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CREATING A CULTURE OF CARING IN THE SELF-TRANSFORMING SCHOOL 

Brian J. Caldwell1 

I was delighted to be invited to present the concluding keynote address to this important 
conference. It is an important conference because all of society’s aspirations for schools 
depend on the strength and alignment in practice of the three key words in the conference 
theme – leading, learning and caring.   I accepted without hesitation because preparing and 
presenting this paper is an opportunity, actually a challenge, to test my view that a school 
can be self-transforming and that it can only be self-transforming if caring lies at the heart of 
the endeavour. 

I will draw on themes in my recent co-authored books The Self-Transforming School 
(Caldwell and Spinks 2013) and its predecessor Transforming Education through the Arts 
(Caldwell and Vaughan 2012), along with accounts of successful policy and practice around 
the world. 

 I define transformation as significant, systematic and sustained change that secures 
success for all students in all settings. A self-transforming school achieves or is well on its 
way to achieving significant, systematic and sustained change that secures success for all of 
its students regardless of the setting. Success refers to the capacity of a school to ensure 
that the needs, interests, aptitudes, aspirations and passions of all of its students are 
addressed. Among all sectors, independent schools should have a capacity to be self-
transforming. 

The concept of self-transformation is helpful in describing a caring culture in a school. A 
school is a caring school if it has the capacity and uses that capacity to successfully address 
the needs, interests, aspirations and passions of all of its students, regardless of the setting 
of that school. 

Coming at the end of the conference, the organisers encouraged me to ‘bring the themes 
together’, so it is a thematic presentation rather than one that focuses on particular 
processes and strategies. You, the participants, have described and illustrated the 
processes and the strategies. Frankly, I have never seen a conference program that 
addresses so richly the concept of caring. One could write a book on caring based on what 
you have contributed to this conference. I hope one or more of you take on the task. 

I have organised my remarks around four themes. The starting point is concerned with 
opportunities for caring in the curriculum (Theme 1).  I then address two apparent 
paradoxes, one is that there is much about caring that is innovative (Theme 2): another is 
that we must have hard heads as well as soft hearts – measurement of outcomes and the 
embedding of a caring culture are not mutually exclusive (Theme 3). I conclude by offering a 
futures perspective and highlight the importance of being nimble in the design and delivery 
of programs in care (Theme 4).  
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Caring and Curriculum 

My interest in curriculum has been sharpened in recent weeks with my appointment as 
Deputy Chair of the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA). I 
do not speak in this capacity but I can reflect in general terms on how alignment can be 
achieved between a national curriculum, a commitment to a high level of school autonomy, 
as is the case for independent schools, and personalising approaches to learning and 
teaching. 

Australia has a national curriculum for years F-10 for the first time in its history. Apart from 
an effort to meet the needs of an increasingly mobile population, its development is one of a 
range of strategies to help lift the performance of students. Developed by the Australian 
Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA) it was adopted with the support 
of all state / territory and federal ministers for education and representatives of the Catholic 
and independent sectors. It is currently under review. 

Closer examination of delivery reveals that the national curriculum, as such, is not 
necessarily and, indeed, should not be manifested in the learning experience of each and 
every student in every classroom around the nation. Figure 1 illustrates the ‘delivery chain’, 
so to speak, with the national curriculum incorporated in state and territory curricula, with 
adaptations to suit priorities in particular jurisdictions, with further adaptation at the school 
level. Inevitably, teachers then tailor experiences to the needs of their students. Key 
questions are posed in Figure 1: Does the school have or exercise authority to adapt the 
curriculum? Do teachers have the capacity to adapt the local version of the curriculum to the 
needs of their students? Do the school and its staff have the capacity to tailor the curriculum 
in personalised learning? Achieving success for all students in all settings assumes an 
affirmative response to each of these questions, and the nature of these responses 
determines the nature and extent of a caring culture in schools. 

Affirmative responses call for action in three ‘policy domains’, as illustrated in Figure 1. 
Policy Domain 1 calls for jurisdictions to adapt or incorporate the national curriculum to suit 
their circumstances. Policy Domain 2 requires jurisdictions to provide schools with significant 
autonomy to tailor the curriculum to meet the mix of student needs and local priorities / 
specialisations. Policy Domain 3 requires teachers to have the capacities to personalise 
learning. 

