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ABSTRACT 

 

While shared vision is core to the prevailing vision-based leadership theories, little is known 

about the relationship between performance and the characteristics of visions shared between 

leader and followers.  This paper proposes a model in public schools for future research to 

address this gap. The model proposes relationships between shared vision and public school 

performance as measured by school efficiency. Hypotheses and future research directions are 

discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

overnments in the Asia Pacific region are finding it increasingly difficult to put their educational policies 

into practice because of the ever-changing rate and scope of global changes (Caldwell, 1998; Cheng and 

Townsend, 2000; Dimmock and Walker, 1998; Fullan, 1990; Hallinger, 1998; Hargreaves and Fullan, 

1998; Murphy and Adam, 1998).  Educational leaders will need to look ahead to the future and scan the environment 

for change forces coming to schools from the outside, a CEO-like function called “visioning” (Bolman and Deal, 

1992; Deal and Peterson, 1990; Leithwood, 1994).  To many experts, leadership with vision as a core component is 

the most appropriate for public schools to bridge the gap between reforms in educational policy and implementation, 

given that visionary leadership was endorsed across sixty two cultures including the Thai culture (Den Hartog, 

House, Hanges, and Ruiz-Quintanilla, 1999). 

 

However, a leader with a vision alone is not sufficient.  Many scholars (e.g. Kantabutra, 2009a; Reardon, 

1991; Sashkin, 1985; Senge, 1990) assert that vision needs to be shared between leader and followers to make an 

impact on organizational performance.  In particular, follower affective commitment to a shared vision of education 

has been a hallmark of the school effectiveness and improvement literature of the past two decades (Hallinger and 

Heck, 2002).  With the clear importance of vision sharing between leader and followers, relatively few studies have 

been conducted into the relationship between vision components shared between leader and followers, and 

organizational performance outcomes, particularly in a school setting in Thailand.  Most interestingly, public school 

policy in Thailand is greatly influenced by the Ministry of Education, a centralized approach to management.  This 

indicates a need to investigate whether shared vision between school principal and teachers is effective at all in this 

centralized setting.   

 

In this paper, the literature on vision and school performance is reviewed.  Literature from both business 

and education sectors forms the basis for the review.  Where possible, relevant literature from Thailand is included.  

Then a research model is developed, showing hypothesized relationships between shared vision attributes and 

content, and school performance outcomes for future testing in Thai public schools. Hypotheses as well as some 

directions for testing them are also discussed.  

 

ESSENCE OF SHARED VISION 

 

A shared vision between leader and followers has been widely regarded as a key to high performance (e.g. 

Avery and Bergsteiner, 2010, Kantabutra, 2009a; Reardon, 1991; Sashkin, 1985; Senge, 1990).  Endorsing this 

view, many scholars (e.g. Avery, 2004, 2005; Sashkin, 1988; Sims and Lorenzi, 1992) suggested that effective 
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visions should be integrated with personal visions of others in an organization.  Senge (1990) additionally 

emphasized the importance of a shared vision, claiming that; (a) when people truly share a vision, they are 

connected, bound together by a common aspiration to carry out a common goal; (b) personal visions derive their 

power from an individual’s deep caring for the vision; and (c) one of the reasons people seek to build a shared vision 

is their desire to be connected in an important undertaking.  A New Science view (Drath, 2001), as opposed to the 

Newtonian one, that effective leadership requires an alignment between leader and followers also necessitates the 

alignment, i.e. sharing between leader and follower visions. 

 

In the educational setting, Hallinger and Heck (2002) pointed out that an organizational mission or shared 

vision exists when personal visions of a critical mass of people cohere in a common sense of purpose within a 

community.  It is the moral character of a mission that reaches into the hearts of people and engages them to act on 

behalf of something beyond their own immediate self-interest.  The power of a mission or shared vision lies in the 

motivational force of engaging in a shared quest to accomplish something special, not just reach a productivity 

target (Hallinger and Heck, 2002). 

