1978, secondary
disadvantages may develop. There may be a problem of
maintaining equitable division of time and fringe
benefits, an uncertainty as to whether tenure depends on
team or individual evaluation, a loss of persomal
identity in the partnership, difficulty in accomplishing
ag much as you would like on the j;ob, & possibility of a
feeling of jealousy +rom other staff or irritating
adjustments to make to a partner. As well job sharers
often work extra in ordervto keep up emplovyer confidence

in sharing.



Advantages and Disadvantagas
According to Meier (1978) the professlional fiaeald in

which job sharing is most readily found 1is teaching.
Bleck (1980) cites many advantages of job sharing that

are particular to the teaching profeassion. Taachar

fatigue is lessened. There is an uplifting of gspirits
dug to the interactive suppoart of job sharers. Thaere is
more time to prepare lessons. Teaching is easier.
There is an opportunity to compare one's assessment of
pupils with those of a second professional. As well
there maybe an amelioration of a disharmonious
relationahip between a pupil and a teacher because of
reduced contact.

As wall, different types of share teaching result
in different types of benefits. If the pair is composed
of one experienced and one novice teacher, the

xperienced teacﬁer may be infused with the enthusiasm

of the novice and the novice may absorb some of the
expertise of the experienced teacher. If the split is
on a morning/aftternoon basise, the children gain a fresh
teacher twice a day. If the aschedule is aplit on a half
waekly or alternate weekly basis, tha. taachars have
large blocks of time in which to schedule their
non—-school activities.

Students will benefit from the tendency of sharing
teachers to teach those areas with which they feel most
comfortable and adept. Two different points of view

about the students plus the existence of a second person
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who expresses an interest in the students has further
‘potential advantagesa for the students (Block, 1980).

Job sharing can be a useful tool for administrators

as an alternative to layoffs, as a way of introducing

new teachers to the system and infusing new énergies and
ideas into the system, as a useful ¢tool in combatting
teacher burnout, and as a method of maintaining older
valued teachers who might otherwise retire. Other
benefits to the school system can be reduced disruption
through the use of the partner rather than a substitute,
reduced cost if the second partner is a novice teacher,
higher employee morale, and added flexibility in
personnel scheduling (Block,1980).

According to Block (1980) thara are many
disadvantages of job saharing that are of particular
concern to teaching. /§Thero is the potential Ffor a

’wﬂbréakdbwﬁuin communication. There is the potential for

e

a breakdawn of continuity of instruction if work is

divided A:W:m::Tit waek or alternate week schedule. The
cost of fringe benefits for the school system may be
increased. There is the problem of the proper amount of
compensation to be paid to share teachers who substitute
for their partner (full-time teacher rate versus
substitute rate). As well, there may be the problem of
one of the partners resigning or of a serious

incompatibility arising between the partners.' Teachers

who work morning/afterncon splits tend to find

themselves putting in longer days than they are

———
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scheduled to work because they come in early and leave
late. On the other hand, some administrators believe
that part~time teachers will be legp comm{tted than full-
time staff., As well, professional organizations fear
that the reduction of an instructor’s hours would

prohibit the raising of teaching to "its appropriate

prafessional stature" and alaso weaken the bargaining
pogition. There are also concerns that part-time
teachers will be less dedicated than full-time teachers.
ob 8 R dut i on

Dapper and Murphy (19468) were the first to address
themselves to share teaching. Their study was conducted
for Catalyst, an American research organization formed
to find ways to make the most productive use of college
educated women. Catalyst is concerned with the
possibilities of women combining rewarding work with
family responsibilities to both their own and society’s
advantage. In 1948 the United States was troubled by a
persistent shortage of first rate teachars but the
country aboundad with well-educated women who would have
liked to enter or resume teaching for part of the day or
week., Their study involved five sachool districts or
areas that employed part time teachers. Part of the
study included Ffifteen districts around Framingham,
Massachusetts, that employed 120 pairs of sharing
teachers. As share teaching is a specialized form of
part-time teaching, a number of their findings regarding

part—-time teachers in general, as well as their findings
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regarding share teachers in particular, are applicable
to this review.

According to Dapper and Murphy (1948) many of the
problems anticipated in the employment of part-time
teachers never arose. Where part—-time teachers were
used prejudices against them tehded to vanish.
Part-time teachers were frequently less prone to
absenteeism and certainly were npever more prone to
absenteeism than full-time teachers. They showed no
tendency to dilute the economic powar of organized
teachers and were more apt to stay put then teachers
generally, because maternity was the commonzat reason
for teachers to leave the profession and the typical
part=time teacher had already had her children.

Only those problems assocliated with communication
proved to be substantial, and then principals found that
with a little creative arranging of faculty and
departmental needs these difficulties could be overcoma.
The flexibility of part-timers atdé& scheduling. Al so
administrators felt that they were getting more than
their mcnéy’s worth. Dapper and Murphy concluded that
the best school systems tended to be open—-minded and
innovative.

The typical part-timer was married, in her late
thirties, or early forties, with one or more chilgﬂﬁhm
She was a former full-time, fully certified teacher with
an average five years experience and was busily

improving her qualifications. kSelf-fulfilment in a
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socially Signifi:ant job, rather than money, seemed to
motivate the typical part-time teacher. gshe conducted
herself in the classroom with competence and enthusiasm
while continuing to assign home and family top priority
(Dapper and Murphy, 1948).

Partnership teaching (share teaching) Was

introduced in Framingham in 19685. One teacher taught
mornings, one teacher taught afterncons. There was
close dovetailing of all aspects of the job including
planning, curriculum innovation, assessment, appropriate
handling of individual pupils, dealing with parents,
professional responsibility, and axtra-curricular
activiteas. The partners met frequently, conferred on
the phorne and usually substituted for each other. Their
‘success depended on thoughtful, comprehensive
preparation, to anticipate, and if possible to avoid
difficulties" (Dapper and Murphy, 1968, p.9).

There was no teacher shortage in Framingham, and
teacher shortage was not the motivation for
experimenting with partnership teaching. The idea
originated with Mrs. Nona Porter of the Women’s
Educational and Industrial Umion in Boston, and the
Framingham school districts were asked to implement the
program (Dapper and Murphy, 1968).

In 1967, Catalyst assessed Framingham’s partnership
teaching program (Dapper and Murphy, 1968). At first
many principals were apprehensive but most were scoon won

over to support the new program. Although in general
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neither praise nor blame came back to the
adminisfrators, teachers reported that parents
volunteered favourable comments. One principal phoned a
number of his parents whom he chose at random, and
solicited their opinions. He found, that they too, had

at first been apprehensive, but were pleased with the

way the partnership worked in their child’s classroom.
Ome parent in particular praised the diversity, the
suparbh educational expesrience, and the outstanding
social and academic results. One principal commaented
that the partners ware part-time only on pay day and
that each spent as much time preparing as a full-time
teacher. He also felt that the parents benefitted by
receiving two different points of view on their child.
Another’s impression was that academic achievement was
high. One sceptical principal said that because of the
length of the school day and the length of the school
vyear a 1ot of people in the public already think that
teaching is a part~time job withdut provimg it. In
general, concerns about commumication were not supported
by the pefformance of the teachers.

The teachers said it worked because they made it
wark. The children did not get under thelr akin as much
and they were constantly challenged to do as muech work
a8 possiblae.

The pupiles reported that it was nice to have a new
chance in the afternoon 1if the morning teachar “was down

on you'".



Generally principals who had not tried partnership
tmn:hiné falt)

a) it would confuse the children,

b) partners would not get along——"two wamen in one
kitchen'", and

c) parents would object.

In practise none of these objections held up.

Dapper and Murphy (1948) concluded that objections
to the use of share-time teachers were institutiomal
rather than performanrce related.

New Ways to Work (Moorman et al.,1980) is a
non=-profit work resource organization founded in 1972 in
the belief that society does not meet all of people’s
wark needs, In 1974 it developed a program to promote
job sharing, and in 1978 its Job Sharing in the Schools
Project was founded. A random saelection of California
School Districts was made by selecting every tenth
school district listed in the "California Fublic School
Directory" 1979 Edition. Data was collected in the
1979-1980 school year. Their report focused on teachers
who were aharing, but many othar achool
personnel ~=-principal s, counselors, librarians,
custodians, secretaries and receptionists—-—also ware
sharing. Their survey found that some form of job
sharing was used in 27.46% of California school districts
but that it was mainly centered in the San Francisco Bay

area. Forty-three districts that replied that they had
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experience with job sharing were selected to fill out a
ngentaén page questionnaire about their experience.

Moorman et al. (1980) included in their
introduction to this study a letter from Dr. Robert E.
Mcl.ean, Assistant Superintendent, Fersonnel BServices,
Falo Alto Unified School Diastrict, in‘ which he stated
that to him job sharing meant that two individuals
actually shared a position. It might mean both
individuals were on the job at one time, or that one was
there one time, and the other at another time. In his
experience job shéring required more time than a simple
part-time job but the results were also greater. He
also said that teaching could be a lonaly endeavor but
with job sharing there was not the opportunity ever to
be lonely. His experience was that job sharers excited
and enthused each other. He went on to say that
teaching was a tremendously demanding profession—--more
than it should be if one tried to have any kind aof life
outside of the profession.

The New Ways to Work Project found that, in 74% of
the school districts, job sharing was initiated because
two full—-time teachers had requested it. Teachers’
reasons for initiating sharing were:

a) sick or elderly parents who needed care,

b) small children at home,

c) & way of phasing into retirement,

d) a need for more time to do things they enjoyed

doing, or
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e) they waere tired of teaching full-time and were
not enjoying it as much any more.
School districts that initiated sharing reported
that their reasons were:
a) they did not want to lose good and valued

teachers,

b) it was an alternative to layoffs,

c) it allowed a new teacher to be hired,

d) it was a method of phased retirement, or

@) it was a response to a special need of the
district.

The answer to the question, "Does job sharing cost
a school disgtrict more money?" varied and depended on
the district’s implementation of the arrangement. Some
digtricts reported that job sharing saved money in two
areas. First, tney did not need to hire as many
substitutes. Second, the districts realized savings
because sharing was more prevalent at the higher end of
the salary scale. This enabled the district to hire
teachers at the lower end of the scale to fill the
positions that remained. A few reported their costs
increased because of fringe benefit costs. Some asaid
there was no impact on costs (Moorman et al., 1980).

According to Moprman et al. (1980) all 43
administrators who were asked to cite advantages and
di sadvantages of job sharing agreed that the education
of the students had not suffered. In fact, thirteen

administrators listed "improved" education in the
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classrpom as an'advantage aof job sharing. The sharers
themsel ves also perceived improved education in the
classroom. Administrators cited many advantages to jab
sharing. Forty-four percent of achool districts
gsurveyed listed no disadvantages, and only three
disadvantages were mentioned by more than one school
district: cost, supervisaory time, and increased
administrative work.

Sevaral school digtricts surveyad the parents of
children in job sharing classrooms. The responsas ware
overwhelmingly positive.

Reaction from Teachers' Associations was mixed.
Some had taken the lead in negotiating job sharing for
their members. Others felt that only fuil-timn workers
could be committed professionals.

Moorman et al. (p. 59) concluded their report with

this statement:

Initial skepticism about job sharing has
now given way to increased acceptance of its
use and enthusiasm for its benefits. Teachers
value the freedom it grants, administrators
the problem~solving it provides. Students
welcome the change in their classroom routine,
and parents boast of their children’s improved

education and attitude toward school. Jab
sharing is indeed a phenomenon that is here to
atay.

In 1978, Meier conducted a study of job sharing for
the W. E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Rasearch.
Maier (i978) and her staff sent questiocnaires to several
hundred praviously identifiad job sharers. Responses

were received from 2I8 individuals or 465 percent of the
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total number of Questionnaires that were sent. Teachers
represented a greater number of the respondents (2&6%)
than the other professional groups. Sharing among
teachers was most prevalent at the elementary school
level and was usually on an individual basis as only a
few districts actively promoted this option. Sharing
was more frequently found on the west coast than
el sewhera.

Meier also quoted from a preliminary study done by
har for New Ways to Work in 1974. This study found that
acdministrators who had allowed sharing were generally
axtremely favourable. Issues confronting administrators
concerned who shouwld be eligible for this option, the
numbers that should be permitted, and the criteria for
returning to full~-time teaching. The advantages to the
district were the high quality of shared teaching which
was a result of the great skill diversity within a
single position and the increased energy and enthusiasm
of sharing teachers. Issues confronting teachers were
task division, time scheduling, unified teaching
philosophy and the nead for communication.

Most respondents to Meier’s questionnaire felt
strongly that the organization benefitted +from the
sharing as much as they did., There was better coverage
with two on the job. Many sharers felt that thay were
at least as effective and often more aeffective than
their full-time counterparts yet they were not accorded

equal tresatment in terms of job tenure.
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In 1978, tho Hawaii State Legislature authorizad
the establishment of a three-year job sharing pilot
project in the Department of Education (DOE) by the
passage of Act 150. The act provided for the conversion
of a maximum of 100 Ffull-time classroom teaching
positions to job sharing pasitian-.. It allowed the
voluntary sharing of one tenured teacher’s position with
a nawly hired teacher. In the 1980-1981 s8school year
there were &% job sharing teams, 30 in grades { to & and
36 in grades 7 to 12. Although four tenured male
teachers participated in the program, most tenured
teachers who opted to share their positions were females
in the thirty to thirty-nine year age group. Very faw
tenured teachers near retirement opted to participate in
the program (Evaluation of the Job Sharing Pilot
Project, 198l1).
The program had four objectives.