Achieving these alignments is a pre-requisite for a caring culture and the program of this 
conference illustrates processes and strategies for success in independent schools in a 
range of settings. 

Paradox 1: Caring as Innovation 

Many of these processes and strategies are innovative, in the schools in which they have 
been implemented, if not in school education in general. And that is a paradox, isn’t it – that 
creating a caring culture is an innovation.  

It is helpful at this point to make the connections between innovation, change and reform. 
Innovation and reform are intersecting sub-sets in the broader domain of change, as 
illustrated in Figure 2. Expressed simply, not all reform is innovation; not all innovation is 
reform; reform and innovation are examples of change. Creating a caring culture is not so 
much a reform as it is an innovation in many settings. 

Embedding a capacity for innovation 

Successful innovations often arise in unexpected fashion when the right culture allows them 
to do so. Innovations are often ‘disruptive’ (Christensen, Johnson and Horn 2007. An 
example of a centre-energised approach driven by a discrete unit was the decision in some 
systems and some schools to test the efficacy of the tablet computer.  
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Figure 1: Illustrating opportunities in the curriculum for creating a culture of caring© 
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Figure 2: Relationship between change, reform and innovation (Caldwell and Spinks 2013: 
103) 

Most schools and teachers took the matter into their own hands as parents and students 
provided the tablets, or schools purchased or leased them, as teachers quickly saw their 
merit. A ‘tipping point’ (Gladwell 2011) was reached very quickly. Aspects of learning and 
teaching were quickly transformed. Apart from these considerations, selecting which 
innovations are to be scaled up can, on occasion, come close to ‘picking winners’ that do not 
work out in the long run, in which case needless expense and loss of trust are incurred.  

Here are two questions to reflect on. Were the particular processes and strategies that were 
described and illustrated in this conference or have been introduced in your school 
‘disruptive’? Has a ‘tipping point’ been achieved as far as embedding them in a caring 
culture is concerned? 

The Innovator’s DNA 

Dyer, Gregersen and Christensen (2011) built on the concept of ‘disruptive change’ to 
describe ‘the innovator’s DNA’. Their work was an outcome of research over eight years in 
which leaders of the most innovative companies were interviewed to determine their 
personal attributes. The questions were penetrating to the extent that these attributes are 
quite fundamental in a personal sense, hence the idea of ‘the innovator’s DNA’. The 
companies were private profit-making enterprises but the authors made clear that the 
findings are more broadly applicable. There is no reason to believe that they are not 
pertinent to innovation in schools, with the authors identifying the following as the core skills: 
(1) associational thinking – innovative thinkers connect fields, problems, or ideas that others 
find unrelated – surely a requirement for creating a caring culture; (2) questioning – 
innovators are consummate questioners who show a passion for inquiry – those with a 
commitment to caring are prepared to challenge the status quo; (3) observing – innovators 
are intense observers who gain insights into and ideas for new ways of doing things; (4) 
networking – innovators spend a lot of time and energy finding and testing ideas through a 
diverse network of individuals with different backgrounds and perspectives – this conference 
and others, along with reading and site visits – provide further opportunities in respect to 

CHANGE 

REFORM INNOVATION 
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caring; and (5) experimenting – innovators are constantly trying out new experiences and 
piloting new ideas – as has been the case in what has been described in this conference.  

I would expect that those who have adopted an innovative approach to care have these 
attributes in their DNA. 

Disciplined innovation or the discipline of innovation? 

Peter Drucker, one of the most influential writers on leadership and innovation in the last one 
hundred years, laid the foundation for the response to this question in an article in the 
Harvard Business Review entitled ‘The Discipline of Innovation’ (Drucker 2002 based on 
Drucker 1985).  

The following excerpts from the Drucker article shed further light on the nature of innovation 
in all fields, for he included public services as well as business in his analysis: 

 ‘[Innovation is] the effort to create purposeful, focused change in an enterprise’s 
economic or social potential’. (p. 6) 

 ‘There are, of course, innovations that spring from a flash of genius. Most 
innovations, however, especially the successful ones, result from a conscious, 
purposeful search for innovation opportunities which are found only in a few 
situations’. (p. 6) 

 Innovation opportunities arise from or are presented by unexpected occurrences, 
incongruities, process needs, industry and market changes, demographic changes, 
changes in perception, and new knowledge. 