 

Shared vision is also one component of a learning organization (Senge, 1990), a concept of which invokes a 

lot of attention from educators.  There is little doubt today that a consensus among key constituencies over values, 

purposes, and goals represents a desirable characteristic of schools (Hallinger, 1998).  Furthermore, empirical 

evidence bears out that the consensus is a factor that school-level leaders can influence (Hallinger and Heck, 1997).  

However, there is minimal guidance on how school leaders can foster a shared vision or goal consensus (Hallinger, 

1998).  In Southeast Asia, schools leaders hardly asked this question, simply assuming that goal-setting was the 

province of the Ministry of Education and that schools would accept those purposes as meaningful and appropriate 

(Hallinger, 1998).  This assumption does not encourage a learning organization in which staff identify needs and 

develop a common vision to guide future directions (Senge, 1990).   

 

Given the definitional confusion over vision, shared visions have been studied in terms of organizational 

mission in much of the educational leadership research.  Consistently, research on successful business organizations 

indicates the importance of a clear organizational mission.  Among the pioneers, Peters and Waterman (1982) found 

that all of the successful companies in their In Search of Excellence study had a well-defined set of guiding beliefs.  

In these companies, the mission is broadly defined, allowing room for innovation within a general framework.  

Other research (e.g. Avery and Bergsteiner, 2010; Bass, 1985; Bennis and Nanus, 1985; Deal and Kennedy, 1982; 

Kotter, 1996) also supports this finding.  Overall, it can be concluded that successful organizations have a coherent 

set of values that are known to members of the organization and its environment (Hallinger and Heck, 2002).  

 

Shared vision or mission has been studied as a set of shared beliefs.  A prior study (Kantabutra and Avery, 

2005), however, has investigated relationships between the similarity of vision attributes and content in personal 

visions of leader and followers, and organizational performance in Australian apparel retailers.  The study found that 

shared visions directly created a positive impact on overall organizational performance through customer and staff 

satisfaction, taking into account manager efforts at empowerment and motivation, and staff use of vision to guide 

daily operations.  Indeed, shared vision is inherent in staff performance, therefore creating an impact on customer 

satisfaction. 

 

Internationally, a number of studies have examined the role of shared vision in improving school 

performance (Hopkins and Ainscow, 1993; Stoll and Fink, 1992, 1994; Teddlie and Reynolds, 2000).  However, 

there are no reported studies investigating shared vision and school performance in Thailand, although espousing a 

vision is widely regarded as critical to school performance here (e.g. Intasan, 2002; Sekkhunthod, 2002; Siriwat, 

2002; Theppudthangkul, 2001).  In an educational setting, the relationship between shared vision attributes and 

content, and school performance has also been largely overlooked (Kantabutra, 2010).  This overlooked area is 

critical, for (a) vision attributes and content were found to make an impact on organizational performance (Baum, 

Locke, and Kirkpatrick, 1998; Kantabutra and Avery, 2010); and (b) shared vision attributes and content were also 

found to directly impact organizational performance via customer and staff satisfaction in positive ways (Kantabutra 

and Avery, 2005).  Moreover, Rafferty and Griffin (2004), drawing upon their study of a large Australian public 

sector organization, suggest that visions do not always create a positive impact on follower attitudes, and that one 

should distinguish between “strong” and “weak” visions as well as vision content to see their effectiveness.  
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Therefore, there is a need to identify vision components that should be shared between school leaders and followers 

to enhance school performance.  For this reason, a research model is proposed, expressing hypothesized 

relationships between the shared vision components and school performance outcomes, as measured by different 

efficiency models, for testing in a Thai public school setting.  Details are discussed next. 

 

DEFINING A VISION 

 

Numerous scholars agree that organizational vision is critical to effective leadership, strategy 

implementation and change (e.g. Avery, 2005; Collins and Porras, 1994; Doz and Prahalad, 1987; Hunt, 1991; 

Kotter, 1990).  However, there is no generally agreed-upon definition for vision (Kantabutra, 2010a).  Definitions 

differ from vision being a form of leadership in which a leader alters an organizational culture to bring about 

changes (Hunt, 1991; Sashkin, 1988), an essential task that top organizational leaders perform (Pearson, 1989; 

Phillips and Hunt, 1992), and an organization’s image of the future (Collins and Lazier, 1992; Jacobs and Jaques, 

1990), to vision being the force that moulds meaning for people in an organization (Manasse, 1986). 

