
 

 
  

The SLDP Journey 
Shashi Nair 

There is a Chinese saying that goes, ñMay you live in interesting times.ò Interesting times are rarely peaceful; 
they are chaotic, unpredictable, ripe with potential and promise, full of risks and uncertainties. They offer 
multiple turning points. The decisions made at these turning points can make all the difference between 
success and failure. 

On the journey of educational change, I believe that participati ng in creating the School Leadership 

Development Program (SLDP) is to live in interesting times. Educational change cannot be effective if does not 

simultaneously address three things: the teaching learning process, the internal conditions in the school and 

decentralized decision making at the school level. SLDP focuses on the latter two. 

SLDP has come into existence on the back of a Management Development Program (MDP) which has 

generated excitement and expectations, at least amongst those closely associated with it, both within and 

outside the system. It has come out of a realization of the need to specialize the Management Development 

Program further. The shift from management development to school leadership development is a major shift 

that recognizes five important issues: 

 The closer education leadership and management programs are to the school, the more effective they 

will be for educational change 

 The school is the centre of educational change and operational strengthening of schools is critical to 

school development 

 Operational strengthening involves increasing the abilities of schools to diagnose and find their own 

solutions to the challenges they face 

 There is a specialized body of knowledge required to lead and manage schools, which is vastly different 

from general management skills 

 It is important to get school leadership development right because 80% of education leaders and 

managers in the country are heads of schools 

 

It is often believed that teacher apathy is a significant problem facing the education system. I would like to 

ask: ñDid such teachers enter the system with apathy, or is their apathy a product of the system and a 

symptom of their helplessness with itò? The promise and potential of School Leadership Development is that 

by developing school leaders who can work on the internal conditions of the school and its climate, schools 

can become vibrant centers of learning ï places that teachers, students and parents enjoy coming into ï a 

climate buzzing with life and purpose. 

 

To reach schools heads in large numbers, SLDP will need to be transacted by School Leadership Development 

Facilitators (SLDFs) developed from within the system. The idea has been to conduct a program for all the 

Block Resource Persons (BRPs) in the 20 blocks selected and certify at least 2 per block as SLDFs. 

 

Given our prior experience, this is challenging. Our experience with developing Management Development 

Facilitators (MDFs) shows that in reality it takes much longer to develop them than we had originally budgeted 

for. It is important to remember that we started with 262 volunteers for the program to develop MDFs and 

ended up with 75 being certified, which means that out of those who volunteered, only 29% made it.  

 

With the BRPs, when we account for the fact that th e average working strength in each block is only 4 BRPs, 

we expect 2 out of 4 or 50% to make it and that too out of non volunteers!  

To improve our chances of success, we have largely been working with BRPs who have already undergone 

MDP and carried out Quality Improvement Projects. That way, SLDP acts as a second layer for the BRPs. This 

will to some extent reduce the challenges of being able to certify 50% of BRPs against our historic success 

rate of 29%.  

 

So far, most of the joint effort has been on the second component. Here, a significant effort has gone into the 

design, development and transaction of this program.      (/ƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘΧύ 
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Welcome to Milestones. This newsletter is a forum to share our experiences in the field of Educational Leadership and 
Management.  As we take our first steps through various programs such as the Institutional Capacity Development program, the 
Management Development Program and the School Leadership Development Program (SLDP), we want to establish some route 
markers on the way and communicate our experiences in this new and exciting journey.  
 
The first issue of Milestones corresponds to the launch of SLDP.  It begins with Shashi Nairõs account of the genesis of the 
program, moves on to Suparna Diwakarõs account of its connection to the Management Development Program from which it 
evolved and then to Gurumurthy Kasinathan and Shashi Nairõs article on the principles behind the program design.  The newsletter 
next presents Soumya PPõs experiences from the Education Department end; EFIL, our partner institutionõs experience in 
transacting the program, and also briefly captures some early reactions of the Government functionaries who are the program 
participants. Finally, we have SV Manjunathõs review of an essay about school development. 

         We look forward to walking in step with you through this bi-annual newsletter. 
          Swati  Chanda - Member, ELM (Azim Premji Foundation) 
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   The SLDP Journeyé 

 

   The program to develop SLDFs consists of 4 stages: 

 A 10-day component called Embedding Leadership Excellence that focuses on bringing alignment between vision and values, helping 
participants look inside themselves so as to improve their personal effectiveness  (conducted by our partner organization EFIL) 

 A 10-day component which forms the 1 st part of School Leadership Development that helps them understand school development by 
acquiring some perspectives, knowledge and skills 

 A 6-day component which forms the 2 nd part of School Leadership Development that helps them to customize their understanding of 
school development to the needs of a particular school  

 A 10-day component called Module Development that helps them design and transact the SLDP by customizing it to the needs of 
their participants 