Drucker proposed the following ‘principles of innovation’: 

 Purposeful, systematic innovation begins with the analysis of the sources of new 
opportunities. 

 Because innovation is both conceptual and perceptual, would-be innovators must 
also go out and look, ask, and listen. 

 To be effective, an innovation has to be simple and has to be focused. It should do 
only one thing; otherwise it confuses people. 

 Effective innovations start small. They are not grandiose 

 Above all, innovation is work rather than genius. It requires knowledge. It often 
requires ingenuity. And it requires focus. (Drucker 2002: 9-10)  

Drucker shed further light on his view of innovation in Management Challenges for the 21st 
Century which was published in his ninetieth year (Drucker 1999):  

 ‘. . . an enterprise has to have a policy of systematic innovation’ (p. 84) 

 ‘Innovation is not “flash of genius”. It is hard work.’ (p. 85) 

 ‘But every organisation – not just businesses – needs one core competence: 
innovation. And every organisation needs a way to record and appraise its innovative 
performance.’ (p. 119) 

 Continuous innovation has to be built into the knowledge worker’s job. (p. 146) 

The implications of these statements could not be clearer. Innovation in creating a caring 
culture is not something done occasionally or in good times or when one or a small number 
of staff have a propensity for it. It must be built in to the daily operations of a school; it must 
be a discipline as much as other disciplines that underpin good leadership and good 
management. 

Leading edges for innovation in care 

Milton Chen is former executive director of The George Lucas Education Foundation and 
one-time director of research at Sesame Workshop, working on Sesame Street. He is well-
placed to frame the possibilities for the transformation of learning. Writing in Education 
Nation: Six Leading Edges of Innovation in our Schools (Chen 2010) he described six 
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‘leading edges’ that are giving shape to the transformation of learning and these provide a 
useful framework – but not the only framework – for creating a caring culture if the needs, 
interests, aptitudes, aspirations and passions of students are to be addressed for all 
students. The following is a synopsis of the six ‘leading edges’. 

The Thinking Edge: ‘the most basic prerequisite to creating an Education Nation is changing 
our thinking about the enterprise itself – the learning process, the role of students, teachers 
and parents, and what is possible given the opportunities afforded by technology’ (p. 11). An 
illustration of ‘the thinking edge’ is to turn ‘either/or’ debates into ‘both-and’ syntheses. Chen 
lists ten; for example, rather than teacher-centred instruction or student-centred learning he 
offers a synthesis: ‘teachers are vital in a student-centred classroom, but they play a 
different role when technology is the platform for content and collaboration’ (p. 23). Clearly 
there must be a balance that includes serious attention to a student-centred approach in the 
creation of a caring culture. 

The Curriculum Edge: ‘the curriculum edge represents the growing trend of transforming and 
reorganising the most fundamental educational activities; what students are taught and how 
their learning is assessed. This edge recognises that today’s curriculum has not kept up with 
the rapid pace of change in every discipline. The very definition of what a course is, how it is 
organised, and what it covers needs to be reconceived for advances in twenty-first century 
knowledge’ (p. 35). This was addressed earlier for opportunities in the curriculum for creating 
a caring culture; it is also taken up in the final section on a future’s perspective. 

The Technology Edge: ‘until every student has his or her own computer, the benefits of 
using them on a regular, ongoing basis are undercut’ (p. 87). While he documented the 
extraordinary growth in the number of school students taking online courses, he is careful to 
acknowledge that attending a ‘bricks-and-mortar’ school will continue to be important. He 
has reservations about the position taken by writers such as Christensen, Johnson and Horn 
(2008) in Disrupting Class that online learning is a competitive force ‘that finally will 
challenge the dominance of bricks-and-mortar schools relying on teachers in physical 
classrooms’ (p. 111). It is hard to escape the importance of a ‘bricks-and-mortar’ facility in 
the creation of a caring culture but we now know that many students who may be bored by 
traditional approaches are at ease with access to technology  

The Time/Place Edge: which ‘represents the destruction of the old view of education 
happening within the four walls of the classroom’ (p. 139). Noteworthy are the illustrations 
provided by Chen of the benefits for those who do not or cannot attend school and who have 
benefited from learning after school and in summer programs. He referred to one study ‘in 
which law enforcement officials chose the expansion of afterschool programs over hiring 
more police by a 4-to-1 margin to reduce youth-related crime’ (p. 149).  