 

Complicating the situation further, much confusion exists over whether terms like mission, goals, strategy, 

and organizational philosophy differ from vision.  Researchers often used vision, mission, and goals synonymously 

in discussions of educational leadership (Hallinger and Heck, 1996).  They also tended to operationalize them quite 

differently in empirical investigation.  In practice, the concepts are also mixed up, as a study that requested copies of 

mission statements from a number of organizations showed (Baetz and Bart, 1996).  The researchers received 

documents with a variety of titles, including mission, vision, values, beliefs, principles, and strategic intent/ 

direction.  This lack of conceptual clarity is problematic because these terms have different theoretical foundations 

and point towards alternate conceptualizations of how leaders influence school outcomes (Hallinger and Heck, 

1996). 

 

Despite its apparent importance, organizational vision is still not defined in an agreed upon manner. It is 

frequently confused with, or even deliberately combined with, mission, goals, strategy, values and organizational 

philosophy (Kantabutra, 2010a).  Therefore, an organizational vision is operationally defined in the present proposal 

as a mental model that each leader defines, given that it is the leader’s actual mental model that guides his/her 

choices and actions (Kantabutra, 2009a) for the following reasons.  Leaders develop a vision in their own way, 

whether derived rationally or intuitively and subjectively (Nanus, 1992), making visionary leadership vary 

importantly from leader to leader in both the leader’s style, the content of the leader’s vision, and the context in 

which it takes root (Westley and Mintzberg, 1989).  As a result, it is difficult to prescribe a single definition.  

Depending on their mental models, leaders use various techniques to induce followers to act, ranging from 

legitimate authority, modeling, goal-setting, rewarding and punishing, organizational restructuring, team-building, to 

communicating a vision (Locke et al., 1991).  Adopting what individual leaders regard as a mental model thus offers 

a pragmatic way around many of the problems in defining vision.  This approach unavoidably generates a lack of 

consistency in the construct, but this is not regarded as a problem in the present model which aims at exploring the 

hypothesized relationships between shared vision and school performance outcomes. Whatever is shared as a vision 

is of interest here. 

 

DEFINING A SHARED VISION 

 

The literature identifies two essential components of a vision: vision attributes and content.  In a shared 

vision, attributes and content should be common, because both reflect a shared direction.   

 

In terms of vision attributes, management writers disagree about the qualities necessary for a vision to 

affect performance outcomes.  Views include that an effective vision is inspiring, abstract, brief, stable, and 

motivating (Locke et al., 1991); strategic and well-communicated (Conger, 1989); long-term and focused (Jacobs 

and Jaques, 1990; Kouzes and Posner, 1987); and inspirational, widely accepted, and integrated with visions of 

others (Sashkin, 1988; Sims and Lorenzi, 1992).  Common views include that an effective vision should be clear, 

because the degree of clarity or precision in the vision statement influences how well it is understood and accepted 

(Jacobs and Jaques, 1990; Locke et al., 1991; Nanus, 1992; Sashkin, 1988; Sims and Larenzi, 1992); inspiring and 

challenging to energize employees around a value system; and clear so that the visions can be communicated 
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effectively (Locke et al., 1991; Sashkin, 1988; Sims and Lorenzi, 1992).  Nanus (1992) suggested that effective 

visions should be understood and should direct effort. 