T        

This effort too can be characterized as interesting in tha t it had its fair share of being chaotic, unpredictable, ripe with potential and 

promise, full of risks and uncertainties.  The effort involved people coming together from the Policy Planning Unit, BRPs from the 

Department, partner organizations like C-LAMPS and EFIL, and the Content Development team from the Education Leadership and 

Management function in the Foundation. The effort for program design and content development has involved over 750 person -days 

of effort, from a rather diverse group of people, each with their own often differing perspective, trying to find common grou nd, 

often engaging in heated debate, constantly  diverging and converging, trying to work within tight time frames, and alongside other 

commitments, working in areas where they may not have had experience before. The effort was not without its share of tensions , 

but I believe it was also an effort that built new-found respect for one another as well as new sources of support for one another.  

 

The effort for transacting the program too has been cross organizational and has involved seeing how abstract designs actually 

worked out in reality; identifying ga ps, challenges and areas for improvement; understanding the variety of participants, the 

participants own perspectives as well as their absorption capacity. Changes have been made from the dry run to the 1 st live run, to 

the 2nd live run in order to contin uously improve the program. By the end of the transaction it is estimated that a further 500 person 

days of effort would have gone into transaction and corrections.  

 

It is said that the best way to develop a high performance team is to provide a performance challenge. The design, development and 

transaction of this program has been a performance challenge and as the team works its way through this process it has the 

potential to become a high performance cross organizational team. 

 

Quantification can leave an impression that all of the effort went into design, development, and transaction. That would be 

misleading. A lot of the effort went into learning, building a common understanding, creating a common standard, creating the  band 

width for multip le people to transact the content more easily, and coming together as a team, all of which are investments in the 

future.  

 

For SLDP to mature, all the four components will need to be completed. The program will need to be taken out into the field b y 

SLDFs. The effectiveness of the program in the field will need to be observed and changes made to the program to develop SLDFs as 

well as to SLDP itself. The completion of this process will take us till March 2011. 

 

It is reasonable to expect the way ahead to be  interesting too ï chaotic, unpredictable, ripe with potential and promise, full of risks 

and uncertainties. Although the way forward has been planned for, much of what will happen can depend on the roll of the dice : 

 How many BRPs will we be able to certify as SLDFs? Which blocks will get well covered and which will not? How will we deal with 
the patterns that emerge? How much support will we need to provide? What will be the nature of that support? What knowledge, 
skills and perspectives will we need to have to support them effectively? Whose help will we need to address these challenges? 

 What will happen when the program reaches the head teachers? What new constraints and opportunities will be presented then? 
How will we support BRPs to deal with these constraints and opportunities? What if it cannot be carried out as a residential 
program, something very crucial to program effectiveness? What strategies can we adopt to still bring in program effectivenes s? 

 How will the districts receive the program? How mu ch support will we be able to garner? How will we manage expectations from 
SLDP? How will we make the required changes coming from some of these expectations? 

A useful analogy to define the expectations problem is the challenge faced by those designing the Bangalore International Airport. 
The need for a ógoodô airport was a largely felt need. Peopleôs perception of what is and is not a good airport varied widely. Some 
saw it in location terms, others in efficiency and cost terms, still others in architectur al terms. It is pretty much impossible for any 
designer to meet all of these conflicting expectations. The same is true of SLDP. Few will disagree with the need, but there will be 
differing expectations from the program in terms of coverage, format and out come.  

There are some who will expect the participant completing the program to be transformed into super leaders who will magically  turn 
the school around no matter what systemic constraint they face, no matter what the attitude, perspectives, knowledge a nd skills they 
had when they entered the program. They will be disappointed. Their expectations will need to be managed.  

There are others who will feel that if the program does not cover some specific aspect that they believe to be critical to Sc hool 
Leadership Development, then it is not a School Leadership Development Program! As all perspectives cannot be squeezed into a 
short program they too will be disappointed. Their expectations too will need to be managed.  

    These are just some of the anticipated issues. There will be others that are unanticipated. 

It seems to me that participating in rolling out the School Leadership Development Program is indeed to live in interesting t imes ï 
chaotic, unpredictable, ripe with potential and promise, full of risks  and uncertainties. I believe that it is interesting times that bring 
out the best in people. What I hope from these interesting times is to see great people emerging, coming together as cross 
organizational high performance teams to make a difference to education in the country.  