The Co-Teaching Edge: Chen acknowledged that teachers are the most important resource 
in securing the success of students but described partnerships with others who can support 
the effort, including parents, professionals in other fields and students.  

The Youth Edge: today’s students ‘are marching through our schools, carrying a 
transformational change in their pockets in the form of powerful handheld devices. Yet this 
generation, 95 percent of the stakeholders in education and the ones who stand the most to 
lose from a poor education, are often left out of the conversation about how to change it’ (p. 
213). Chen provided the following description of the twenty-first century learner: 

In the traditional classroom, a student’s main job is to sit, listen, take good notes, do 
the homework, memorise facts, figures, and formulae, and repeat this information 
back in quizzes and tests. The twenty-first century student uses technology to 
actively seek out reliable and high-quality information, analyse these sources, and 
utilise them in producing a product of his or her knowledge. In the traditional 
classroom, the teacher works hard and the students rest. In classrooms emulating 
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the modern workplace, the students should be the ones working the hardest. (Chen 
2010: 237) 

Figure 3 illustrates the continuum of possibilities for each of the leading edges. How far a 
school or classroom or learning experience has moved along the continuum for each of the 
leading edges may be mapped, as illustrated in the three lines that connect each continuum. 
The dotted line at the left illustrates the traditional classroom in the traditional school. There 
is only one way knowledge is transmitted (either / or), the curriculum is traditional and largely 
discipline based, few students and probably few teachers are empowered with current 
technology, formal learning occurs in the classroom and is delivered by the teacher alone, 
and students are largely passive recipients in the process, with teachers doing all the work.  

The centre solid line which moves backwards and forwards across the various continua, 
illustrates a school that has moved some way to developing a ‘both / and’ way of managing 
knowledge, but does so in a fairly traditional classroom but about half the students have 
access to up-to-date technology. Most but not all of the formal learning occurs at the school 
site. The teacher is not the sole source of knowledge; those who work in other settings are 
brought in as experts on some occasions, either face-to-face or online. Students are gaining 
their voice; they are not passive but teachers still do much of the work. This classroom has 
made a modest start to the transformation of learning. The double line at the right represents 
a school where learning has been transformed.  

 

 

Figure 3: Illustrating opportunities for innovations in learning that have implications for the 
creation of a caring culture (Caldwell and Spinks 2013: 122) (based on classifications 
described by Chen 2010) 
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These illustrations do not convey the depth of knowledge and skill required to move from left 
to right across Figure 3. We know far more than ever before about how young people learn 
and the efficacy of different approaches to learning and teaching and the support of learning 
and teaching. Building the capacity of the profession on these matters is critically important. 

Paradox 2: Measurement in Caring 

There is an interesting perspective on why features of current efforts at school reform are 
proving dysfunctional in some jurisdictions, and this relates to the economics of education.  

A refreshing general view on economics was presented by Tomas Sedlacek, a Czech 
economist who served as an economics advisor to Václav Havel, the philosopher and 
playwright who became President of Czechoslovakia and then the Czech Republic after the 
Velvet Revolution in 1989. In a tour de force on the development of economic thought 
(Economics of Good and Evil: The Quest for Economic Meaning from Gilgamesh to Wall 
Street) Sedlacek (2011) described how economics has lost its way and has been seduced 
by mathematical modelling, but acknowledged that this is not the fault of mathematics. He 
declared that ‘Without a doubt, mathematics has become the main language of modern 
economics . . . In economics, we now find little of history, psychology, philosophy, or a wider 
social science approach’ (Sedlacek 2011: 285). He quoted the great economist Joseph 
Schumpeter, writing in the first issue of Econometrica: ‘Much of what you want to know 
about economic phenomena can be discovered and stated without any technical, let alone 
mathematical, refinements upon ordinary modes of thought, and without elaborate treatment 
of statistical figures’ (Sedlacek 2011: 290). 