 

From the different characteristics proposed for visions, commonalities can be identified.  They are brevity 

(Avery, 2004; Baum et al., 1998; Kantabutra and Avery, 2002; Locke et al., 1991); clarity (Avery, 2004; Baum et 

al., 1998; Jacobs and Jaques, 1990; Kantabutra and Avery, 2002; Locke et al., 1991; Nanus, 1992; Sashkin, 1988; 

Sims and Larenzi, 1992; Williams-Brinkley, 1999); future orientation (Avery, 2004; Baum et al., 1998; Jacobs and 

Jaques, 1990; Kantabutra and Avery, 2002; Kotter, 1997; Lipton, 1996; Locke et al., 1991; Senge, 1990; Williams-

Brinkley, 1999); stability (Avery, 2004; Baum et al., 1998; Kantabutra and Avery, 2002; Locke et al., 1991); 

challenge (Avery, 2004; Baum et al., 1998; Kantabutra and Avery, 2002; Locke et al., 1991; Nanus, 1992; Sashkin, 

1988; Sims and Lorenzi, 1992); abstractness (Avery, 2004; Baum et al., 1998; Locke et al., 1991); and desirability 

or ability to inspire (Avery, 2004; Baum et al., 1998; Kantabutra and Avery, 2002; Locke et al., 1991; Sashkin, 

1988; Sims and Lorenzi, 1992; Williams-Brinkley, 1999). 

 

In his attempt to develop a vision theory, Kantabutra (2009a) asserts that the seven vision attributes 

interactively create a significant impact on overall organizational performance through emotionally committed 

followers.  A brief vision alone will not significantly impact overall performance because it may not be clear to 

followers as to what needs to be done, or it may not challenge followers to do their best.  A clear vision alone will 

not significantly impact follower satisfaction because it may be too long, making it difficult for a leader to 

communicate it frequently.  It also may not be abstract, thus making it difficult to form a group to carry out the 

vision.  Moreover, abstractness reflects stability in the vision because it implies no drastic change over time.  An 

unstable vision suggests to the followers a lack of managerial integrity and commitment to the vision, negatively 

affecting follower satisfaction.  A brief, clear, abstract, challenging, and stable vision will not draw follower 

commitment in working toward the vision unless it is inspiring or desirable.  In addition, when a vision is not 

inspiring or desirable, it is difficult to develop a shared vision, hypothesized to be critical to organizational 

performance.  An inspiring vision that is only clear, brief, abstract, challenging, and stable will have no power to 

attract commitment from the followers because it does not offer a view of a better future.  Without a better future 

picture, followers cannot be drawn from where they presently are to work toward the vision.  Therefore, combining 

all seven vision attributes is expected to influence a vision’s effectiveness.  Empirically, Kantabutra’s Vision theory 

has gained support (e.g. Kantabutra, 2008; Kantabutra and Avery, 2007; Kantabutra, 2006). 

 

As for vision content, defined as ‘imagery’, there is no common agreement in the literature, possibly 

because many leaders have difficulty explaining how they arrived at their vision (Nanus, 1992).  This is 

understandable, given that the strategic content of a vision may focus on products, services, markets, organizations 

or even ideals (Westley and Mintzberg, 1989). However, a successful strategic vision appears to take into account 

industry, customers, and an organization’s specific competitive environment in identifying an innovative 

competitive position in the industry (Pearson, 1989), ideally differentiating the content across visionary 

organizations (Collins and Porras, 1994).  For example, in the entrepreneurship context, growth is a key content 

focus (e.g. Bird, 1992; Carriere, 1989; Gartner, Bird, and Starr, 1992), because an entrepreneur’s leading role is to 

create jobs and expand their markets (Kuratko and Welsch, 1994; Timmons, Smollen and Dingee, 1990).  

 

For the purpose of developing a general model, school efficiency imagery is proposed as the core element 

of public school vision content, because school efficiency has been extensively cited as an important school 

performance indicator (e.g. Bessent, Bessent, Kennington and Reagan, 1982; Bradley, Johnes and Millington, 2001; 

Charnes, Cooper and Rhodes, 1981; Kantabutra, 2009b), particularly for public schools.  Therefore, it is 

hypothesized that the more school leaders imagine about enhancing efficiency in their visions, the better the 

efficiency outcomes for two reasons: (a) venture growth imagery was found to make an impact on venture growth 

(Baum et al., 1998); and (b) customer and staff satisfaction imageries were significantly correlated with customer 

and staff satisfaction in Australian retailers (Kantabutra, 2003). 