 
 Shashi Nair is the Head of Educational Leadership and Management at Azim Premji Foundation and a member  

of Policy Planning Unit -  a joint initiative between Govt. of Karnataka and the Azim Premji Foundation  
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From MDP to SLDP: Mapping a Vision 

In conversation with Suparna Diwakar  

Framework for Engagement:  

If we look at the scope and scale of the issues involved in education, the system is the biggest player, even if that fact is  not articulated all 
the time.   In our programs, we have to go in with the understanding that we are not starting with a blank slate but trying to empower 
people who are already managers and leaders, with capabilities they do not have now.  The system exists ï we are trying to build and 
increase capabilities within it, by building skills, perspectives and knowledge.  This deep linkage between the work of ELM and the system 
has to be recognized and any sense that the work is done in isolation is an artificial  one and will not be sustainable.  

We attempted to establish these links thr ough MDP wherein 75 facilitators were certified . The process is still on and we are still trying to 
find ways to arrive at some success. 

The MDP Connect:  

Although SLDP discussions began with MDP, there is a conceptual difference between  
the two and merely tweaking training modules was not the direction we wanted to take.   
Two issues in this regard: the focus of the MDP is on the support dimension rather than  
capability within the school itself.  Also ï and this was our learning from MDP  - if we are 
not able to connect concepts to peopleôs realities and contexts, they are unable to  
transfer learning.  We need to be able to connect in very meaningful ways to the  
personôsñhere-and-nowò or they will not be able to make any change required.  

If we do not look at education management in an organic way, it creates problems.    
We need to constantly look backwards and forward.  ñWhat is our motive?ò becomes a 
big question in the education space.  From that comes a deep integration between  
different modules or topics in the program itself ï and impacts every aspect of it , like  
tools and concepts used meaningfully in the development sector.   This is again where  
MDP became a learning area for us which we tried to integrate into the SLD program.  

For example, we need to invest more deeply in the engagement and relationship that exists between the SDMCs and the government 
functionaries. An issue like stakeholder participation, for example, comes into the program from that conviction.   And not only between the 
SDMC and the community, for example, but with stakeholders like the teacher.   MDP pushed strongly for this to be recognized.  

One learning which we need to take from MDP is that we should go into the aspects of module development with functionaries ï DIET 
lecturers, senior lecturers, etc., so that they make their own meanings of the modules and arrive at meaningful engagement.   Otherwise 
the transaction becomes mechanical.  As the SDFs are getting prepared, we have to remain vigilant about this element.   The stage has not 
been reached where they reconstruct the modules themselves. The process needs to be facilitated, and in the future if that is not 
incorporated, we will m erely be creating modules in a mechanical fashion and there is danger in that.  

The MDP was a 36-day program spread over four phases.  It is generic training, for eight cadres in the system, by and large applicable to 
all.  We want and expect MDFs (the faci litators) to make appropriate changes in the program and training and take back what they 
required.  Serendipitously, there was some UNICEF funding for CRPs and BRPs through the SSA.  We wanted MDP to cover all CRPs and 
BRPs ï they are closest to the school and we therefore could look at ways in which they could impact the school.  

During the initial rollout of the MDP, we examined the projects that they could do, gave them opportunities to relook the mod els and see 
what to change, so that we keep learning f rom our mistakes and make the entire process more robust. The space given to learn and 
reflect has strengthened the MDP.  In the reality of the functionary, everything is highly codified ï for example during a cluster meeting, 
the agenda has a rigid structure that is not open to any kind of negotiation or change . However, we facilitated a process by which they 
were able to find spaces to move beyond the agenda. Our program was designed to give the MDFs space to make meaning of what they 
had learnt in their own reality.    

MDP to SLD:  

Many of these learnings have impacted the SLD design.  Our entire premise of 
having teachers examine their schools and identify projects come from this.   Our 
methodology is also informed by education theory ï for example that of  Paulo 
Freire (Pedagogy of the Oppressed).  SLD was necessarily different from MDP ï 
parts of MDP have come into the SLD design only where appropriate.  So although 
the schedule for the rollout may have needed to have been revised, the design for 
SLD is very relevant for HTs.  

The decision to start the SLD program was taken in 2008.  The design was done by 
a group of four in 2009.   The core design was shared with EFIL, and then based on 
feedback, was reworked and shared with a larger group (G-26) which had BRPs 
involved.  Their involvement has been part of a fundamental design principle we 
followed: the public education system needs to be a core part of the evolution of 
the program.  The program cannot ñbe createdò and handed to them ï it loses all 
meaning.  Also, when SLDFs actually construct the design of the program, we have 
to remain open to making fundamental changes to it where called for; not merely 
at the level of receiving feedback but having the openness at the desi gn and all   
levels.  

 
 
Groundwork was needed to create acceptance of SLDP.  Some theoretical and practical work in terms of breaking the ground had already 
been accomplished in the MDP, so that acceptance had been created.  There is fertile ground in Karnataka for this kind of program ï there 
is a fairly high level of awareness among education functionaries; we have had educational ministers who have engaged meaningfully with 
their portfolios ï all this makes a big difference. 