To offer an alternative employmant option to
teachers.

To provide more employment opportunities for
the disproportionate numbers of unemployed
teachers in the state.

To create more stimulating environments for
tenured teachers in their professional
capacities.

To provide additional educational stimulus for
students.

Participation in the job sharing project was
strictly voluntary. Most tenured teachers stated their
motivation was to increase the amount of time that they

could spend with their families. Although there were
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some "new hires" who were gagpecifically looking for
part—~time positions (33%) most "mew hires" chose to work
this way because it was the only way to obtain a regular
teaching position. The tenured teachers felt that they

were better teachers because of a decreasa in teaching

responsibilities and a corresponding lessening of stress
and pressures. They reported that they were more
refreshed and energetic in the classroom. The report
stated that there was an overall feeling of improved and
enthusiastic attitude towards teaching. The "new hires"
were slightly less enthusiastic because most would have
rather had a full-time position.

Moast principals based thaeir feelings about the
desirability of job sharing on the success or failure of
the job sharing teams at their schoola. Thay stressed
that the advantages gained were attributable to the
dedication, strﬁngth, and professionalism of the
individual job sharers, Ninetyftwd percent of the
principals involved rated job sharing as being either an
"excellent" or "good" employment option, but many
cautioned that not all teachers are suited to job
sharing. The success or failure of the j;ob sharing team
depended on selecting a partner who was compatible.

Ninety-seven percént of the tenured teachers
reported good work relationship (compatibility) with
their partners. Eighty-two percent of both tenured and
newly hired teachers reported that school administrators

and colleagues had positive attitudes about their job



sharing. Eight percent reported that their principals
were less than enthusiastic about the pilot project.
Ninety percent of the tenured teachers reported an

increase in job satigfaction. Ninety-two percent felt

that they were more productive under j;ob sharing while

B% reported no change. Bixkty-seven percent of the
principals thought that job sharing contributed to a
more stimulating environment for the tenured teacher
while 11%4 thought it had a negative impact on the
tenured teacher’'s environment.

The lack of any direct and objective measures of
effectivenass made it difficult to determine accurately
the effects of job sharing on the gquality of education.
A random sampling of 8% students revealed that 96% said
that they liked having two teachers. The parents or
guardians of these students ware also surveyed,
Seventy-six percént of the parents said that the quality
of their children’s education eithgr remained the same
or improved, 146% were uncertain, and 8% felt the quality
of education worsened under the pilot project. Most job
sharera felt they were able to provide more for their
students.

Although 33% of the principals reported improved
educational quality at the end of the year, most felt
that there was no impact on the quality of education and
only one felt in one particular case that the effectas
ware adverse. Many principals were quick to point out

that any increase or decrease of educational stimulus



for the students was probably due to the individuals
involved rather than the program itself.

Direct operating cosfs of the pilot project which
included salaries, contributions to retirement fund,

social security, health fund, and unempl oyment

compensation fund were computed for the vyear 1979-1980
and estimated for the year 1980-1981. There was found
to be a total reduction of $4946,000 which would accrue
to the state (Evaluation of the Job Sharing Pilot
Project, 1981, p.30). The reduction in salary was
directly related to the diffpr.nc. between salary level
of the tenured and newly hired teachers. As well
raduced costs ware reported for retirement contributions
and social security. Only medical, dental, and group
life plan contributions increased. Administrative coats
of the program waere minimal and were mainly related to
the non-racurrihg costs of initial development and
implementation of the program.

The project was evaluated in March 1981. The
evaluation found the project to be generally effective
in achieving the program’s objectives. The conclusions
were (Evaluation of the Job Sharing Filot FProject, 1981,
P.9)s

Job sharing continues to be a feasible and
desired employment option for teachers.

Job sharing continues to increase the number
of available teaching positions for unemployed
teachers as well as provide them with more
meaningful employment opportunities. However
its actual impact in reducing the large number
of teaching applicants seeking positions in
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the Department of Education continues ta be
minimal.

Job sharing continues to create - more
stimulating environment for tenured teachers
in their professional capacities, Tenured
teachere consistantly report an increase in
job satisfaction, work productivity, and
quality of work. ’

Although conclusive evidence is lacking to

support the expectations that job sharing

would provide additional education stimulus

for astudents, the pilot project appears to

have a positive effect on the quality of

education provided. Parents, job sharers, and

principals generally remain satisfied with the
quality of education provided under the pilot
project.

The report recommended that the State establish job
sharing as a permanent employment option and identified
a number of issues that needed to be resolved before the
program was made permanent. 0One of these issues was
extending the option so that two tenured teachers could
share a position.

Criteria for Successful Share Te ing F nerships
In 1980, Moorman et al. specified certain criteria

for setting up a partnership. Compatability of the two

sharing teachers was the single most important

ingredient of a successful partnership. One teacher
said, "Job sharing is like a marriage. You should
choose your partner carefully" (Moorman et al., 1980,

p. 30). Because compatibility was w0 important, most
school districts required teachers to find their own
partners. One school district experienced difficulty
when the superintendent matched the partners. When

choosing a partner the obvious criterion was someone who
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wanted the same grade and schedule. Other criteria that
- had to be considered were:

1, Teaching philosophy and educational goalag
partners had to be unified in their approach whaen

dealing with parents and children.
2. Opinion on discipline.,

3. Personal habits (orderly vs. disorderly).

4, Amount of effort to be put into the job.

5. Liking for each other.

Most sharers said that they sat in each other’s
classes in order to decide if they were compatible.
Teachers also could assess compatibility by sitting down
together and making plans for the year. One principal
said that he assumed the teachers were compatible if
they could agree enough to write out a comprehensive and
well~designad plan for the school year.

Cammuni:atiﬁg was the biggest challenge that the
sharers mentioned. Much time was spent at the beginning
of the year discussing plans, classroom procedures, and
rules of behaviour. Some of the sharers spent time
together in the classroom at the beginning of the year
in order to establish consistency. A few districts
required that both partners be present for the first
couple of days. As the vyear progressed sharers used
telephone calls, daily logs, information boxes, and
paraprofessionals to communicate information. Many
sharers made agreements with their principals to be

treated as one teacher in order to reduce the
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principal’s need to communicate with both partners. The
principal would tell one sharer, and that partner was
responsible for telling the other partner. Sharing
teachers had to be careful to let their principal know

of any schedule changes. Also, methods of communicating

with colleagues and parents had to be decided on.

Most districts allowed the teachers to choose any
schedule upon which they and their immediate supervisor
could agree. A few districts limited the choice of
schedules to split day (morning/aftermoon) or alternate
semesters(fall /aspring) because they feared that other
schedules would be disruptive to the continuity of
instruction. Those districts that allowed other
schedules did not report any problems with them.
Although some districts required each teacher to woark a
half day each day. som@ chose this schedule bacause they
liked the regular daily routine for their own families
and because the subjects were easier to divide up. Two
teachers who initially chose a split day schedule
abandoned it because of the problems they encountered
such as discipline carry over, lack of continuity with
staff, a feeling that the space was never their own, no
big blocks of time for themselves, potential free time
was eaten up :ommutiﬁg each day, and difficulty
communicating over lunch hour because the rest of the
staff wanted to talk to them as well.

Split week was a common aschedule, with teachers

overlapping, sharing, or alternating Wednesdays. Most
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of these teachers felt this schedule gave them more time
to plan lessons, more flexibility ¢to plan their
activities outside of school and a larger block of free
time. None of these teacher; felt that there were any

disadvantages to the system, although some school

districts maintained that the arrangement jeopardized
continuity af instruction.

Many other teachers chose to teach alternate weeks
atarting on a Waednesday and working through to Tuesday
because it gave tham a continuous week of instruction
and thaey still never had to work more than three days in
any one week. Although those who chose altarnate weeks
wera bleased with it, some principals expressed concern
over this schedule. EBEecause the sharers did not have
fixed days at school they felt communication was more
difficult.

Al though soﬁe beginning of the vear planning was
necessary, an alternate semester schedule minimized
sharing. It worked best for teachers who preferred to
wark alone but did not want full-time work. Many aof the
aspects of sharing discussed under advantages and
disadvantages would not apply to this type of sharing.
While many principals and administrators 1liked this
becausae they always knaew who was there and who was not,
other principals and administrators said that the school
lost the "two heads are better than aons" benefit.

Teachers working either split day or split week

generally divided the curriculum into spharaes of
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responsibility. They often divided the lesson
- preparation and responsibility but both taught all
sub jects. The advantage was that they had more time faor
planning lessons because they concentrated on half of

the subjects. Those who alternated weeks or semesters

usually prepared and taught their own blocks but got
together for overall planning so that there was a smooth
transition period.

Peripheral details like faculty meetings, parent
teacher conferences, open house, and field trips also
had to be agreed on mutually by all sharing teachers.
Many teachers had written into their job sharing
proposal some kind of substitute arrangement. Most
teachers substituted for each other with some kind of
swapping of days going on to balance out the days owad
back to them. The rest used the districts’ regular
substitutes.

"The principal’s support was the key" (Moorman et
al. 1980, p. 29). School districts rarely allowed
sharing in schools in which the principal was opposed.
Although initial reluctance on the part of some
principals to the concept of job sharing was reported by
Catalyst, the DOE (Hawaii State), and New Ways to Work,
most principals who had axparienca with job sharing
supportad the concept (Dapper and Murphy, 194683
Evaluation of the Job Sharing Pilot Project, 1981;
Moorman et al., 1980). The teachers had an investment

in making sharing work and through careful planning were
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ahle ta reduce any additional burden that sharing might

impose on the principal.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
This astudy was undertaken in order to assess the
educational effectiveness and operational efficiency of

share time teachers in the primary grades; A three

stage study was designed in which principals, teachers,
and students were interviswed using structured interview
protocols designaed by this investigator.

Qriterie for Selaection Of Subiects

In 1983~1984 the Vancouver 8School Board had 64
shared full-time positions in its elementary schools,
grades K-7, including English Language Center and
Learning Assistance Center teachers (Tomsich, Note 2).
There were approximately 1450 <full-~-time elementary
teaching positions in the 93 elementary schools and
annexes in the district. The shared positions were
divided in one of three ways: 1) morning/afternoon
split; 2) aplit week with each teacher working from one
to four full days a week; or 3) élternate weeks with
each teacher’s week starting on a Wednesday or Thursday
and running until the following Tuesday or Wednesday.
The division of time in these aharing situations ranged
from 80/20 splits to S0/50 splits.

Because language arts 13 the largest and most
important block of time scheduled in the primary grades
it was deemed important to select teachers who shared
the respongibility of teaching this subject. As well,

in order to evaluate programs where both teachers really
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shared responsibility for the language arts program, it
was deeﬁed important to select partners who assumed
equal or nearly equal responsibility for the classroom
program. For theane reasons, it was decided to select
from this available pool of é4 sharing partnerships
those partnerships based on a 60/40 split or a S0/50
split whe taught grades ona to three and shared the
language arts program. |

f ac

Because of the large number of requests for
permigsion to conduct research within the Vancouver
School District, it is the Board’s policy to ask
raesearchers to select those schools within the district
which the researchers would like to use in their
research. The principal of esach school selected is then
asked for permission to conduct research within his or
her school. The ultimate decision to grant this
permission rests with the individual principals.,

The Vancouver School Board also maintains a file of
Form 2002, This file lists alphabetically every school
within thé district and alphabetically every teacher
employed at each school. It also 1lists the subject
areas taught by each teacher and the number of minutes
each waeek that each teacher gspends in the classroom.
Thia file was studied in November, 1983, in order ¢to
ascertain which schools employed sharing teachers who

met the criteria specified above.
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Twenty—-two schools weres identified as having
teacherﬁ who shared the teaching of primary classes
(grades 1, 2, and 3) on a 6é0/40 or 35S0O/50 basis.
Twenty—-six shared classrooms within these 22 schools met
the specified criteria. In December, the Program
Resources department of the BHBoard sent letters to the
principalas of these schools raquesting permission for
this investigator to conduct interviews within their
school. Only eight of these twenty-two sgchools (9
gharing teams) replied positively to the query. Because
of the poor response to this Ffirst request for
co-operation, permission was granted to approach
principals or teachers personally. In thia manner nina
additional teams, in 8ix schools, were located who
agreed to participate in this study. Three teams who
agreed to be interviewed did 20 without their
principals’ knowledge or consent. Table 1 shows the
grades taught by the 18 share-teaching teams, and the
method of time-sharing of each teah.
Selection of Principals

Consénting schools were listed alphabetically and
in January, 1984, the 11 principals who consented to
this study were approached about being interviewed. Six
or seven principals had been decided on as a reasonable
sample. The first seven who could be contacted agreed
to participate. One principal had no sharing teams at

his schoeol because of a change iIn staffing between



Table 1

Characteristics of Fartnerships

Team Grade Fercentage Method
Level of Time of Time
Taught by Sharing

Each partner

N PN MM CLAR et O GMAM SUMM SMM Geam WOTS SILER HIGP WS4 CAm Geam B GOM Y0NS 00N Eass GRS (VAMY GHLM LA GYEYD GHLM LA MM Getm AT Geam $0M4F SO0 SHAm AN SLLE Sesm HHON Glam MMMR SHSGO GEL LA S O 0N Slam NS Seam SHNGO eSS 09400 HONO

A 3 S0/50 MT=(W)~TF (a)
B 273 40/60 MT-WTF (b)
c k/1 50/50 MT~ (W) ~TF

D 2 50/80 TFMTW (c)
E 2/3 S0/50. MT = (W) =TF

F I/4 50/50 WTFMT (c)
G 2/3 S0/50 MT— (W) -TF

H 2/3 50O/30 MT~(W)=TF

I 1 S50/50 MT= (W) ~TF

J ] 40/ 60 MT-WTF

k. 2 S0/80 MT—- (W) -TF

L k/1 850/850 MT= (W) =TF

M J/74 S0/50 MT= (W) -TF

N 2 S0/50 MT=(W)=TF

0 I 40/60 MT=-WTF

P 1 50/50 TFMTW

@ 1,2 S0/80 MT=(W)=TF

R 1 40/ 60 MTW-TF (d)
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a) MT=(W)~TF. Monday, Tuesday, and alternate
Wednesdays taught by one partner; Thursday, Friday and
alternate Wednesdays taught by the other partner.