 

In this model, leaders are defined as school principals.  Followers are defined as teachers.  Therefore, a 

shared vision is a vision shared between a school principal and his/her teachers. 
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PUBLIC SCHOOL PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES 

 

Generally, educational organizations have multiple objectives and multiple outputs.  As such, many of them 

cannot be unambiguously measured or quantified.  Developing measures of school performance is thus essential for 

performance-based school reform (Bifulco and Bretschneider, 2001), although it is notoriously difficult to do so 

(Monk, 1990).  

 

Given that public schools are a major expenditure component for taxpayers in each country, the resulting 

efficiency is an important public policy issue (Mante and O’Brien, 2002).  School efficiency is thus commonly 

agreed as a critical performance indicator for policy makers (Bradley et al., 2001; Mante and O’Brien, 2002), 

without claiming that it exhaustively explains overall school performance.  In addition, a major benefit of studying 

school efficiency is that it provides guidelines on how inefficient schools can improve further (Soteriou, Karahanna, 

Papanastasiou and Diakourakis, 1998; Mante and O’Brien, 2002).  

 

In Thailand, the education sector has received the largest share of total public expenditure for the last 

decade.  Also, public schools have been the major educational services providers of the country. Although various 

schemes for improving the quality or the efficiency of public schools have been proposed, with greater efforts to 

raise the level of educational quality and efficiency, the desired improvements in the educational system have not 

been fully achieved as reported in government studies (e.g. Office of the Education Council [OEC], 2004; Office of 

the National Education Commission [ONEC], 2001, 2003).  Furthermore, although several studies conducted in 

Thailand have measured school efficiency in terms of economic efficiency (e.g. Settatam, 1992), teaching and 

school administration efficiency (e.g. Tangsirichaipong, 1989), little published research has measured school 

efficiency by taking into consideration of school inputs and outputs. 

 

A technique recognized as an appropriate approach to measure public school efficiency in this input-output 

context is a non-parametric technique called Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) (Charnes, Cooper and Rhodes, 

1978).  The basic idea of the DEA is to view schools as productive units using multiple inputs to generate multiple 

outputs.  DEA has been used extensively to evaluate the performance of educational systems due to its several 

unique advantages over other traditional techniques, e.g. ratio analysis and regression analysis (Kantabutra, 2009b; 

Kantabutra and Tang, 2006; Sexton, 1986; Seiford and Thrall, 1990). The DEA approach adopts a benchmarking 

approach to assess efficiency of schools in relation to others in their group.  Through this process, the technique 

offers insights into efficiency of schools as compared to their peers, and provides public schools with potential 

improvement targets.   

 

Widely recognized as a useful school performance measurement, the DEA approach has been extensively 

cited as an important method to assess school performance (e.g. Bessent et al., 1982; Bradley et al., 2001; Charnes et 

al., 1981; Duncombe, Miner and Ruggiero, 1995; Kantabutra, 2009b; Kirjavainen and Loikkanen, 1998; Mancebόn 

and Bandrés, 1999; Mante and O’Brien, 2002; McCarty and Yaisawarng, 1993; Soteriou et al., 1998).  Therefore, 

the DEA approach is adopted as a measure of public school efficiency in the proposed model.  

 

In measuring school efficiency, input and output variables must be considered either to evaluate whether 

schools have actually been minimizing their resources in the most efficient way to produce student outcomes, 

referred to as input-oriented approach, or to evaluate whether schools have been maximizing student outcomes in the 

most efficient way by using their limited resources, referred to as output-oriented approach (Coelli, Rao and Battese, 

1998; Fried, Lovell and Schmidt, 1993).  Inputs and outputs are defined as follows:  

 

a) school inputs are the main resources used to enhance student knowledge.  These inputs are teacher-student 

ratio (Bessent et al., 1982; Mancebόn and Bandrés, 1999; Mante and O’Brien, 2002), educational level of 

teachers (Bessent et al., 1982; Kirjavainen and Loikkanen, 1998; Soteriou et al.,1998), teaching experience 

(Bessent et al., 1982; Kirjavainen and Loikkanen, 1998), and school size (Soteriou et al.,1998).  Generally, 

the inputs used in the analysis are controlled by the school. However, one of the most significant and robust 

results of input-output studies has been that students’ socioeconomic and family status (SES) affects 

student achievement (see e.g. Hanushek, 1986; Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, Ouston and Smith, 1979). 