Although I was very involved in the design of the program, I will be the first to say that it cannot remain the last word.   The design has to 
keep evolving and look at the system in deeper ways ï starting from the assumption that there are capabilities there we can tap into.    
Our design should have processes which will enable this to happen.         Continuedé 
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Facilitators and observers during a training 
session 

Regional Institute of English (RIE)  
where the SLD program is being conducted 



  

 
Mapping a Visioné 

We are looking at two SLDFs in each block ï taking into account transfers which will move people out after they have completed 
training.  Scaling is also an issue.  Therefore it becomes all the more important to have a program design where the SLDFs can take 
ownership and construct it for themselves.  

For example, the Teacher Foundation has a program called Headlamps which has a different approach to school leadership development. 
The HTs 'audit' their schools with the help of BRPs and then begin to make changes. This model of decentralization is something we can 
learn from.  

Another approach that can be taken is to enable the CRP to assess schools in their cluster, through parameters they themselves have 
evolved.   It will bring greater and more meaningful collaboration between the CRPs and the HTs.  

A Fine Balance:  

The SLD program has huge potential ï and we have to be constantly vigilant abou t being able to convey the spirit of the program, not 
just its concepts and activities.  We should go into it with some humility and with faith in the abilities of the functionaries with who m we 
are working.  If that is missing, or the minute we feel that we have all the answers, the situation becomes problematic.   Maintaining this 
fine balance is a must.  

If the SLDP is a way of strengthening decentralization, our reach has to be broad-based and at all levels.  This goes to the area of 
partnerships as well.  We must engage with all those who occupy this terrain ï the DSERT, the SSA system, etc.  We have to engage 
them, explain our purpose, gain their understanding, trust and acceptance, and not instrumentalize the system and people to achieve our 
ends. We have to enable people in the system ï who speak a different language ï to fully understand SLDP. 

It is a long process where we have to take into account factors like transfers etc.   And above all we need faith in people for change to 
happen.  The system itself today is not about faith ï it is about control.   The NCF talks about freedom but as a system we operate by 
means of control.   

The Road Ahead:  

SLD or MDP are programs in the area of Educational Leadership and Development.  People in the system need to engage with 
educational leadership and management itself ï the philosophy, not just the program.   Only through continuous engagement will impact 
happen.  And here advocacy has an important dimension.  Programs should not be the only reason for advocacy.  We have to remember 
that change happens when peoplesô affective domain is touched, not just the cognitive domain. 

We have to have passion and conviction that this is possible.  And this passion has to translate into our facilitation.   The facilitatorôs 
passion comes from being a practitioner; it does not come from a theoretical space.   Credibility does not come from only through an 
activity like role-play.  These perspectives need to inform transactions so that in the mind of the functionary, there is a fundamental shift 
from ñit wonôt workò to ñlet me try this.ò  We have to keep questioning our current assumptions and beliefs in our sessions.  Only then is 
movement possible. 

 Suparna Diwakar ï Project Lead (ELM) -  C-LAMPS: Center for Leadership and Management in Public Service.  

 
          Glossary   

BRP: Block Resource Person 
CRP: Cluster Resource Person  
DIET: District Institute of Education and Training  
DSERT: Department of State Educational Research and Training  
EFIL: Education for Integrating Life  
 

 

 

 
HT: Head Teacher 
NCF: National Curriculum Framework 
SDMC: School Development and Management Committee 
SSA: Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan 
UNICEF: The United Nations Children's Fund 

SLDP Program Design: Rationale, Principles, and Structure 
          Gurumurthy Kasinathan and Shashi Nair 

 
RATIONALE FOR DEVELOPING SCHOOL LEADERS:  

 
While research shows that school leadership is one of the largest factors affecting learning outcomes, current investment in school 
leadership and management remains low. A systematic and well-planned Education Leadership and Management Development 
Programs that reaches education leaders and managers at multiple levels in the hierarchy can be a critical element in building 
leadership and management. 
 
Underlying our program design are three principal notions regarding developing school leaders: 

 
i.  Reflective practice is critical for developing leadership and management abilities.   While the workplace does provide 

opportunities for development of reflective practice, there is a strong need to feed inputs from domains such as philosophy o f 

education, sociology of education, child psychology, and educational research, which would help the processes of reflection. 

This training methodology would provide opportunities for participants to understand (i) that their role as 'leader of the sc hool' 

includes planning and catering to the developmental needs of their teachers, (ii) the need for offering a systematic and gradual 

support to teacher initiatives in helping them to evolve into independent, assertive thinkers and contributors for school 

development (iii) the need for opening up space for free-thinking and expression of opinions among teachers. 

ii.  Developing leadership and management capacities takes time.  Leadership and management development is a process, 

not a one-time event.  Bringing about a reasonable extent of c ompetence in this area may take 4 to 5 years of systematic 

work, with structured opportunities being provided every year for progressively richer, more nuanced and more integrative 

reflective practice.  

iii.  School leaders are best developed by facilitators from within the education department.   Such facilitators could 

become strong pillars within the system. Their understanding of the context of the school leaders would be far superior to th at 

of any external resources.                              