R) MT-WTF. Monday and Tuesday taught by first
partner; Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday taught by
sacond partner.

c) WTFMT/TFMTW, Alternate weeks starting on
Wednesday or Thursday and ending on the following
Tuesday or Wednesday.

d) MTW-TF. Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday
taught by one partner; Thursday, and Friday taught by
the other partner.
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Septembgr and December but he agreed to discuss his past
‘ experiences.
Selection of Students

The names of all the grade three students from the

seven schoola that had grade three students who met the

criteria and whose principals had granted permission to
participate in the study were assigned a number. Thirty
children were selected randomly. Fiftesan were chosen
who were at that time enrolled in classes taught by
sharing teachers (1983-84). Fifteen were chosen who in
1982~83 were anrolled in grade two classes that were
taught by sharing teachers., None of the @schools had
grade three students who had been in shared classes in
grade one. The parents of these children were asked for
permission to interview their children. One achool
declined to send these permisaion slips home.
Interviews were conducted with 11 students currently
enrolled in shared grade three classrooms (School A, 2
students; School B, 3 students; Scﬁool Cy 2 studentsg
and School D, 4 students) and 15 students who wers
enrol led in shared grade two classrooms in 1982-83
(S8chool E, 5 students; School F, 2 atudents; School B, &
students; and School C, I students).
Instruments

In atage one of the study, the investigator
designed an interview schedule composed of eleven very
general questions designed to elicit a wide range of

opinions that principale might have ragarding share time
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teachers (see Appendix I). The schedule was designed
after reéding previous research regarding share teaching
(Block, 19803 Dapper and Murphy,19468; Moorman et al.,
1980). Ten general areas of concern were selected:
advantages, disadvantages, administrative problems,
organization, educational effectiveness, parent
reactions, student reactions, compatibility,
communication, and staff relationships. The eleventh
quaestion was to allow each principal an opportunity to
deacribe his own persocnal experience with sharing
teachers.

Using information collected from the principals’
interviews and the review of the literature, a

structured interview schedule was designed +for the

teachers (see Appendix II). Eight general areas of
interest were selected: background, compatibility,
communication, continuity, instructional process,

parents’® reactions, students® reactions, and personal
reactions. Forty—-five specific quésticns were listed
under these eight general areas in order to insure that
teachers addressed all areas of specific concarn.,
Eighteen of these questions addressed specific concerns -
ragarding the mechanmlics of share teaching.

Using information collected from the review of the
literature and the principals® interviews, a structured
interview schedule of nine aspecific questions WAaSg

designad for the students (mae Appendix IIL),
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Erocedure

Table 2 shows the time line involved in this
investigation. In late January and early February,
1984, the investigator interviewad the saven principals
amlected. These intcrvioﬁl took pla:.l in each
principal’s office and were approximately thirty ¢to
forty minutes in length, The interviews were recorded
on tape and later transcribed, and the information was
categorized according to each of the eleven general
questions.

From late February through late April, 1984, the
invegstigator interviewed the thirty~-six teachers
(eighteen pairs) who had agreed to participate in the
study. These interviews took place in the schools or
homes of the teachers involved and were approximately
forty-five minutes in length. The interviews ware
recorded and later transcribed, and all information was
categorized under the forty-five specific questions,

In late March, 1984, the invnitigator conducted a
pilot study with grade two, three, and faour students
enrolled in her school who had previocus or present
expaeriance with share—-teaching classrooms. This study
was conducted in order to determine if the students were
able to wunderstand the wording of the student
questionnaire. As no problem= were encountered it was
decided to use the questionnaire in this study. In late
May, 1984, the 26 students whose parents granted

permission were interviewed in a quiet, private room



Qctaobher 1983

November 1983

Decembar 1983

January 1984

Table 2

Frocedural Chart
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Letter written to Vancouver School

Board requesting permission to
conduct study.

Search of Form 2002 for schools

that employed sharing taachers
im the primary grades.

Letter sent by FProgram Resources
department of the School Board
to the principals requesting

parmission to conduct the study

‘"within their schools.

Contacts made through friends and

acquaintances with schools that
had replied negatively to the

December letter.

January 26-~-February 10, 1984

Principals’® interviews conducted.

February 24--April 25, 1984

Teachara® Interviews conducted.

May 23,~- June 12, 1984

July, 1984

Fupil Interviews conducted.

Interview with Maureen Tomsich.
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selected by the principal in each school. The
interviews were approximately Five minutes in
length. The intarviews ware recordaed, transcribad,
and reorganized under the nine questions.

In July, 1984, an interview was obtained with

Maureen Tomsich who is responsible for the
placement of elementary teaching personnel. Thisg
interview was obtained in order to assess the
Board’s policy regarding the placement of share
teaching teams and the use of substitutes by teams,
topics that had been raised by the teachers during

their interviews.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

Ag this study was not experimental, no statistical
hypotheses were tested. It was, howaver, the intention
of this study to discover what could be learnsd about
job sharing in the classroom from the perceptions of the
principals, teachears, and students who have had
experiance with thia practice. The findings are
presented in three sections. The first saction deals
with the experience and perceptions of the principals,
the aacond section daals with the experience and
perceptions of the teachers, and the third section deals
with the experience and perceptiona of the students.

For the purpose of anonymity each principal has
been randomly assigned a letter from "A" to "6G" and each
sharing partnership has been randomly assigned a letter
from "A" to "R". It is important to note that not all
the sharing teams assigned to each principal’s school
ware interviewed, and aome Qharing teams wara

interviewed whose principals were not.



Principals

The perceptions of £h| seaven principals interviewed
ware based on their experiences with sharing teachers at
all grade levels from kindergarten to grade seven,
Al though all had experience ﬁith 60/40 and J0/50 aplits
some of their experience was based on teaching
slituations that involved sharing that was not based on
£0/40 or S0/%0 aplits. Table 3 shows how the principals
acquired share—-teaching teams and if they had any
previous experience with share teaching in another
school. It also shows their attitude towards sharing as
perceived by this investigator. Two principals who were
parceived as being apprehensive have allowed tesams to be
initiated in their present aschools. These principals
could point to specific areas of concern ragarding one
or two of their teams but were happy with the
performance of the other teams under their
administration. One principal could pinpoint no
gpecific areas of weakness with hislteams but could see
the potential for problems. Except for one principal
who adamaﬁtly stated that 80/20 splits should not be
allowad, no principal stated that he was categorically
against the concapt of share teaching. Generally all of
the principals were more positive than negative,
although four felt that it was necaessary to lay down

certain guidelines for sharing.



Table 2

Exparience and Attitude of Principals

Exparience Attitude
Prin. ;:evin;;—lnharitad In;:I;:;; ;;;I-_f-;;;:;:-
Exper. Teams Teams tive hensive
A o Yes ;;s o Yes o T
B Yes = Yes Yes Yes
cC Yes Yas
D Yes Yes X
E Yes Yes Yas
F Yes Yes Yes
G Yes Yaes Yes Yes

¥potential for problems exists

Advantaces

The advantages of share teaching can be broken down
into four components: faor the teacher, for the children,
for the principal, and for the board.

For the teachgr. All the principals felt that the
teachers gained personally by having an employment
alternative that allowed them to pursue their professioh
and to satisfy their personal needs. 0One principal felt
that sharing was only for the teachers’® convenience, and
therefore one had to look carefully to say it was better
than one teacher in a classroom. Another principal

stated that meeting the needs of two people meant that
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they were happier and that they would praobably work with
- more enthusiasm. Also, in some cases, sharing provided
an oppartunity for somebody new to gain a teaching
position. In this case a new teacher had the

opportunity to learn from tHe expaertise of the more
senior partner.

Eor the children. All principals +felt that the
primary criterion in shara teaching was that the
children did not suffaer. Four of the saven were very
enthusiastic about the energy level of their teachers
and felt that the children could only benefit from the
extra effort and enthusiasm that their share teachers
put forth. One principal commented that this would be
especially important in a classroom that had a difficult
combination of children. Five principals also commente&“}
that share teachers, like most part-time teachers, {n
tended to work more than their share of time, and they |
felt that the school and the students were the
racipients of this extra ¢+fort; The qualifying j
condition was that the share teachers must communicate
frequcntly and thoroughly in order to take full
advantage of this axtra effort and enthusiasm. If the
teachers complemented each other’s strengths, another
benefit accrued to the children in the way of extra and

more varied expertise. Two of the principals felt it

N

was questionable if the students banefitted at all from

share teaching situations,
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r rinci . No principal stated an
acdvantage that accrued to him personally other than the
advantage of having teachers on staff who were fresh and
full of enthusiasm. One stqtad that the energy level of

his share teachers was “"wonderful".

For the board. Three of the principals commented
that the board got value for its money with part-time
assignments, and share teachers would be included in
this category. As one principal stated "the only thing
part-time about these assignments iz the salary, the job
is more". Another principal pointed out that the board
gained access to the services of very experienced and
capable tmachars who probably would not teach if they
had to teach full-time.

Risadvantages

Az Table 4 shows, tha most often mentioned
disadvantage of Qhara te@aching was the potential for a
breakdown in communication. ~ Five levels of
cammunication were discusseds

The

principals interviewed felt that sharing teachers could
migss & lot of +the information passed on at staff
meetings and in morning bulletins. Each stressed that
it was the responsibility of the partners to keep each
other informed about achool issues. Because it was
possible for one teacher ¢to miss all of the staff
meetings she would not be privy to the discussions that

preceded decision making. Most principals stated that



Table 4

Ferceived Disadvantages of Share Teaching
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Communication
with admin—
istration Yas Yes Yes(a)Yes(b) Yes Yes Yes

with partner Yas Yas
with parents VYes(b) Yes Yas (h)
with students Yas (b)
with staff Yaa (b)
Continmnuity Yes Yes Yes (b)

Evaluation of

Students Yes
Substitutes Yes
Marale : “Yes(b)
Accountablity Yes (b)
Compatibility ' Yes
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(a) Only one of the seven principals said that he asked
both teachers to attend importanmt staff meetings.
Several of the others said that they would feel better
if both teachers were at staff meetings but they had not
asked both teachers to attend them.

(b)) These were discussed as potential disadvantages.
These principals had not experiemced any problems in
thase areas but were cognizant of the potential Ffor
difficulties under certain conditionms.
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they worked under the assumption that if one of the
partnur; was pressnt at staff meetings that the other
was informed by the attending partner. They did not

take responsibility for talking to both partners.
_Between the partners. The two principals who

expressed a concern about communication within the
classroom felt that it was not enough juast to pick up
the phone and tell your partner what you had been doing.
Both felt that there was a lack of continuity and
compatibility in one of the shared classrooms in their
achools. One of theases two principals expressaed a
concern for continuity in the total school program and
felt that sharing compounded the issum. He felt it was
counterproductive to split up reading and mathematics.
en ol the arents. One of the
principals who expressed a concern about communication
with parents beliovﬁd there might be some potential for
& problem to arise if parents wished to speak to a
gpecific teacher. Thae other twd axpressad concerns
about getting parents to undarstand the concept of share
teaching.
e h wd « Only one
principal felt that it might be difficult for some

younger children to relate to two different teachers.

One principal felt that there was a potential for
problems on projects raquiring cooperation with other

staftf members.
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Although all principals expressaed concerns about a
breakda@n in communication, five of the seven principals
felt that communication was adequate betweaen the
partners, and between the partners and the
administration, and that no'problcms had arisen because
of a breakdown in communication.