SES thus should also be taken into consideration as a non-school input.  In the proposed model, parent 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6VCT-4447M37-6&_user=1402360&_coverDate=12%2F16%2F2001&_alid=153589582&_rdoc=28&_fmt=full&_orig=search&_cdi=5963&_sort=d&_docanchor=&_artOutline=Y&_acct=C000052592&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=1402360&md5=9a27e9e4f6d7026d649394f282eed923#bbib7


The Journal of Applied Business Research – November/December 2012 Volume 28, Number 6 

1164 http://www.cluteinstitute.com/  © 2012 The Clute Institute 

education is adopted (Kirjavainen and Loikkanen, 1998; Mancebόn and Bandrés, 1999; Soteriou et al., 

1998) as a proxy for SES.  

b) student outputs or outcomes consist of standardized examination or  national test scores (Bessent et al., 

1982; Kirjavainen and Loikkanen, 1998; Mancebόn and Bandrés, 1999; Mante and O’Brien, 2002) and 

attendance rate (Bradley et al., 2001). 

 

Since DEA is not a statistical approach with which the theoretically based hypotheses can be tested with 

classical assessments, the proposed strategy in this paper follows the study of Kirjavainen and Loikkanen (1998) 

which tried to construct variables that would be operational counterparts to at least some of the elements in the 

educational production function literature (e.g. Hanushek, 1979).  Such variables describing the influences of 

schooling on student achievement are family background, peers, school inputs and innate abilities on student 

achievement. Due to the lack of a clear criterion for selecting the number of variables to be included in the DEA 

analysis, three different efficiency models are proposed here, proceeding from a simplest data set to more 

complicated ones. The input and output variables included in three different models are presented in Table 1.  

 

Measuring school efficiency using the three efficiency models is proposed because the relationship between 

school efficiency and shared vision between principal and teacher visions at different dimensions needs to be 

explored. These dimensions are (a) the dimension of school resources as in Efficiency Model 1; (b) the dimension of 

school resources with student composition as in Efficiency Model 2; and (c) the dimension of school resources with 

student composition and their socioeconomic characteristics as in Efficiency Model 3.  By having three efficiency 

models with different inputs and outputs, it is worth noting that as the number of variables in each model increases, 

the efficiency score either increase or remain the same and tend to increase average efficiency scores. Thus average 

efficiency scores of each different model cannot be compared with each other. Each model is discussed in greater 

detail next. 

 
Table 1:  Variables Used In The DEA Efficiency Models 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Inputs 

Teacher-student ratio X X X 

Educational level of teachers X X X 

Teaching experience X X X 

School size (no. of students) X X 

Parents’ education X 

 

Outputs 

National test score 

Verbal ability X X X 

Numerical ability X X X 

Analytical ability X X X 

Attendance rate X X 

 

In Efficiency Model 1, the utilization of school resources is measured directly into the student outcomes. 

The input variables are measured by the educational level of teachers, teaching experience and teacher-student ratio. 

For the outcomes, the comprehensive national achievement test, or the Thai Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT), is 

required to be taken by all twelfth grade students at the secondary school level since 2001. The SAT is a test that 

measures verbal, numerical and analytical abilities students, which have the maximum scores of 35, 35 and 30, 

respectively. The SAT is the educational tool used to test the developed ability of students from their learning 

experience.  