                                                                                                                                                                           Continuedé 
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 SLDP Program Design: Rationale, Principles, and Structureé 

             
Their credibility would be far higher than those of external resources. With roughly 250 to 300 schools in a block, the number of 
school leaders in the government education system is enormous. It would be uneconomic to develop such large numbers using 
external resources. 
It  is envisaged that School Leadership Development Facilitators (SLDFs) would be developed at the block level, from within education 
departments, to carry out the School Leadership Development Program. 

 
PRINCIPLES BEHIND MODULE DESIGN OF SLDP:  
 
i.  The purpose of school leadership is to fulfill the aims of education  

The aims of education are enshrined in the constitution, and elaborated in the National Policy on Education and the National 
Curriculum Framework and in accepted philosophies of education. The purpose of School leadership is to meet these aims. The 
program therefore needs to be anchored in the National Policy on Education and the National Curriculum Framework by ensuring that 
participants gain sound perspectives on the aims of education. This is also the reason why the program consciously attempts to 
ground management concepts and techniques firmly within educational perspectives.  

ii.  The notion of school development as a continuous process  

School development involves having a holistic and synthesized view where various SDFs come together in a model of quality 
education, and where the interrelationships between them are understood. The school development process needs to continuously 
negotiate the aspirations and priorities of stakeholders, both within the  school system (students, teachers and support staff) and 
those outside the formal school (parents, community members, media, academic and administrative support personnel within the 
public education system).  

School never really ends and perhaps there is no such thing as a 'perfect' school. While there may always be few quick wins, it is 
certainly not to be seen as a 'quick fix' or a short term project. It is an intensive journey that also involves taking actio ns today that 
are foundational for longer term  success and sustained change.  

iii.  The notion of school development as a systemic process  

The school system itself comprises of several components/elements ï the teachers, the students, school leaders, support staff etc. 
The school is also part of larger education system, which has the academic and administrative support institutions, parents and 
community institutions. It is also a part of the larger social system. Hence any process of education reform must carefully c onsider 
the relationships between the school with its components and their relationships with other systems in its design and implementation.  

iv.  Building on the participantsô knowledge and context to co-construct the process of school development  

The program begins with the context of schools in ty pical government settings ï as the participants bring with them significant 
knowledge of their context. This is also in line with accepted pedagogical principle of moving from the concrete to the abstr act. 

Participants understand the realities from within which they are expected to perform. All this knowledge provides an excellent 
platform to create a meaningful and functional understanding of SDFs and of the role of school leaders in developing schools. 

This understanding is used by participants to assess their own schools with respect to SDFs, to explore the areas where the School 
Development Factors can be strengthened within the Circle of Influence of the participants; and to formulate strategies for t he same. 
This bottom-up approach builds the capacity of school leaders and gives them a strong sense of ownership, a very important factor 
for sustained development.   

 
v.  Participatory democratic processes  

SLDP is based on a strong belief and conviction in the principle that the participants' experiences, their voices are the cornerstones of 
the program. It is designed to provide school leaders experiences that are democratic and participatory, and to create in the  
participants a strong sense of personal identity and ownership of their learning.  

vi.  The role of sta keholder participation in school development  

For schools to develop, it is imperative that all the stakeholders - children, teachers, head teachers, parents, SDMCs, GPs, department 
functionaries - work together. Hence school leaders need to understand and appreciate the need for stakeholder participation for 
school development, covering all aspects of SD, including resource mobilization, building parent-teacher partnerships, and strong 
staff cohesion, and acquiring some understanding of the processes that would enable these.  

vii.  Process improvement is cr itical for school development and needs to be continuously carried out  

The activities of schools tend to get ritualized. Such ritualized activities define the culture and effectiveness of the scho ol. Processes are 
bundles of related activities. Understanding how to improve processes, helps redefine the culture and effectiveness of the school, 
and is therefore critical to school development. School leaders need to be able to identify the processes most critical for school 
development and need to be able to p lan and implement such process improvements. 

School leaders need to understand that process improvement is continuous ï as todayôs critical processes improve, other processes will 
become the next set of critical processes. 

viii.  The notion of Circle of Influence  

Systemic constraints have a serious psychological impact on the effectiveness of school leadership. Focusing on the notion of Circle of 
Influence helps school leaders to overcome this sense of helplessness and start them on a positive spiral of results, increased self 
confidence, increase in their Circle of Influence, and better results.  