One principal said that all too frequently he was
getting three teachers in a class in a week because of
the presence of a substitute, His teachers did not
substitute for each other. The other principals all
atated that the use of substitutes was not a problem.

dminis e Problems

The most frequently mentioned administrative
problem was the supervision of extra staff. Four
principals felt that shared positions added somewhat to
their administrative load. The severity of the problem
depended on the number of shared positions in the
school. Two of these four felt that any additional work
required in the way of writing riports on additional
teaachars was outweighed by the benefits to the school
and the childron. One principal pointed out that iR
some schools the number of support staff was 80 large
that sharing teachers would only compound an already
onerous task of supervision. He suggested that some
principals feel that remuneration should be based on the

number of staff rather than the number of students.,
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Qroanization
Two principals expressed a preference for a split
week schadule of thraee days one week and two the naxt
waek with the teachers alternating Wednesdays. One
other principal had teams whi:h workad this pattern but
he did not like it and would have preferred some
achedule which lengthened the tarm to monthly or even
half yearly blocks of time. He felt that the split week
aschedule was only for the convenience of the teachers
and that the constant switching was bad for the
atudents. Another principal had this schadul ing
arrangement and said that it appeared to work but that
he would have preferred a morning/afterncon split so
that there were daily communication periods. Even five
minutes a day was better thanm nothing in his view. He
had had expearience with three teachers sharing two
clagsrooms in an open area and he felt ¢that this
experience had been his most satisfactory sharing
experience because of the overlap of teaching time which
gave the teachers time for communication. 0One principal
stated thét the teachers decided on their own schedule
and that he had had no input on this matter. it
appeared that several different schedules were operating
in his school. One principal had imposed a condition of
overlap on his teachers by asking them to teach twe and
a4 half days a week. On Wednesdays they would overlap by
being in the classrocom during each other’s teaching time

for a short while and then they would eat lunch
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together. In this way he insured that they had a feal
for how the other teacher handled the class as well as
what the other teacher’s program was. In the seventh
school, teachers worked alternating weeks starting on
Wednesdays. The principal félt it worked well, Two

other principals were concerned that this schedule would
result in the teachar getting out of touch with the
gchool and, as well, in problems of continuity.
instructional Process

Four principals stated categorically that in their
experiaeance there was no evidence of the subject areas
being fractionated and becoming too compartmentalized.
One principal felt in fact that the language arts and
mathematics programs may have been even better because
of shared expertise and enthusiasm. The fifth principal
could see no problem in his school but could visualize
that it might be a problem in the intermediate grades
where the demands of inter-class scheduling might impose
restrictions on the share teadhinq load. Again
communication was the key element in order to maintain
continuity., The sixth and seventh principals were both
concerned with this problem and felt that there was
avidence of too much compartmentalizing in one of the
shared classrooms in their schools; They both felt
that, in these classrooms, little effort was being made
to provide continuity, and that teaching styles were

dissimilar.
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Three of the principals were very impressed with

the enérgy level and enthusiasm of their sharing
teachers. They felt that they stimulated each other
and, because they had extra time to plan, they were

batter prepared and fresher it achool. There wers no

Friday afternoon doldrums in the sharing classrooms that
they knew. A fourth felt that the interaction of twe
teachers could be environmentally sestimulating. The
fifth principal felt that because ona of hia tesachers
was not in good health there was no effective higher
energy level in that classroom. He stated that those
who give more in a sharing classroom would probably do
20 in a single teacher situation. In another of hia
shared classrooms he could see evidence of <the weaker
teachar baing stimulated by her partner and as a result
the overall program had improved.

It was difficult for the principals to aasess the
effect of share teaching of the achievement level of the
students, One principal could Qee that achievement
could be better {f the pair had expertise in different
aresas thaf complamented each other. Four principals
falt that their teachers knew exactly where the children
ware and that achievement levels in these classrooms
waere probably about the same as in single teacher
classrooma. Definitely the childrean were not suffering

——y

in their shared classrooms. Two principals woffpi

concerned about achievement levels, and one of these two

saw problems arising in evaluation techniques. He felt
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that it would be difficult to evaluate and keep track of
the children’s individual needs in a shared classroom,

4Twpmprincipals expressed dismay aver a mismatch of
(” teaching styléréwhila énather said it was not important
asv>igggﬂras éhe sharing ‘teachers were similar in
personality. None of the other four principals
commanted on style of teaching, They felt that their
partnerships were composed of compatible teachers.
Earental Reagtion
Table 5§ summarizes the principals’ experience with
the parents of sastudents in shared classrooms. One
principal raeported that he had experienced difficulties
with the parents over the asetting up of one of hia
share-~teaching classrooms. Although he personally could
find no fault with the concept of share teaching, his
experience with the parents in this situation had been
waaring and time consuming. One parent had instigated
the complaint and had managed to ‘"stir-up" the other
parents. He felt that in a comhunity like the one
surrounding his school the parents perceived that the
teachers had too much power and that they, the teachers,
were always organizing things to suit themselves. The
fealing he received was that the parants felt that the
school was compromising the children’s education just to
maat the whims of the staff. One aspokesman for the
group had written letters to the school board
complaining of the principal’s "duplicity”, The

principal felt that in fact the problem was that the
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Table 5
Freparation of Farents Before Flacement
of Students and Reaction of Farents
to Flacement of Students in a

Shared Ciassroom

Principal
A B c D E F 6
Parents are
informed before
placement No No Yas No No No No
Problems with
parentsa No No Yes No No No No
Guestions from
parents Yes No Yes Yes Yes - ——
Shared classrooms
are typical .
in the school Yes Yos No Yas No Yas No

main instigator of the complaint did nmot like one of the
teachers invol ved and that the ahared-teaching
gituation was a scapegoat. One other principal
expressad the opinion that this type of aituation could
arise if parents were concerned about their child’s
aducationi they probably would pick on the issue of
sharing rather than ineffectual teaching.

The only principal who experienced problems with
parents was the principal who gave the parents prior
notice of their children’s placement in a ahared
classroom. He sent a letter home explaining why the

change was necessary, and assured the parents that there
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was compatibility of philosophy, instruction, and
student management. He assured them that the teachers
would provide continuity of instruction through planning
for the transitional period and substituting for each
other if the need arose. Dﬁe principal stated adamantly
that placement of students was not a parental decision.
The paranta were not cognizant of anough information to
make an intelligent decision. They did not decide to
which classes or teachers their children were assigned.
Ancother felt that split classes were more of a concern
to parents than shared classes. In four of the schools
sharing had been in effect for years, so the parents had
come to accept the fact that at a certain grade lavel
there was a shared classroom.

Two teachers added depth to the parent tesacher
conferences. Four principals felt that two opinions
about the child ware appreciated by the parents,. Thay
also felt that two teachers at conferences helped the
parants understand that the teachcrs were united 1in
their approaches. Only three principals said that both
their teaéhers did in fact attend the parent teacher
conferences.

Students’ Reactio

Six of the seven principals reported no problem
with children adjusting to two taachers. They felt that
the children were glad to see @ach teacher and that the
teaching approaches of the partners were similar. Ona

principal said he did not notice any differance in the
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classes because they had shared teachers, and the reason
wag that his share teachers spent a great deal of time
communicating. One principal had ome child that had had
difficulty adjusting to two teachers and was nPpow no

problem in a single teacher classroom. He did not know

if it was one of the teachers or the sharing situation
that had bothered the child. |
Compatibility

8ix of the seven principals found no problems of
incompatibility between partners. 0One of these six said
that similar teaching style was not important as long as
the teachers had similar personalities and similar
standards of achievement. Thase principals felt their
teaachers had had input into their choice of partners and
had an investment in making the partnership work. A
willingness to work and to make time available for the
interchange of ideas waz a criterion for a successful
partnership. Other criteria mentioned for a successful
partnership were: complementary réther than competing
strengths, similar methods of handling children, similar
philosophical approach to education, and gimilar
academic expectations. As one principal put it, "The
teachers should be in harmony."

Only one principal expressed concern over the
compatibility of one of the partnerships in hie school.
He felt that the teachers were too different in

pearsonality and that there was a lack of communication
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between them. He was concerned that the children were
not getting the same treatment from both teachers.
Staff Reaction

None of the principals reported any problems with
ataftf acceptance of sharing'taachers.‘ All of them +ealt
that sharing teachers were given status as equal members
of the staff and that if the staff had any feelings they
were more positive than naéati#e.
Euture Emplovment

All the principals indicated a willingness to
emplay sharing teachers in the future, but some put
limiting conditions on the number and soma expressed a
nead for prior khowledgo of the teachers. Table &

summmarizes their responses.
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Principals’® Willingness to Employ Sharing

Teachers in the Future

1. Would
Principal
Principal

Principal
Principal
Principal
Principal

Principal

2.

Principal
Principal
Principal
Principal
Principal
Principal
Principal

3. Would
with, all
Principal
Principal
Principal
Principal
Principal

Principal

Principal

you have sharing teachers again?

MTmoO wm>D

o

How many sharing teams would you have on
any one time?

aMTmoOow

you want previous knowledge of,

Yes.

Yes, if 1 could lay down hard and fast
guidelines at the beginning

Yas ‘

Yeas

Yes, but I°d like to choose them myself.
Oh Yes, I'm not afraid of sharing
teachers. My experiences have all been
positive

Yes, but if I had a choice 1°d probably

choose a full~time teacher over a team.

staff at
2 or 3

1

1

2

no response

1 or 2

2 0or 3

or experience

or part of the team?

A
B
cC

no raesponse

Yes, but not essential.

Yas, 1'd feel better. It would probably
be best if they both were from within the
school.

1’d like to know one.
should be experiesnced.
No, I'd interview them and see what they
had to aoffer the school.

No, if they had worked together in the
past I°d assume that they could do so in
the future,

Yes

At least one
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Criteria § Selecti ¢ F

Tﬁe principals suggested that the following
criteria be used when initiating share teaching
partnerships.

a) Complementary rather than competing strengths.

b)Y Compatibility

c) The team should come together on its own. One
half-time teachsr should not go looking for a partnar.
Two principals disagreed with this, They had had
succesaful partnerships formed in this manner.

d) Similar academic expectations.

e) Similar style.

f) The team should be prepared to make time
available for the interchange of ideas.

@) The principal should have soma input regarding

guidelines for communication and compatibility.
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Teachers:
The teachers who were interviewed all taught in the
primary grades and aeplit their time on a &0/40 or S0/30
basis., The principalsf perceptions were based on their

experiences with sharing teachers at all grade levels

from kindergarten to grade seven. Al though all
principals had had experience with 60/40 and S$S0/50
splits some aof their experience was based on teaching
situations that involved sharing that was not based on
&0/40 or 50/%50 splits.

Rackground

Table 7 indicates the years of teaching experience
of the thirty-six teachers involved in this atudy. The
madi an was twelve years of experience in the teaching
praofession. The range of eaxperience ran from two
teachers who were firat year teachers to two teachers
who eatimated that they had twenty vyears ‘a+ teaching
axperience minus some leaves of absence.

Thirty—= two teachars (89%5 hald continuing
contracts with the V8B, Two (&%) of the other four were
hired as iong term substitutes for the 1983-1984 school
vear and two (4%4) had been on temporary contracts for a
number of years.

Twenty-six teachers (72%) stated that their
principals were positive about and supportive af the
concept of share teaching. These teachers balieved
their principals were pasitive because their principals

were easy-going, open-minded, and appreciative of the
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Table 9

Teaching Experiénce of Sharing Teachers

Years of Experience (a) Teachers (b)

Number 7%

0~ 3 8
6-10 13 36
11-18 15 42
16-20 4 11

(a) Years of teaching=--full or part-time
years, including 1983-1984 school year.

(b) There are only 35 teachers listed because
it was impossible to hear one answer on the
tape.

extra time and energy that the teachers were able to
devote to the job. Some teachers said that their
principals had initially been apprehensive about the
concept but they had changed their'minds when the tesams
had proved to be effective. Several‘of the teams had
experienced difficulty getting other principals to
interviaw thcm/ and were most appreciative of their
principals’ open-minded attitude towards the concept of
sharing. One teacher was particularly angry that
principals would refuse to interview them for available
positions. She {clt that a principal should at least
allow the partnership the same access to interviews that

full=-time teachers received. If the principal did not
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like the’partnership’s Plans and programs then he/she
could say that the taah did not fit the school’s needs,
but how could the principal possibly know 1if the team
could do the g4ob if he/she did not interview the

applicants. She felt that the principals should at

least give them some credit for acting professionally
and in the students’ best interests. Qther teachers
also indicated that access to interviews had been
limited,

Three teachera (8%4) ware uncertain of the
principala’ attitude towards sharing. Both teachears of
one partnership falt that their principal was ambivalent
about sharing. He had discouraged new applicanta from
outside the school but allowed two teachers within the
school to form a partnership. The third teacher
reportaed that she felt her principal was changing his
mind from negative to positive bescause he could sea it
was working.

Seven teachers (19%) reported é negative attitude
towards sharing on the part of their principals. Four
felt that ﬁhoir principal was generally against any
non~traditional concapt and that he felt that tha Board
was not supportive of job sharing because it entailed
too many problems dividing up jobs.

One partnership reported negative support on the
grounds that thaeir principal had been instrumental in

breaking up their partnership.
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Thg saventh teacher qualified her answer by saying

that her principal’'s reaction could be described as

sceptical rather than negative. Eecause there wasn’'t
any set Board policy, he was "fence sitting".

All the teachers felt that their staffs were

positive about, and supportive of, share teaching
although some felt that initially there may have been
some reservations. 0One teacher very wisely commented
that it was important for sharing teachers naver to
plead ignorance about some issus if the ignorance was
dua to a glip in communication between the partners. It
was important not to annoy the staff by always saying,
"I didn’t know about that because 1 wasn’t here when
that happened."
Compatibili

Table B ashows how long the teams had taught
together and describes how the teachers selected their
partners. The madian length was 2.5 years. In general,
those teams which were composad of twachers who knew
each other eithar profassionally or socially were of
longar duration than those formed through the auspices
of the board. Ten teams (S56%) were formed by teachers
who had previous knowledge of their partners. Eight of
these ten teams (B80%) planned to continue teaching
together in 1984-1985. Eight other teams (44%) were
formed through the auspices of the board, and only two
of these eight (25%) planned to teach together in

1984-1985. One other team was desirous of continuing
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thair partnership but because one of the team was on
temporary contract their partnership was dependent on
district staffing needs. The other five teams indiéatad
that because of pregnancy, declining enrollment,

incampatibility, a desire to change jobs and/ar pressure

from the administration their partnerships would end at
the end of the 1983~-1984 school vear.