 

Efficiency Models 2 and 3 take into consideration aspects of students as inputs, because schools cannot 

produce any output without students.  Students thus are viewed as a necessary school resource as well.  Therefore, 

Efficiency Model 2 includes two aspects of students as input: number of students, and output: attendance rate.  Since 

public schools in Thailand cannot choose how many students to educate, the number of students and attendance rate 

are adopted to investigate their impact on school efficiency in the proposed model. 
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In Efficiency Model 3, the role of student socioeconomic and family status (SES) is included by 

incorporating educational level of their parents as an additional non-discretionary input from Efficiency Model 2 

since SES is consistently found to affect student performance. 

 

Following the studies of Mante and O’Brien (2002), an output orientation DEA model is used to measure 

school efficiency in the present proposal. Each efficiency model is interpreted as follow.  A school with an 

efficiency score of one is characterized as efficient relative to other schools under observation.  Vice versa, 

efficiency scores more than one is characterized as inefficient in relation to others.   

 

From the review of the empirical and theoretical literature above, significant, positive relationships between 

vision attributes (of brevity, clarity, stability, abstractness, future orientation, challenge, desirability or ability to 

inspire) and content (relating to school efficiency imagery) shared between school principal and teachers, and 

efficiency outcomes, as measured by the three models, are anticipated.   

 

PROPOSED RESEARCH MODEL 

 

Although relationships between shared vision and public school performance are not yet well understood, 

Figure 1 illustrates a model proposing a positive relationship between shared vision between principal and teachers, 

and public school efficiency outcomes as measured by the three efficiency models, derived from the literature 

review.  

 

 
Figure 1:  Measurement Model Relating Shared Vision Components To Efficiency Outcomes 

 

Given the criticality of shared vision between leader and followers, it is anticipated that positive 

relationships exist between shared vision, measured by the similarity in vision attributes and content of school 

principal and teacher visions, and efficiency values derived from the three efficiency models.  Since the literature 

continues pointing out positive effects of vision on performance, directional hypotheses are adopted. Based on the 

proposed model, the following hypotheses are advanced. 

 

Hypothesis 1: There is a positive correlation between similarity in vision attributes and content between principal 

and teacher visions, and school efficiency as measured by the school inputs of educational level of teachers, teaching 

experience, and teacher-student ratio to the school outputs of national test scores of verbal, numerical, and analytical 

abilities. 

 

Hypothesis 2: There is a positive correlation between similarity in vision attributes and content between principal 

and teacher visions, and school efficiency as measured by the school inputs of educational level of teachers, teaching 

experience, teacher-student ratio, and number of students to the school outputs of national test score and attendance 

rate. 
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Hypothesis 3: There is a positive correlation between similarity in vision attributes and content between principal 

and teacher visions, and school efficiency as measured by the school inputs of educational level of teachers, teaching 

experience, teacher-student ratio, number of students, and the non-school input of parent education, to the school 

outputs of national test score and attendance rate. 

 

Although research points out that school leaders can influence school effectiveness through a shared vision, 

school leaders in Southeast Asia have not been aware of the essence of a shared vision for school and how they can 

foster it.  Endorsing this view, numerous scholars point out that developing nations in the Asia Pacific region need to 

develop their own knowledge base on school leadership, because their existing knowledge base is less mature than 

in the industrialized West (e.g. Bajunid, 1996; Cheng, 1995; Hallinger, 1995, 2003; Kantabutra, 2005).  For 

example, when Thai school leaders receive formal leadership training, they generally learn Western-derived 

frameworks that usually lack even the mildest forms of cultural validation (Cheng, 1995; Swierczek, 1988).  This 

lack of cultural validation indicates the need to test the proposed model in Thailand.  Therefore, future research is 

needed to test the three hypotheses to provide a starting point for other researchers in the region, who might later on 

want to incorporate vision realization factors (Kantabutra, 2005) in their future studies. One critical area is to test 

whether shared visions are correlated with higher school efficiency than other visions.  It would be interesting to 

examine the extent to which shared visions between school principal and teachers create such an effect on public 

school performance.  Findings from future studies will improve our understanding of transformational leadership in 

Thai public schools. 
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