The program also briefly touches on the related Circle of Concern - all that concerns the individual, irrespective of whether the individual 
has any significant influence on them or not. This circle is critical to keep pushing the individual to expand his/her circle of 
influence to meet higher and higher orders of issues and challenges.  

ix.  Teachers as intellectual leaders of society and not minor technicians  

This means that the role of teachers (and teacher educators) must be clearly understood and appreciated. Viewing them as transmitters 
of pre-created knowledge will lead to a over-simplified view of the teaching -learning process that would not be conducive to 
achievement of our educational goals. Hence the SLDP must look at educational issues and their relationships with larger social 
issues which have impact on teaching-learning. 

This process of teacher empowerment would also gradually lead to their playing a rightful role as 'intellectual leaders' within their 
communities, which they have, in the past, played in so many cases. 

 
COMPONENTS OF SLDP 

The most significant component of School leadership is to have the right educational perspectives that derive from accepted educational 
philosophies and policies. The National Curriculum Framework 2005 clearly stresses that learning is an act of co-construction by learners, 
requiring their active participation. The crucial aspects of school leadership therefore lie in facilitating t he creation of democratic and 
participatory spaces.  
 

              Continuedé 
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However, educational perspectives are also the most difficult component to 'teach'. The program attempts to provide a series of 
experiences where educational perspectives are discussed, explicitly or implicitly. In addition, there is stress on 'learning to learn' 
skills comprising of reading, reflective writing, giving and receiving feedback etc., which can support the learning of the H Ts beyond 
the program itself.  
 
STRUCTURE OF SLDP (10 -DAY CONTACT TIME)  
In order to be effective change agents, SLDFs need to be open to change at a causative level. The pre-SLDP program of Embedding 
Leadership Excellence (ELE) enables prospective SLDFs  to examine themselves and work towards aligning their vision,  values and 
learning around the Evolutionary Leadership Model.  
The ELE component consists of 2 phases: Phase 1 is a four-day workshop followed by 
 one-on-one coaching for three days where they address their vision ï value alignment.  
They choose individual development plans to work on in the following months, then go   
to the field and implement the learning in their personal development projects.  
After a gap of nearly one and a half months they return for the next three -day phase where  
they work on their capacities to óLearn to learnô. This opens up new vistas and makes them  
look at life from the perspective of an óopportunityô rather than a óproblemô.  
 
i.  School Leadership Development  

The SLD component consists of two phases. In the first phase participants understand research- 
based school development factors that impact school effectiveness. The participants then  
carry out a field assignment in which they study a school of their choice through the lens of  
these school development factors. In the second phase the participants will look at how the  
schools of their choice can be developed based on the inputs that they have received during  
this component. The SLD component will have 15 days of contact time. 
 

ii.  Implemented School Development Project  

The prospective SLDFs will then implement a school development project in the school they have chosen. This will be carried out 
within a structured approach that provides opportunities for reflective practice. This component will have a contact time of ten days 
for joint planning, individual and peer reflections across a 15 -week period, during which time the project will have to be 
implemented.  
 

iii.  Module Development  

In the module development component, prospective SLDFs will plan how they will transact the SLDP. They will look that the 
development objectives for the SLDP and plan how they could use the content to meet the objectives. This exercise will be used to 
help them discover their own strengths and limitations in carrying out the program. Additional inputs will be provided to add ress 
these limitations. This component will have a contact time of 10 days.  
This session will have two objectives, one to improve and further contextualize the content of the SLDP, and secondly to enhance 
the participation and ownership of the SLDFs over the program and its content. The participati on in this 'co-construction' will also 
strengthen their understanding of the program, its goals, content and processes.  
 
iv.  Pilot  

The modules developed by the prospective School Leadership Development Facilitators will then be piloted in the field and feedback 
from the pilot will be used to refine the module  
 

     v. Certification:  Prospective School Leadership Development Facilitators will be certified  as:  
  
 1. School Leadership Development Facilitators ï those who are in a position to facilitate the School Leadership Development Program 

 
2. School Leadership Development Support Facilitators ï those who will need more 
time and support to grow into full fledged Facilitators and till then will play 
supportive roles to the facilitators  
 
3. School Leadership Development Facilitator participants, who while not being in a 
position to transact the program for HTs would be able to apply their learning in 
their regular work as BRPs to support the schools they work with, on school 
leadership issues and aspects 
The School Leadership Development Program for Head Teachers will be conducted 
using 1 & 2. 
 
By the end of this program the school leader should develop an understanding of 
the factors that impact school development, understand their roles in leading or 
facilitating school development and implement specific school development projects 
that contribute to the development of their own school.  
To help the participants synthesize their understanding into their personal theories 
of school development, participants are expected to reflect on some critical 
questions at various stages of the program, such as what they want their school to 
be like in three years and how this vision is related to the views of other 
stakeholders in the school, what are some of the critical  things that can be done to 
develop schools, what areas they can work on immediately to achieving this vision, 
and what the specific priorities are within this vision.  
 