Twenty of the teachers (564) reported that they
had previous experience at sharing. Eight of these had
worked in two ar three other share teaching
partnerships. Altogether there had been thirty previous
partnerships,

All but one of the thirty-six teachers (97%) felt
that their partnership was compatible. They did not
fael that they were identical 1in atyle with their
partners but they did not see thise as very important.
Several used the word complementary to describe their
relationship with their partner. They felt that their
partner’s style gave added depth aﬁd strength to the
partnership. 0One teacher felt that there was a better
chance of each of the children finding a ‘'soulmate"
because there ware two teachers with which to identify.
One teacher stated that she had been apprehensive about
the difference in personality between her partner and
herself and that she had been concerned that the
children would compare them. This had not happenad.
She felt that she had learned a lot from her partner.

Her partner said that between them they filled a whole



spectrum of skills rather than just part. "We are
~different personalities but our philosophies are
gimilar,” she said. Another teacher commented that her

approach to teaching had been modified by her partner’s

approach and together they were developing‘ a common

ground between their two styles. Several said they were
flaxible and had adaptad to their partner's style.

Most of the teachers agreed that academic standards
and discipline standards had to be vary similar in order
not to confuse the children. These were two areas where
it was important to communicate. One tesacher said that
she and her partner had arrived at a consensus about
standards and now they saw "ayas to eye" about what thay
expected from the children. She said, "It astonishes us
how similar our opinions are about the children."
Several partners taught together for the first week of
school in order to establish classroom standards that
were acceptable to both teachers.

One teacher found herself in an intolerable
share~teaching situation. Although she felt that she
knew whatvto look for and what she wanted from a
partnership, she found that in actual fact her new
partner appeared to smsay ona thing and ¢to do aneother.
S8he felt that she should have asked more guestions about
the specifice of how things would be done by her partner
rather than accapting generalities. The partnership was
poor and the students ware not getting snough

consistency to meet their needs. Her partner, in her
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estimation, was not effective and she found it difficult
to rnlp;ct what she did.

Teachers agreed that it was really important to get

to know your partner before hand. Bharing was like a

marriage, [t was not easy just because the teachers

ware only thare half time. They ware not nearly as
independent as when they worked full-time. I+ at all
possible they recommended seeing your potential partner
teach and observing how the children reacted to her.

The most important criteria of any good partnership
waa the ability to communicate with your partner openly,
fregly and often., If you had good rapport the other
things would follow. As one teacher said, +friendship
was not important but respect was., You had to be able
to talk honestly and straightforwardly with your
partner. It was important to be willing to accept your
partner’s ideas and to be willing to change. Praising
your partner’s accomplishments was important because it
made her feel appreciated.

Bharing teachers should have similar opinions about
discipline. Standards needed to be set early in the
year, Although they do not need to be identical there
should be a thread of consistency; one partner could not
be lenient and the other strict.

Sharing teachers need to decide on a basic
philosophy. This should include basic goals, basic

approaches to teaching reading and mathematics, whether
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centers will or will not be usad, whathar the class will
be struéturnd or open, and what you are going to teach
and when.,

Classroom routines such as where children will line
up, whan they will sharpen pincill, and haw they will

organize a page in their exercise books need to be

established and agreed upon. As well, decisions have to
be made about neatness standards i1in the room, in
children’s exercise books, on the teachersa’ desk, about
how detentions and punishments will be handled, about
how exercise books will be marked, and even about little
things like how the children will be asked to form their
printed or written letters.

Although several teachers felt that the teaching
style of partners should be aimilar aonly four (two
partnershipas) felt that it was assential. These four
teachers felt that the program and presentation should
be so similar that only the teacher changed from day +to
day. In their estimation the children should be working
on the same things, in the same way, regardless of whose
day it was to teach. Moat of teachers Ffelt that some
diversity was a plus.

Several teachers said that the personality of the
partner was important. 0One tszacher said she needed a
partner who was cheery and out-going and loved children,
OQtheras said a partner had to be flexible and adaptable.

1f possible, partners should have similar teaching

axperience and background., Twa teachers said that both
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partners should bring equal expertise to the job so that
each was able to contribute equally to the job-load. It
was important to find a partner who would contribute as
much time and energy to the job as you would so that the
load was evenly balanced.

Some teachers felt that a ssimilar lifestyle was

important because you would ba more sympathetic about
your partner’s personal problems especially if they had
any bearing on her performance in the classroom. One
experienced teacher who was sharing with a novice
complained that her partnar’s whole life centered on the
job. She said,"] have to keep reminding her that we are
a team. She does too much for me.”

Several teachers said that they had to work hard
because they did not want their partners to come in and
say that nothing had been accomplished.

As Table 9 shows, the great majority of the
teachers thought that compatibility wag extremely
important. Teachers who rated compatibility as very
important said that there had to be some accomodations
made between partners. Although compatibility was

important it was not the only criterion to consider.
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Table 9

Importance of Compatible Partner

No. %
1. Extremely important | 27 7%
2. Very important 8 22
S« Fairly important i =5
4. Not vary important - -
Y. QOFf little importance - -

Communication
Fourteen partnerships (78%) stated that their most

common means of communication were long talaphone
conversations about twice a week. One other team
communicated on the phone once a week, another once a
day, and a third partnership talked on the phone only
about once every two weeks. One pa?tnership said that
they saw each other personally every day and did not use
the phone often. Eleven teams (&1%) kept some sort of
daily diary or left systematic notes for their partners.

Fiftean teams (83%) met together frequently during
the yesar. One team met every day. Generally meetings
ware held at the beginning of sach term and for raeport
cards and parent-teacher confareances. An well,
informal meetings were often held as the need arose.

The number of these more informal meetings depended on
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the proximity of the team members’ homes. h large
number of the sharing teachers lived in the suburbs some
distance from the city. Fartners who lived close
together met as often as once a week. Three teams (17%)

did not report any meatings after tha initial planning

sessions in late Auguast or early September. Most teams
indicated more fraquent communication in September and
October than later in tha year.

Eight teams (44%) raportad that i1t was their
ragular practice to drop in at aschool while their
partner was teaching. Eight teams (44%) raeported that
they socialized with their partners. Three teams (17%)
indicated that they started tha firet faw days of the
vaear off togefher. Several teachers indicated that they
did not find it neceasary to meet together ‘as much as
they did the first year that they taught together és a
team. |

As Table 10 shows the great majority of the
teachers thought that communication between the partners
was extremely satiasfactory or vary satisfactory.
Improving personal contact seemed to be the main
suggestion for improving communication, but those who
folt communication could be improved said that because
they lived so far from their partner it was- unlikely
that thay would, or could, gat together more freguently

than they did already. A second suggestion was to be in
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Table 10
Quality of

Intra~Classroom Communication

No. %
1. Extremely satisfactory 20 BT
2. Vary satisfactory 13 ré6
J. Fairly satiasfactory 3 (a) B
4. Sometimes Unsatisfactory
g, Unsatisfactory 1 &)

(&) Thaere are 37 responses because one
teacher who rated the oral communication
as unsatisfactory and the written
communication as fairly satisfactory is
represented twice.

the classroom together mare often. A third suggestion
was that the use of a tape recorder might improve
communication., The one teacher who rated her team’s
communication unsatisfactory said that increasing
contact would probably not improve communication because
she and her partner did not "speak the same langquage'".
In all cases only one team member attended astaff
ma@aetings., The attending team member was responsible for
taking notae and passing on partinent informatian,
Dther types of communication were handled sasimilarly.
Morning bulletins and personal communication that were

pertinent to the job were relayed to the absent partner.
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Several teachers resented that their principals checked
up on them to see if they did in fact relay information.
One teacher complained that her partner and she got
conflicting information from the principal. QOne teacher
gaid that her principal had éiven his sharing teachers
the responsibility that they deserved as professionals

to kaeep their partners informed. She said that at one
school she was treated like a child and not even trusted
to keep track of her own days at work. She respected
her present principal because he gave them the freedom
and responsibility to organize their own schedula,
Al though he did not communicate much she sensed his
unspoken support.

Several teachers stated that they were very careful
to pass on all information about school activities ¢to
their partner. One teacher said that because she and
her partner had opted for part-time teaching it was
their responsibility to make sure that their position
worked as smoothly as if one teacher were in the class
full-time. Another teacher said that she probably paid
clogser attention at ataff meetings now than when she
worked full-time because she did not want to be accused
of not relaying information. She said that she was
"maranoid" about pasasing on information because
communication seemed to be a major concern of her
principal. Her partner also stated that she was very
conscious of passing on all information from the

‘principal.
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Tables 10 and 11 show that the teachers did not

rate :omhuni:ation with the principal as highly as they
rated communication with each other. Generally most
sharing teachers thought that their communication with
the principal was as good as the communication between

the full-time staff and the principal. Any problems

that they had encountered were axperienced by the
full-time staff as well. Three of the four pairs of
teachers who taught in annexes rated their communication
with the principal and the annex head teacher separately
because they felt that although they had good
communication with one they had poor communication with

tha aother.

Table 11
Guality of Communication Betweean the

FPrincipal and the Sharing Team

Head

Na. ;’ No.—
;. Extremel;-satis;;ctory 5“-~_14.0 1
2. Very satisfactory 20 35.58 2
3. Fairly satisfactory 8 22.0 i
4, Sometimes Unsatisfactory 2 5.5 2

9. Unsatisfactory i 3.0




Continuity

As’Table 1 (page 43) indicates none of the teachers
interviewed shared on a morning/afternoon basis. The
travel time involved made this a leas desirable
alternative, Only three indicated ~that thaey would

consider half—-yearly semesters and then only temporarily

when their families were grown-up or hecause they might
like to travel.

Those who chuse to aplit the week did so for
paersonal reasons., They liked to have reqular days at
home =30 that they could organize their family's
activities. One teacher said that there ware certain
positive advantages which accrued to the atudents
because they got a new fresh teacher in the middle of
the week. Another pointed out that follow~-up on
discipline problemg or unfinished morning work was
easier when the teacher stayed all day.

The three teams that chose to alternate weeks did
80 because they felt it was -less‘ digruptive for the
students. They gained a reasonable period of time in
which to ¢omp1¢tn activitien, They like being able to
develop some@ mini~unite each week. Thay Ffalt it - gave
them more autonomy without jeopardizing continuity of
instruction. One team had adopted the habit af
communicating one day before the end of esach waeshkly
shift as well as at the end of each shift. Each partner
then had a full day in which to prepare for her wéeh in

school.



The methods of maintaining continuity of
instruction were as varied as the teachers involved, but
certain patterns were appérent. As well, some teans

used different methods in different subject areas.

Alternating units. Some grade three teams had

devised a method of alternating reading stories or

reading units. As wall, spelling units could be
alternated if the teachers’ schedule was alternate
weeks,

Complementary units. One teacher would teach a
unit like number theory and the other would concentrate
on  number facts. Both units would be going on
concurrently.

Com tmentalizi e sub jec eas. Some
partnerships broke the large subject areas like language
arts and mathematics up into smaller sub-areas. Each
teacher would take responsibility for half the s;b—
areas. Language arts could be broken up into smaller
areas like reading comprehensioﬁ, spelling, story
writing, phonics, printing, journals, and grammar or
language skills. Mathematics could be broken up into
problem solving, geometry, measurement, number facts,
and number theory.

Centers. A number of the teams, especially at the
grade one level, used learning or teaching centers which
were continuous regardless of which teacher was present.
Skills might be introduced by one teacher but the

written work was the responsibility of both teachers.
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The partners would agree on what was an acceptable level
of response expectation. These centers could either be
developed jointly or by one teacher.
rnate ing. One teacher planned a unit and
organized all the materials‘necessary;and both teachers
taught the unit. The partners would alternate unit
preparation and agree on what was an acceptable standard
of work.

Following a text. Some teams had decided to follow
through a specific text. Each partner would indicate
what she had accomplished so that the other knew where
to begin. Generally a teacher could estimate what her
partner might accomplish and in that way was able to
prepare for her own return. This worked well in
phonics, language skills, and reading, as well as in
mathematicae. Some teams indicated that they were able
to switch partners in the middle of a story or activity
without any apparent disruption.

Joint planning of units. Somé teams discussed and
planned the units together that they wished to teach.
This methbd required a lot of cooperation. Several of
the teams used a language experieﬁce"approach and
jointly decided on themes and ideas to be developed.

e e subijects, Some teams divided up the
smaller subject areas between them. One would teach
music, the other art; one would teach science, the other

gsocial studies.
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Three teams (17%) reported that outside of long
range plang made at the beginning of the year they did
not do much planning together. They divided up the
subject areas and skills to be taught in September and
their programs ran rather independently aftef that. The
only other planning would take place over the phone
during their weekly or twice weekly communication
gsession.

Eleven teams (41%4) reported that they sat down
together frequently (every six weeks to two months) and
planned large blocks of time together. Large master
units would be planned in this way.