As the program unfolds, participants are expected to find meaningful, nuanced and perso nalized answers to the questions for 
reflections. Tracking the changes in their answers at various points in the program and beyond provides them an opportunity t o 
observe their own personal growth on the journey of school development. This process is like ly to coincide with a larger process of 
the sharing of learning and peer learning with the key stakeholders that the school leader works with.  
 

Gurumurthy Kasinathan is with the ELM team in the Azim Premji Foundation and with IT for Change, a non -profit 
or ganization working in the area of information and communication technologies for social change  

 
(This article was written with inputs from Suparna Diwakar and Soumya PP)  
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An APF member facilitating a session 

Participants during a session 
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The program is being conducted at RIE ï Regional Institute of English.  The participants stay on campus for 
the duration of the residential program.  
 
Four pilot districts of Karnataka were selected for the SLD program ï Shimoga, Kolar, Kodugu (all blocks) and Hassan (four 
blocks).  We budgeted for 80 BRPs.  Once the program was envisaged, we did an activity plan, brainstormed and planned 
week-wise for the entire year.  Even before content development could happen, we planned the program as a collaboration 
with the RIs (EFIL, C-LAMPS) and PPU working together to design the program.  Once we had outlined our activities, we 
examined each unit to budget and schedule the quantitatives, deciding parameters, location, the number of days and 
manpower.     
 
The next step in the process was a Concept Note which went with the financials  
into the Annual Work Plan (AWP) and was presented for approval to the MHRD.  GoK  
funds were approved by the Education Secretary.  The travel fund for participants came  
from the SSA, Boarding and Lodging from GoK, and the resource institution cost from  
 the Foundation. The approval cycle started in January 2009 and was completed by 
 May 2009.  When EFIL was selected as the RI for the program, PPU acted as the 
 liaison between the organization and the Education Department and along with  
officers from DSERT helped organize trips to schools and a field visit to  
Chikkaballapur in order to create an understanding of the work ahead.  
 
The next order of business was the program design with a Roadmap Workshop in  
May 2009 with Sunil Batra of TISS, the RIs, and BRPS from across the state. The 
 participation of BRPS involves securing approval for travel and TA-DA calculations  
which goes through the Program Officer at SSA, then through the Quality Cell 
(Joint Director and Director) and finally to the SPD (State Project Director).   
Accommodation logistics are also handled by the PPU and approval sought from the  
 SPD. While the SLD dry run and design workshops were borne by the Foundation, 
 the structure for the Live Runs is as follows: participantsô travel funds are from the SSA, 
 boarding and lodging from GoK and the RI cost is borne by the Foundation. 
 
After several rounds of design workshops, G-4 presented the design to larger groups formed of members from the 
Foundation, the RIs, PPU and BRPs.  The ELE dry run took place in August, with 73 attendees who were selected from the 
MDP (all blocks of Kodugu, Shimoga and Kolar, and four blocks of Hassan district ï Belur, Hole Narsipura, Hassan and 
Arsikere).  The logistics and paperwork required for each workshop (circular for participants to come / submit file / approva l 
/ couriered to participants /  logistics fixing / budget estimation / approval / cash procurement / attendance participation 
certificate / after program expenditure prep / submission) were handled by PPU. The invoices submitted to the department 
have to include the following details under ñParametersò: number of BRPs, number of days of training, number of visits by 
BRPs to state, number of batches, number of participants per batch, number of halls, number of call conference machines( 1 
for 4 districts), call conference hrs/ person, hour s per day, months for rental of call conference, number of districts, number 
of visits by RPs per district, number of RPs and PPU members in workshop 
 
Costs: ELE training cost including evaluation, Boarding & lodging, working lunch/coffe e/ tea/biscuits/mineral water including 
all taxes-for RPs and PPU members, call conference machine cost, call conference talk time cost, call conference rental cost, 
monitoring and support for field visits by RPs, monitoring and support for field visits by RPs-travel, boarding & Lodging, TA, 
DA for Participants, Travel DA, Venue, projector, mike, etc. 
 
The two major challenges faced in the process include inadequate manpower for handling logistics, and organizing financial 
reimbursement from the Departmen t.  Program planning becomes difficult when files do not move fast enough. Usually file 
movement is not a problem because the order comes from the commissioner of Education, but for example if the SDP gets 
transferred in the middle of a program, files do n ot get cleared and reimbursements keep hanging. As far as the participant 
end is concerned, the dropout rate i s very low ï only about 5%.  And  this is because of a lot of coordination, mapping and 
advocacy ï which have to be ongoing efforts.  
 