One team met every Thursday at school to make
plans. Another team had taught together six years and
felt that their program did not require toc much long
term planning. They knew whara they were going and what
to expect from each other. Another was domimnated by an
experienced teacher who had established a program that
the other followed. |

The majority of teams used the same daybook ‘for
both partners. Nine teams completely made up their
partner’s daybook before they left school on their last
day. They organized all the seatwork and materials that
their partner needed for her first day back in the
classroom, and the partner came in early on her first

day back to see what had been organized for her.
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Five other.teams made up the dayplan for the day
that they would return to school as thoroughly as they
could and then made pertinent entries in their partner’s
dayplan for those subjects for which they shared
teaching regponsibility., Their partners would complete
the dayplan for them before they came back to school.
All the teachers who left the dayplan resady for their
partners said that their partner was under no obligation
to follow the dayplan exactly.

Two teams left an.outline in the daygook for their
own return but made no entries in the daybook for their
partners.

Two teams who used separate daybooks took their
daybooks home with fhem. They felt that they had
fresher ideas after a few days away from school.

As Table 12 indicates the majority of the partnerships
integrated their program in mathematics and language
arts. The degree of integratiqn had a direct
relationship on the amount of joint planning that was
undertaken. Integration forced them to make sure that
the work was accomplished. One teacher who now
integrated her program with her partner’s said that she
had not done this her first year of sharing and that
both systems worked fine.

Those who did not integrate felt that they were

freer to stress activities and ideas that interested
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Table 12
Integration of Both Teachers’

Programs

Number of Teams

Yes Coordinated No
No. % No. —Z ) No?—-;
Language Arts 14 78 ) ) 4 22
Mathematics 1S 83 1 6 2 11
Other Subject
Areas i1 61 7 39
them. Integration made them feel inhibited. It was

more important, thay felt, that the teacher feel
comfortable with the program.

Table 13 indicates that the great majority of
teachers felt that integrating the programs in language
arts and mathematics was very important or extremely
important.

Evaluation. Most of the sharing teachers did not
feel that evaluation was any more difficult than when
working full-time, As one teacher said, "Between the
two of us we come up with a full week of evaluation."”
Some said that it did take longer in the beginning but
two pairs of eyes took into consideration more facets of
the child's abilities and personality. One teacher said

that when you teach part-time your time is very intense
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Table 13

Importance of Integration

aroghage  Mash Subsects
. " Ne. % Nee % No.
1. Extremely Important 14 39 16 45 & 17
2. Very Important 15 42 12 33 7 20
3. Fairly Important 4 i1 S 14 8 22
4. Not Very Important - 8 I 8 11 30
5. 0Of Little Importamce -~ - - - 4 11
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because you know that you nave to find out as much as
you can about the children in half the time. Within a
couple of weeks she felt that her partner and she had
formed a consensus about sach child., Those teachers who
communicated frequently +ound that they missed very
little. In fact, because they talked about the children
frequently they were constantly aware of any little
problems. Vocalizing with a partner helped to kmab
things in mind, When a problem was mentioned by one of
the partners there were two people to brainstorm ways to
deal with the situation. At report card time it was
necessary to come up with a consensus. 8Sharing teachers

said that it was easier to write report cards because
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there was input from two teachers. Thaey felt the
children received a fairer evaluation. With two
teachers in a classroom it was leas likely that one
child’s problems would be overlooked. Most partners
faelt that they generally agread about the children.
They might have more positive or leas positive opinions
than their partner about an individual child’s attitude
but they usually agreed on the child’s achievement.

Only five of the sharing teachers (14%) indicated
that it was a little harder to evaluate the children in
a sharing situation because it was necessary to
communicate often and to keep good records and notes.
One teacher who taught in a poor socio—-economic area
said that communication about the children was constant.
There were difficult families in the neighbourhood and
the children’s lives often changed dramatically over
night. It was necessary for both partners to keep up to
date on all these changes.

The method of record keeping véried due to grade
level, type of program, subject area, and teacher
preference but certain patterns were evident. All the
teams communicated on a regular basis either on the
phone or in person. Most teams kept a common mark book.
Nine teams (50%) reported that they kept a loose-laaf
notebook or file card aystem that was arranged
alphabetically by the child’s nmname. The uses of such a
notebook or system varied. Some used it only as a

reading conference record. Others wrote down
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informat;on about work habits, behaviour, test results,
work accomplished or not accomplished, and difficulties
encountered. These teachers found it particularly
useful to have documentation relating to the child’s
strengths and weaknesses for‘parent-teacher conferences
and report cards. One team kept only information
relating to parent meetings, discipline and health
problems, screening committees, and social workers in
this notebook.

Nine teams (50%) kept anm "incidents" or "“from me to
you! book which was organized chronologically by date.
Information as to who needed help, who did well,
homewark assigned, and work to be completed was written
in this book. Two teams said that they had a system of
writing on the bottom or back of tha dayplan about any
difficulties encountered. It was easy to look back in
the daybook to see how frequently something was
happening. Ten teams (5&6%4) reported leaving informal
notes for their partners. As well,. the teachers used
tests, checklists, and file folders of the children's
work to assist them in their evaluation,

Several teachers said that they did a lot of record
keeping, more than when they worked full-time. It was
necessary to be well-organized in order to deal
effectively with the children, the parents, and vyour
partner.

Substitutes, Although most teachers would have

preferred to switch days when one or the other was 8ick
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only one team indicated that 1t was their regular
practise to do this. They had never used a substitute
because of illness. Two teams said that it had been
thelir practise to switeh dnyn previous to the 1983~1984
school year but they had changed over to exclusive use
of the substitute office in the 1983-«1984 wschool vear.
One of these teams reported that the impetus for
changing had come from the Board because of the lengthy
abaence of cne of tha team membars., [t appesars that it
is not the Board’s policy to allow partners to switch
days for long periods of time bescause an imbalance can
develop in the payment of salaries. According to
Maureen Tomsich, Parsonnel Administrator, Elementary
Staffing, teachers who. wigh to alter their schedule
should contact the Board and change their contract +or
the month involved. Although mogt teachers refused to
work for substitute pay .in their own classes, two
teachers were on the substitute list for their partners;
these two had never had a substitute for themselves.
Five teams (28%) reported that they switched if they
could but did use substitutes if thair partner was
unavailable on short notice. Eight teams (44) used the
substitute office exclusively and did not sawitch days
with their partner. Most who called in substitutes did
80 because their partners had family commitments on
their off days.

As Table 14 indicates the majority of the teachers

thought that their substitute arrangemants werse very or
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extreme}y satisfactory. It is interesting to note that
sharing teachers tried to minimize their absences.
Eighteen sharing teachers (S50%) said that they were
seldom or never absent and for this reason the
substitute arrangement were very satisfactory. Several
expressed some concerns over the use of substitutes
because it was feasible that both partners could be sick
in one week and two different substitutes could be in
the classroom in the same week. As well sustitutes
often left work unmarked, and work was not left prepared
for the next partner. One teacher who 1lived claoase to
her school and whose partmner was often sick said that
she came in every day that a substitute was in the class
to plan for the substitute and to see if things were
done. The children were her children even if she was
not supposed to be there.

Table 14

Substitute Arrangements

Na. of A
Teachers (a)
1. Extremely satisfactory 4 26
2. Very satisfactory 135 44
3. Fairly satisfactory Q 26
4., Sometimes unsatisfactory - -
S. Unsatisfactory i 3

(a) Two teachers did not rate the substitute
arrangements.
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No 'trends were evident in the language arts
pragrams used by sharing teachers. Teachers had adapted
and modified pragrams‘that they had used as Ffull-time
teachers to suit the needs of their classroom situation.

All but two classes (894) had graups for reading

instruction. One class had no special raading groups.
In this class skills were taught in large or small group
situations but reading and language activities were on
individual cards. The children selected their own
activity cards from the selection made available by the
teacher. Another class was timetabled into an
inter-class grouping schedule for reading instruction.
Ten teams (564) ran the same program in language arts
regardless of who was present. The other teams (44%)
broke all or part of the language arts program up into
component parts (e.g., reading comprehension, spelling,
story writing, phonics) with each teacher assuming
responsibility for some parts.

All the grade one teachers (& teams) indicated that
they consuited and planned together the skills to be
taught. The grade one programs were generally more open
than the programs of the other grades and therefore
ctlose consultation about the skills to be taught was
imperative,

In grade two (7 teams) the program was more formal.
Only two grade two teams said that they did not split up

the language arts program in any way but planned



74
everything together. Because the grade two teachers
more fréquently divided language arts up into
mini-subject areas (@.Q., reading compraehansion,
spelling, story writing, phonics) they were able to run
their programs more independéntly.

All the grade three or three/four classes (5 teams)

indicated that they met together at the beginning of the
vyear and set out a basic skills sequencing plan for the
year. Two indicated that separate spheres of
responsibility were allotted to each teacher.

Ten teams (Sé%4) 8said that both teachers were
equally responsible for all aspects of the language arts
program. Seven teams (392%4) indicated that they divided
the program up into specific spheres qf responsibility.
One teacher said that there was no accountability; she
assumed that her partner didn’t teach anything and she
made up her own program based on her own assessment of
the children’s needs.

Sixteen teams (89%4) used the éame exercise books
for both teachers for language arts and mathematics in
order to maintain continuity of work habits. They 1ikad
it because they could see readily what their partners
had done and what kind of standards their partners had.
Also they could finish work that their partners had not
been able to finish. One team said that each teacher
initialled the work that she had marked. Only one

teacher did not like using the same exercise books as
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her partner because she was unhappy with her partner’s

standards,
Strengths of Sharing, Although there was a variety

of ways of sharing, each team perceived some strengths
im itg own system. Those taéchers who had Split their
curriculum responsibilities up into small sections felt
that they gained the freedom to plan as far ahead as
they wanted to plan. As well, they basically knew what
their partners were doing. They felt that because they
concentrated on certain aspects of the curriculum they
ware more thorough and better planned than when they
worked full-time. The children gained more variety.

Those who planned everything together said that
thay ware 80 integrated in the classroom that the
children had as unified a program as if one teachar was
there all the time. One teacher salid, "We do not
consider ourselves two people.”

The amount of work accomplished was a strength.
Most teams felt that they a::omplished more because of
their added energy. 0One said there was very little busy
work in their class. Another said that vyou had to be
careful that the full-time teachers waere not jealous of
all that you did.

Several teams had devised excellent record keeping
systems so that information was readily and easily
available for themselves and their partners.

Another strength was flexibility. Sharing teachers

were constantly changing and adapting their program and
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learning new skills from each other. One teacher said
that a étrength of sharing was that the children learned
to deal with two personalities. It was like having two
parents. The teachers did not necessarily have to do
things in the same way but they were a united front who
were there to help the children. The children were not
working to meet any specific teacher’s requirements but
to improve themselves. ‘

Weaknesnses of Sharing, Several teachers perceived
some waakneaosas in sharing. They salid that there was
not enough time to do special things because they were
in the classroom for such a short period of time or
because activities carried on over too long & period
whan thay ware anly in the clasaroam half time, Same
found 1t difficult tying wp loose ends every two or
three days.

Une team originally had left a dayplan +for each
other but one partner +felt frustrated because she had
had to wait until her partner had finished her turn in
the class to know what she was going to do. She said,
"] felt like a substitute in my own class."

Two teams said that any weaknesses were with the
system, There was not sufficient material or space in

their estimation.
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Achggvemenf, It was difficult to estimate the
pupils"achievement, but as Table 15 indicates the
majority of the teachers felt that the achievement level
was the same or somewhat better than if they alone were
teaching the class. The teachers felt that the children

were getting a better deal because the two teachers

often had complementary strengths. As well, they tried
to accomplish so much in a few dayas. The children were
getting twice the beat ideas that any one teacher could
bring to the classroom. Only one teacher said that the
achiesvement level was worse because she could do a

better ;ob on her own,

Table 15
Teachers’ Perceptions of Students®

Achievement in Shared Classrooms

No. of Y
Teachers (a)
1. Much better B —— S
2. Somewhat better 11 <y
3. The same o3 "

4. Not as good - -

S. Much worse i 3

(a) one teacher had no previous experience
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Children
Eiéhteen of the teachers (50%) said that share
teaching influenced their perspective on the children in
some way or other. They had someone with whom they
could discuss the children,‘someone who was dealing with

the children in the same situation and time frame as

they were dealing with them. The way some children
reacted could vary from teacher to teacher and it was
beneficial to have two views. If a child was a problem
it was valuable to have a partner’s opinion. Sometimes
it was necessary for one or both teachers to re-evaluate
their opinion of the child.

The teachers felt that the children gained because
thaey got an enthusiastic teacher for every subject. As
well the children had two adults who were excited about
the things that they had accomplished. When a teacher
returned to class the children loved to show that
teacher what they had done in her absence.

Those who had difficult children in their classes
felt that the children benefitted because they had a
fresh stért twice a week. One child had been
tranaferred into a sharing class from a single teacher
classroom because he was a troubled child and he was
coping much better because he was able to make a fresh
start in the middle of the week.