Glossary  
APF: Azim Premji Foundation  
DA: Dearness Allowance  
ELE: Embedding Leadership Excellence 
GoK: Government of Karnataka 
MHRD: Ministry of Human Resource Development 
RI: Resource Institution 
PPU: Policy Planning Unit 
RP: Resource Person 
SPD: State Project Director 
TA: Travel Allowance 
TISS:Tata Institute of Social Sciences 
 

 

Soumya PP is the Assistant Director of Public Instruction,  
 Govt. of Karnataka, and M ember, Policy Planning Unit  

Managing Logistics: The PPU Side 

Soumya PP 
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Inside the RIE campus 

The participants during a training session 



 

  

  

 

Creative Spaces: Partner-Speak with EFIL 

SLDP was transacted by the Foundation in partnership with EFIL (Education for Integrating Life). The members of the Content Development 
team from the Foundation include Dr. N. Mythili, Pramod Shet, R. Sankara Prasad, Keshava Malagi, Dr. M.P. Kamath, Rajendra Tripathi, S.V. 

Manjunath, Dr. S.D. Chakrabarti, and Dr. Swati Chanda.  Mythili, Kamath and Manjunath were session facilitators as well. EFIL worked with 
the Foundation team members to develop content and to transact the modules during the training program.   
 
This report records EFILôs experiences during session transaction. 

 

At what stage did you get involved in the process?   How did you offer your 
inputs?   How were they incorporated into the training sessions and 
documents?  

EFIL entered into the process in March 2009, almost two years after MDP had started 
and SLDP was being conceived.  

First we entered to do the ELE (Embedding Leadership Excellence) for SLDFs. Then the 
Foundation offered us the opportunity to do SLD  also. The ELE is an in-house design and 
development in EFIL and we only offer workshops for the participants. All inputs are 
developed in-house and given for the workshop. For the SLD module we had a series of 
discussions and meetings, where our inputs were incorporated through collaborative 
effort with APF. The dry runs helped in developing the module.  

Individually, EFIL team members have been distributed across 3 teams which have been 
working in collaboration with corresponding APF team members to develop and finalize 
the design and content for specific areas which were agreed upon.  

 

What were your goals in transacting the sessions?    

To bring in effective change management within the education system. To mak e  
a difference and first grow the individual while enabling them to become a facilitator.  
This is a larger effort for us in building our country to  become robust rather than 
sitting and complaining about things not being fine.   

What were some of the hig hlights or successes you experienced  
in the facilitation process?  

There was a lot of doubt expressed by some members about the receptivity  
of a BRP to a self-growth module like ELE. But our experience totally contradicts  
this presumption. They were very receptive, understood the importance of  
the module and the change management work we were doing. They were willing  
 to put in a lot of effort to work on  development plans after the workshop inputs.  
The rich talent and the simplicity of the participants touched our hearts and there  
was a space for good bonding and friendship to be built. This itself became a space 
 for initiating thoughts on change.  

What were some of the challenges?  

The venue status and efforts to provide quality food and s pace was indeed a challenge during the workshop. The need to translate and 
transact the entire material in Kannada was also challenging. This is the first collaborative venture for EFIL. This is also our first project 
where the ownership of the program is not held by EFIL and decisions have to be collaborated on. This was challenging in terms of time 
and the energy it requires to coordinate. The availability of time was a huge constraint. We would have liked more time for induction and  
exposure to the rural and government sectors for t he facilitators before the roll out. 

What is your perception of the SLD program? Can you give some suggestions to strengthen it?  

This is at an infant stage and is an evolving model. A lot more depth and contextualization is required to make it a robust a nd meaningful 
program. But one of the important input s that has come in is that the program should be top down too on the governmental side, in 
order to build a wider understanding at all levels. In the absence of this, the participants spend a lot of time and effort t rying to convince 
their higher-ups of the ñwhatsò and ñwhysò of the projects and other program requirements.  If sustainability is our objective, t he top-
down approach is imperative.  

Can you offer some preliminary  impressions about how the participants (BRPs)  are responding to the program ? 

The participants are willing to learn if they see meaning in what transpires. They are used to a way of learning and now this is a new 
experience for them.  The facilitatorsô credibility has to be high and well-established if the BRPS have to listen and learn. The BRPs have a 
need to first express all that they know before they listen an d learn. So they have to be given adequate space to express their opinions. 
They are willing to partner and learn if they feel there is utter honesty in transaction.  
 

The exposure to the challenges of the working environment of the participants, the variet y of attitudes and skills, the high initiative 
displayed by a few of them have been the most significant take -homes for all of us. 

 

Continuedé 
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APF and EFIL members in conversation 

Participants and facilitators during an ELE 
session transaction 

 