Although the teachers generally agreed that there
were probably some children who should not be in shared

classrooms, most teachers could not identify any. Only
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one teacher felt there was a child in her room who would
do bettér in a classroom taught by & s=single full-time
teacher. Even those teachers who taught in areas with a
high incidence of problem children concurred. One
teacher expressed dismay because her partner and she ran

such disparate programs but she said that the children

adjuated better than she did, One teacher had
experience with a child who was intractible with one
teacher but not with the other teacher. Most teachers
felt that the children did not care who was teaching and
often used both teachers names interchangeably. One
teacher said that only one child in five years had shown
a definite preference for one teacher over the other.
Occasionally some teachers noticed that some children
tried to say that the other teacher had given them
permission to do something when she had not. Sometimes
they tried to pretend that they were not informed about
asomething. Once the children were aware that the
teachers communicated about everything, this stopped.
ents

Elevén teachers (31%) =maid that parents had asked
questions and expressed some apprehensions about sharing
at the beginning of the year but that most had accepted
their explanations and were now supportive. Three
teachers said that parents who had at first been
apprehensive had come back after a few months to say how
pleased they were with the way things worked. One

teacher said that the only negative reactions that she
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had encpuntered were from parents who were concerned
about the whole concept of open area and the centers
approach to education that was prevalent in her achool.
As well, parents who were looking for someone or
something outside the child to blame for the child’s
problems had tried to blame sharing.

Twenty—-five teachers (494) said that they had never
had any negative comments from parents. Eleven (31%4)
said that in their estimation the parents were
indifferent about sharing. 0One teacher who had been
sharing for a long time said that the parents over the
vears had commented that the children loved coming to
school because they really enjoyed the different things
that they did. S8he felt that the parents and the
children did not compare the two teachers but ware
pleased with all that each had to offer.

Nine +teams (504) indicated that both partners
attended parent~teacher conferences. Seven said that
they both attended the first éonference but later
conferences were split between them. Two teams said
that onlyvone teacher at a time attended parent-teacher
conferences.

Teacher Satisfacti

The sharing teachers felt that it helped to have
somaeaone to talk to who was able to sympathize with their
problems, someone who knew the students and cared. Two
teachers gave support to each other when dealing with

parents and with the administration.
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Sevaral teéchers said that they were inspired by
their pértners. Their partners had strengths that they
lacked and added a dimension to their work by sharing
ideas and approaches, coming up with solutions to
problems, acting like a sounding board, teaching them to
be organized, and giving them insights into children.
One teacher said‘that she was really aware of what she
was doing because sHe knew that her partner was to some
aextent evaluating what she did. She felt a slight sense
of competition at a professional level to do as well as
her partner did.

Several teachears felt that sharing WAS less
stressful than full-time teaching because they had a
rest and were able to forgat about school for a few
days. As well, because thay were axposed to problem
children for a shorter period of time they were able to
be more patient and caring with these children. One
team had had a particularly difficult combination of
children in their class the previous vyear. The teachers
felt that they had drawn strength from each otherA to
cope with'the situation. One teacher said that she had
more energy to help the children after school. When she
worked full-time she was often too tired to work with
the children after school. One teacher who taught in a
particularly poor socico-economic area said that the
whole school was very stressful. The children were

transient and low in skillse. 8She said, "I love them.
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They need someone who cares, but I couldn®t take it full
time." |

The teachers said they looked forward to going to

school. They enjoyed school and were very positive

about sharing because they were happier at school than

they had been when they were teaching full—-time.

Several said that they worked all the time that they
were at school, that they did not have periods when they
slacked off.

Twenty-six teachers (72%) felt that they worked
proportionally more than they did as full-time tesachers.
They spent more time preparing because they had more
time to prapare. They ware more efficient in the
classroom because they did not have time to wasta. They
came to school for special occasions and field trips,
taught together for the first week of school, and spent
hours communicating and planning together.

Seven (19%4) who estimated that they wor ked
proportionally about the same time said that they always
had put in long hours. One teacher said that if vyou
count evefy hour you cannot share teach. 0One said that
her partner and-she together worked longer hours ‘than
the full-time teachers on her staff. Another said that
she could not handle minimum standards and éffort. She
wanted to do quality work and she could not handle that
on a full-time basis when she had a family. Only one
teacher said that she made a point of not working longer

hours than when she was a full-time teacher.
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One teacher said that she worked less because her
partner'did too much for her and she resented it. It
she left any work it was finished before she returned.
Her partner took care of any copying, housekeeping, and
bulletin boards that needed‘attending. As well she left

work prepared and wrote the report cards.

Twenty—-one (58%) teachaers said that they found all
aspects of éharing satisfying., The other teachers had
various reasons for feeling some frustration. 0One said
that she was probably more contented in the classroom
when she was teachihg by herself but now her whole life
was better ardered. Three said that occasionally they
would like to be abla to finish activities that they had
started. One said that there was never enough time with
a kindergarten/grade one class to find time for social
studies and science because you were only in the
classroom half-time. Another said that because of home
commitments she missed not taking advantage of all the
professional development activities. One teacher said
her partner frustrated her because school was her
partner’s whole life. Another said that the kids gave
her satisfaction but her partmer upset her emotionally.

As Table 14 indicateas, the majority of teachers
thought that their partnership was very or extremely
effective. The two teachers who did not were partners

in a very unhappy relationship.
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Table 16
Teachers’ Perceptions of Effectiveness

of Sharing Teams

No. of %
Teachers
i. Extremely eff;;;I;;—_ I;— B 53--_
2. Very effective 1S 41
3. Fairly effective i 3
4, Not very effective - -

5. Unsatisfactory b 3
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Students

Thé students sample consisted of 26 grade three
students from six schools. Eleven were in shared grade
three classes in the 1983-1984 school year. Fifteen had
been in shared grade two ciasses the previous vyear.
Table 17 indicates that the majority of students liked
having two teachers,

Ihis vyear. Ten of the eleven students were
positive about their teachers. They used words like
"fine", "happy", "fun', and "nice" to describe their
reactions. One said that although she liked both
teachers it was nice to get a change when she was tired
of one. Another said it was fun because they did
different things with each teacher. They got to do more
things. One child was too shy to answer. The teacher
said that usually she did not answer spontaneocusly.

Last Year. Twelve of the fiftesn students who had
sharing teachers in grade two were positive about the
exparience. They also used words like "happy', Yfine",
and "okay" to describe their reactions. The three that
answered négatively were asked why it was confusing.
Two complained that it was hard and one said that it was
confusing. It was confusing because his teachers ware
teaming as well with one full-time teacher: the presence
of two teachers‘ in the classroom at one time was

confusing for him.
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Table 17

Students® Feelings About Sharing Teachers

This year Last year
No. % | No. %
9 82 I like/d having ;;;-;;;chers. ) -; 60
2 18 I like/d having two teachers but 4 27

gometimes I am/was confused
because there are/were two
teachers.

8]
[y
i

I am/was confused by having two
teachers.

I do/did not like it at all.

Thig Year. One of the two students who indicated
that they found sharing sometimes confusing said that he
did not know which teacher was coming to school and that
the class did not do the same work with both teachers.
The other said that sometimes he did not know how to do
the work.

Last Year. One of the two students who said that
he was confused said that the teachers were mean and
made him do his work over again. The other was an
E.S.L. Student and spent a good portion of the day at
the English Language Center. He was confused because he
missed so0 much of the classroom work.

As Table 18 indicates most students felt that they

received the help they needed.
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Table 18
Help Received was Sufficient

for Students’® Needs

This Year Last Year
Yes Sometimes No Yas Sometimes No
No. % Na. % No. % No. % No., 7% No. %
9 82 2 18 - - 11 73 3 20 1 7

One child 8said that the teachaers could hava
explained things more. Another said that he (the child)
was not good at mathematics,

Table 19 indicates most students felt that the work
load was tha same in single-tsacher classrocoms as in
shared classrooms.

Table 20 indicates that the majority of the
students would choose a two teacher (shared) classroom
again. One child said that he did not want to be in a
shared classroom again because one teacher was real nice
and one was not., The other children offered no reason

for saying "na".
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Table 19
Students® Ferceptions of Workload

One Teacher Classroom vs. Shared Classroom
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This vear
8 75 Z {(a) i8 i L

Last yaar

s
o
o
o

(b) 53 - -
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(a) Two children said that they did more work
this year with sharing teachers.

(b) Three children said that they did more

work last year with sharing teachers. Two
said that they did more this vyear with one
teacher.

Table 20

Students’ Willingness to be in a Shared

Classroom Again
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Table 21 shows that the majority of students did

not find it difficult to chamge teachers in mid-week.
Generally the students felt that it was easy to keep
track of which teacher was coming in. One child said

that it was difficult because one teacher lest tham into

the class more promptly than the other did. One said
that it was hard because he liked both of his taachers.
One found it difficult if he had brought homework home
to bring it back on the right day. Omne child said that
sometimes he did not get his work finished for one
teacher and then he was not able to finish it when the

other teacher came in.

Table 21
Students’ Perception of Difficulty in

Changing Teachers

Difficult Not Sometimes
Difficult " Difficult
No. % No. % No. %

This Year

1 9 ? 73

)
fary
L1}

Last Year

2 13 12 80 1 7
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Table 22 indicates the majority of the students
~were aware that the teachers were communicating with
each about the students.
Table 22
Studenta’ Perceptions of Teachers’

Communication

1 do not Did Did not Sometimes
Know Communicata Communicate Communicated
No. % No. % No. % No. 7

This Year

2 i8 é 55 i Q 2 i8
lLast Year
2 13 i1 74 2 12 - -

Table 23 shows that the majority of the students
perceived that they received consistent instructions
from both teachers. Those children who said that they
did not do their work the same way for both teachers
appeared to interpret the question as, "Did you do the
same kind of work for both teachera?" Only two of those
who said "no" were able to say that in fact there were
different standards for the same kind of work. Most
children said that the teachers did different kinds of

things.
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Table 23
Students® Ferceptions of Consistencey

of Instructions

Not Not Sometimas
Consistent Consistent Consistent Consistent Consistent

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

AB Table 24 indicates the majority of the students
perceived their parents as being positive about share
teaching. 8ix children were able to say that +they had
heard their parents say that they liked their children
to be in share classrooms. They felt that the children
worked harder and laarned more. The other children said
that they had never heard their parents complain and the
children felt that their parents approved. One child
said her mother did not like split classes but that she
liked the idea of two teachers,

One child who said his parents did not like two
teachers said it was because it was "too hard on my
head." One said his parents did not like it because he
told them he did nmot like it.

It appears that if the children are happy with the

teachers that the parents are happy also.
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Table 24
Students’ Perceptions of Farental

Support for Shared Classes

This year

=1 45 - - & 55
Last vear
11 73 2 20 1 7
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CHAFTER 5
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
This study was undertaken to determine if share
teaching ie educationally effective in the primary

grades. Job sharing in the clasroom is a relatively naw

concept and many administrators have questions about its
appropriateness. The initiative Ffor share teaching
comes from the teachers. More and more teachers are
beginning to be dissatisfied with full=-time teaching
positions because it leaves too little time for family,
friends, and leisure time activities. As well, current
economic and social trends appear to be to allow workers
more options. Administratoral who. refuse sharing
twachers are fighting this trand. As  the number of
share taachars grows, fellow tzachars who do not shara,
begin to think about share teaching as a an employment
optioan. The Vancouver School Board has reacted/’7
positively to the idea of share teaching and has allowed g
this arrangement in ite classrooms since the mid 19702;,1
Other school boards have viewed sharing as
administratively inconvaniant and aducationally unsound,
This study is important because certain criteria for
continued implementation can be suggested, and
questibns can be formulated for fuwther examination in
order to determine whether share teaching offers a valid
emplaoyment alternative for the future. The value of the

study will be, I hope, in its capacity to stimulate
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thought. and discussion about a satisfying and innovative
way of working in the classroom. |
Results

The results of this study confirm the results of

previous studies (Dapper and Murphy, 1948; DOE, Hawali,

i981). Although there was some reluctance on the part
of s0M administrators to ' endorse sharing
whol e-heartedly, job sharing in the classroom has been
generally effective. Five principals felt that the
qual ity of education did not suffer when two teachers
shared ohe full=-time position. In fact, three of the
s@ven principals felt that the school benefitted from
the presence of ashare teaacheras. Twa principa;; had
gpecific concerns about specific partnerships. With the
exception of one teacher, a&ll the teachers perceived
their partnerships as viable, stimulating and
educationally sound. They perceived themselves to be
more productive than when they worked as a single
full-time classroom teacher. The majority of students
ware overwhelmingly positive about being in & shared
classroom and indicated & willingness to be anrolled in
a shared classroom again.
Riscussion and Recommendatione

Job sharing teachars shouwld not have to demonstrate
that they are more effective than the single teacher in
the :lammraam. They should only have to demonstrate
that they are as effective. The experiences of the

principals and teachers who were interviewed suggests
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/Ehat the effectiveness of job—-sharing teachers like all

teachers, is a reflection of the individuals involved.
Two less than adequate teachers do not make a goad team.

“““““

Two gaod teachers cannot fail to make it work, /}eachers

e S

wére aware of their pr1nc1pals “concernstand tried to
ameliorate any anxieties the principals might have. In
some cases teachers felt that personality conflict or
philosophical conflict was the basis of the principal®s
concarn, and sharing was only one aspect of +the total
picture.

There is no doubt that principals perceive that
sharing adds to their workload. A real disadvantage for
them is the writing of additional teachers®' reports. In
order to offset this additional workload theay would like
tw perceive that the achool gaing in some way. Sharing

-
teachaers, themselves, must assume the responsibility faor
proving that their presence is not a detriment to the
school. They must make sure that communication is
maintained with the children, the parents, the staff and
the principal. They must make sure that the
instructional process is effective and that the children
are receiving the best education that they can give
them. They must make & commitment to spend time outside

ot school to co-ordinate and integQrate their programs,

TN
cmpacialLy 1anguagnﬂ~arts and mathnmaticmp/// ANy

,teacher who is only willing to put in her exact shara of;y

{

*¢lm£wyill not make a good sharing teacher or a good

full-time taacher.
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Compatible partners appears to be the most important
ingredient of a successful share-teaching situation.
Only oné principal felt that ome of his sharing teams
was composed of incompatible partners.‘ Al though

principals and teachers both recaognized the need for

compatible partners, they did not always have the same
criteria for compatibility., Teachars did not warry as
much about differing styles as the principals did, Ag
long as the basic,apprbach and philosophy were similar
and as long as there was evidence of a willingneas and
an ability to adapt, teachsrs falt that a common
teaching program could be developed which was & blend of
the best that both teachers had to offer. Some teachers
saw their differences as strengths which added variety

to the program. Thﬂ one failed partnership failed

discipline standards were not conslstent. phllosophtes
were incompatible, classroom  routines were not
established ahsad of time and prior lnowledge of the

,~..

teac hlng partners was not presenti Although many good

s s

partnerships were farmed through the auspicas of the
board those partnerships formed by friends and teaching
acquaintainces ware more durablae. Undar né candition
should a teacher be paired with another teacher with
whom she/he is not positive about working.

Communication at all levels was a major concerm of
principals. Although they were apprehasnsive, none could

actually identify specific occasions of communication

e i/ )
/ﬂ'because meaningful commun1cat1on was not exlstent. )
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breakdown. It appeared that most 'disadvantages
associated with communication were perceived rather than
real. One reason why no specific problems had

arisen

was that teachers were aware that principals were

concerned and tried to make sure that no grounds for

complaint arose. They were very conscious of the
importance of commdﬁicating to their partners all
pertinent information from the principal, staff,
parents, and children. Teachers saw frequant
communication as & necssary condition of share teaching.
It appeared, in many cases, that the weakest link in
communication was between the principal and the teachers
and that teachers themselves could do much tao allay
their principal’s apprehensions. One way of easing
their principal’s concarns would be to hand in a preview
which outlined the program and how it was to be shared
and integrated. As well, teachers should take the
initiative and let their principals know that they have
recelved information and are cognizant of pvents that
have transpired in their absence from the school. Many
teachersa complained that their principal cheched ﬁP on
whather or not informatign had been communicated, Thay
felt that they were not trusted to be responsible snough
to pass on information. If sharing teachers took the
initiative and spoke to their principals firgt then the

principals would be aware that the lines of

cammunication were open.
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Maintaining continuity of instruction was a third
important aspect of share teaching. Five of the
principals felt that there was no evidence of disharmony
arnd lack of continuity in their shared classrooms. The

te2achers recognized the need for continuity and had

found various ways of ensuring that continuity was not
suffering. Communication and planning were the basic
ingredients necessary to ensure that continuity was
maintained. The use of substitutes in shared classrooms
was a problem that was raised because of its effect on
classroom continpuity. Although most sharing teachers
said that they were not absent often it appears that the
use of substitutes in a shared classroom has the
potential for being the weakest link in thé concept of
ahare teaching. There wers concerns gkpressed by somne
teachers and principals about the disruptive influence
of too many tsachers in the classroom when one or both
of the sharing teachers was absent often. There was
also some ambiquity about how the School Board., the
principals, and the teachers would like to handle the
slituation. Although adminigstrative issues relatmed to
credited sick days and repaying the time owed may arise,
it is my opimion that it would be in the Beard's .best
interest to encourage sharing teachers to cover +for ea;h
other in the event of absence from school. A moare
continuous education is provided for the students and
the district saves money because of the need ta hire

fewer substitutes. Teachers who switch days with their
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partners because of absence from school should not lose
any sick leave if they work the days back. As  well,
sharing teachers should be made aware of the optionmn of
altering their contracts monthly in the event of lengthy

absen:eé which are covered by one partner or the other.

Some principals expressed the concern that the
students would have difficulty adjusting to two
teachers. This opinion was not supported by the
evidence. Although there were a few negative responses,
most students, particularly thogse students who were
enrolled in shared classes in the 1983-1984 school vyear
{year of the study), were positive about sharing. Aa
waell, the teachers and principals could cite littlae
evidence of students® inability to adjust to the sharing
situation.

Several teachers suggested that the Eoard 13 not
totally supportive of sharing. The School Board should
make a statement of support or non-support for the idea
of share teaching so that principals, teachers, and
parenta know what the Board’s policy is.

Another issue that needs clarification is the
number of sharing teachers that the Eoard feels that it
can effectively employ. The principals who weFE‘I
interviewed suggested that their schools could operate :
eftectively with from one to three shared teachingf/}
gituations. This suggests that the Vancouver Scho;z
Board has the capacity faor at least twice its presant

number of sharing situatione if share teaching is spread



120
out evenly in all its elementary schools. 8Sharing could
help to minimize layoffs, but many teachers are
apprehensive to try sharing if they are not guaranteed a
return to full-time teaching if thay so desire. In

times of restraint and declining enrollment this may not
be possible immediately but if the Board wishes to
encourage teachers to share they could guarantee that
sharing teachers on continuing contract would be
assigned to full-time positioms +Ffor which they are
qualified before temporary or newly—hired teachers are
assigned. Frasent seniority provisions discriminate
against tesachers who share and discourage teachers from
sharing. Sharing teachers should be qranted seniority
rights equivalent to those accorded full-time teachers.

Teachers who share have an investment in 2
succasaful partnership. The district should provide
some protection against the partnership being broken up
without the partners’ permission. Teachers who share
would like equal access to job interviews. Many +f@lt
that they were discriminated against.
Recommendations for Further Study

The present study was not designed to examine the
cost effectiveness of sharing. Future research into
this area would add greatly to the body of Hnowiedge
about sharing and help to answer the question of whaether
job sharing fills the needs of the School Eoard. Since
teachers who share generally have many yvears of teaching

experience, and in times of declining enrollment jumior
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teachers who are often at the lower end of the salary
scale are the first to be dismissed, it may be cost
effective to encourage senior teachers to share. Al so,
job sharing may substantially reduce the need to hire

substitutes. As well future research into the

achievement level of students in shared classrooms may
be warranted.
Conclusions

8hare teaching in the primary grades is an
effactive and dedirabla amploymant alternative which
offers rich rewards for the teachers involved., There is
no  evidence Ffor significant disadvantages to the
children or the achool. it increasas employment
opportunities and creates a atimulating, satiafying
teaching environment, It +fillg the needs of many
teachers who want to balance their work lives with the
other parts of their lives-—family, friends, and
education. Although the needs of the School Eoard are
not so easy to measure it seems obvious that the schools
benefit because the combined talents of two teachers is
greater than those of a single teacher and because two
teachers have more eanaergy than one full-tima teacher,
Sharing works because the teachers are committed to each

other and have an investment in making it work.
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APPENDIX I

PRINCIPAL’S INTERVIEW

What has been your experience with share time

teachers? Have you had previous experience or

is this your first year? Did you inherit them

from the previous administrator?

Are therae any advantages for or benefits to the
school?

Are there any disadvantages?

Have you had any administrative problems
regarding teacher contact and communication,
supervision of additienal staff members,
accountability of partnars, or staff meetings?
What typeé of organization choices have been
influenced by having share time teachsrs on
ataff?

How does job sharing affect the instructional
process in regards to compartmentalization of
sub ject matter, time worked, energy level, pupil
achievement, environmental stimulatian‘and/or
style of teaching?

How do parents react to having their children in
share time classrooms? Are they informed before
hand? How are parent—-teacher conferences held?
How do the children react to having share time
teachers?

What are your perceptions of the compatibility

of the teaching partnerships in your school?
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How is communication handled between the teaching
partners and between them and you, thé principal?
Is it adequate in your estimation?
How does the rest of the staff respond to share

time teacheras?
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APFENDIX II
TEACHER'S INTERVIEW

I am doing this study because it has become apparent

to me that some administrators are apprehensive about
tha concept of share teaching. Also the sachool board
has expressed an interest in how teachers who share
clasgsrooms handle the mechanics of day to day

organization and curriculum continuity.

ack
i. How long have you been teaching school?
2. Are you on continuing or temporary staff?
3. Is your principal generally positive or negative

about share teaching? Why, or why not?

4. Does your staff generally accept share time

teaachera?

Compatibility

i. How long have you been tsaching with your present
partner?

2. How did you select your partmer? Did you have any

previous experience teaching with yaour partner?
3. Have you share taught with another partner?
4, How were previous partners selected?
9. What are your perceptions of the compatibility of
yau and your teaching partner in regards to
a) teaching style,
b) academic expectations,
c) discipline, and

d) learning opportunities?



4.

S.

What criteria do you think should be used in
selecting a partner?

How important do you think it is to have a
compatible partner?

1. Extremely important

2. Very important
3. Fairly important
(“ 4. Not very important

3. Of little importance

uni ig

How is communication handled between partners?
How frequently do you and your partneaer
communicate? |
Is intra-classroom communication satisfactory?

1. Extremely satisfactory

2. Very satisfactory

3. Fairly satisfactory

4., Sometimes unsatisfactory

5. Unsatisfactory
How could communication be improved?
How is communication handled between the
administration and the teaching pair? What is
the policy regarding attendance at staff meetings?
Is this level of communication satisfactory in
your estimation?

1. Extremely satisfactory

2. Very satisfactory

3. Fairly satisfactory
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4, Sometimes unsatisfactory

S5« Unsatisfactory

Continuity

1.

7.

What are your days in the classroom?

How is your schedule organized?

Why was this arrangement chosen?
How is continuity within subject areas maintained?
How are your plans made?

-=long term o~

--ghort term
Is your program integrated with your partners.or
do both of you operate separate programs in:

a) language arts,

b) mathematics, and

c?) other =subject areas?
Is it important to integrate your programs and
maintain continuity of instruction in:

a) language arts,

b) mathematics, and

c) other subject areas?
Please rate the above on the following rating
scale.

1. Extremely important

2. Very important

. Fairly important

4, Not very important

5. Of little importance

How do you get a good evaluation of the children’s



127
individual needs when you are only in school two

or three days a week?

8. How do you keep track of these individual needa?
9. What are your substitute arrangements? Do you
cover for your partner when she is sick or does
she make arrangements for a substitute?
10 Are these substitute arrangements satisfactory in
your estimation?
1. Extremely satisfactory
2. Very satisfactory
3. Fairly satisfactory
4, Sometimes unsatisfactory
5. Unsatiasfactory \
instructional Frocess
i. I would like you to describe your language arts
program with referenca to these six areas
a) type or types of program(s) used,
b) organization,
c) skills taught by each teacher and
sequencing of skills instruction,
d) accountability for subject matter,
2) evaluation processes, and
f) integration with other subject areas.
2. Do you keep separate daybooks?
3. Do children use the same exercise book for both
taachers? Why was this choice made?
4, Are there any strengths in your system of

organization that you could share with others?
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S. Are there any weakngsses in your system that vou
could share with others?

b, Do you think your teaching is enhanced by
interaction with a partner, in regards to
insight into pupils, someone to share problems
with, +eedbnck regarding teaching units, or
another viewpoint? Can you be specific?

7. Do you feel that your energy level, and patience
with difficult children are enhanced by share
time teaching? If no, why? If ves, how?

8 How do you rate your pupils’® achievement as
comparaed to if you alomne ran the classroom?

1. Much better

2. Somewhat better
3. The same

4, Not as good

J. Much worse

P How effective do you feel your teaching

partnership is? (the team)

1. Extremely effective
2. Very effective
3. Fairly effective
4, Not very effective
5. Unsatisfactory

Parents

1. How do parents react? Have you had any definite

positive or negative reactions or are they

indifferent?
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Do both teachers attend parent teacher

2.
conferences?

Children ‘

1. Do the children seem to adjust to the swing
between two teachers? |

2a Are there any problems with some?
What kind of problems?

3. Do they appear to favour one teacher or play one
against the other?

4, Are they confused or over powered by two teachers?

Persgnal

i. How do you perceive the time that you devote to
the job as compared to the time that you worked
as a full time teacher?

2. Do you find any problems with your own personal
msatisfaction in teaching in a share sitﬁation?

3. Should other teachers who are planning to share

teach be on the look out for any potential
problems that you can see arising in share

teaching situations?
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APFENDIX III
STUDENT’S INTERVIEW

How do/did you feel about having two teachers?
(Ask the child if he/she knows what confused
means?) |
Flease tell me which of the following best
dascribaes how you faeal/falt about having two
teachers?
w1l like/d having two teachers.
—1 like/d having two tesachars but sometimes I
am/was confused because there are/were two

teachers.

I am/wae confused by having two teachers

sharing,

I do/did not like it at all.

Why was it confusing?

Do/did you find that you get/got help when you
need/needed it?

(Ask the child if he/she knows what amount means?
Explain i+ necessaFy.)

Do/did you do about the same amount of wark in a
two teacher classroom as you do/did in a one
teacher classroom?

If you had the choice of having two teachers again
would you want to be in a two-teacher classroom
again? ’

Do/did you find it difficult to change from one

teacher to the other tsacher avery waek?



131
Do/did you fesl that the tesachers tell/told sach
other about what you do/did in school when one of
the teachers is/was not in the classroom?
Do/did your teachers agk you to do your work the

sama way for both of them?

Do/did your parents like you to 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 Simon 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
minures 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 approval 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 his/her 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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