Does this commentary not also apply to what we are attempting to do in setting expectations 
for schools and how we are measuring progress in achieving those expectations? Does this 
not also apply to how governments and schools respond when they see the latest results 
from PISA or outcomes on their own national or sub-national tests such as NAPLAN? The 
fault is not with the mathematics (echoing Sedlacek) or with the importance attached to what 
the tests are attempting to measure. It is the way we are reducing our sense of 
accomplishment in education, as we do in economics, to ‘equations, graphs, numbers, 
formulas . . . well, mathematics’ (Sedlacek 2011: 285). The fault does not lie with 
mathematics; it is the reduction of the worth of education to mathematics.  

How does this analysis relate to the creation of a caring culture in schools? It is palpably 
clear that improvement in the results in testing regimes is dependent on ‘raising the bar and 
closing the gap’ in student achievement, and all in the enterprise must be adept at 
measuring whether progress is being made as well as the creation of a caring culture in the 
sense considered in this paper. It is important to devise ways to measure progress in hard-
to-measure domains such as caring. Policy-makers and practitioners must re-double their 
efforts in this regard. 

Measuring impact in the Arts 

At Educational Transformations we were challenged to respond along these lines in 
research that underpinned my co-authored book Transforming Education through the Arts 
(Caldwell and Vaughan 2012).  

The Song Room (TSR) is a Melbourne-based not-for-profit that offers free arts-based 
programs for children in disadvantaged and other high-need settings. According to TSR, 
700,000 students in public primary schools in Australia have no opportunity to participate in 
programs in the arts.  TSR is supported by grants from federal and state governments as 
well as funding from foundations, other not-for-profits and the corporate sector.  

The research team at Educational Transformations examined the performance of students in 
10 schools in highly disadvantaged settings in Western Sydney. Three schools offered a 
longer-term program over 12 to 18 months, and three schools offered an initial short-term 
program of 6 months. In each instance the program was conducted for Grade 5 and 6 
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students for one hour on a single day once per week. A control group of four schools did not 
offer The Song Room program. The three groups of schools were a matched set. At the time 
of the study they scored roughly the same on the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and 
Reporting Authority (ACARA) Index of Community Socio-Educational Advantage (ICSEA), 
as calculated in 2009. An even closer match was evident when 2010 ICSEA scores were 
used. The study is a rare example of quasi-experimental design in educational research.  

Important differences were found in favour of students that undertook the TSR program. The 
findings have national and international significance. First, related research in other 
countries is confirmed. Second, there appears to be a direct association between the arts 
and outcomes in other areas. Third, the wisdom of including the arts in the Australian 
Curriculum is confirmed. The key findings were as follows: 

1. Participation in TSR is associated with a gain of approximately one year in Year 5 
NAPLAN scores in reading and approximately half a year in science and technology 
when compared to outcomes for students in matching schools. 

2. Participation in TSR is associated with higher levels of social and emotional well-
being (SEWB) on every dimension of the ACER SEWB scale compared to measures 
for students in matching schools. 

3. While there was no implication that students in TSR in participating schools had a 
propensity to engage in juvenile crime, the findings are consistent with world-wide 
research on factors that mitigate such engagement. 

Noteworthy was our use of the ACER SEWB scale (#2 above) that has dimensions that a 
central to the concept of caring. Indicators in the five components of the SEWB construct are 
as follows: 

Indicators of SEWB: This category includes students’ self perceptions of the 
presence of their positive emotions and behaviours (e.g. happy, get along with 
others, participated) and the absence of negative emotions and behaviours e.g. do 
not take drugs, not feeling hopeless, not feeling stressed) 

Indicators of resilience: This category includes students’ self-perceptions of their 
emotional capabilities/coping skills and positive, rational attitudes (e.g. not putting 
yourself down when you do not understand something, believing you have what it 
takes to be successful).   

Indicators of positive social skills and values: This category includes students’ self-
perceptions of their social capabilities, such as friendship making, solving conflicts, 
understanding how people feel, willingness to follow rules, and important social 
values (e.g. respect, caring, honesty, responsibility and good citizenship).   

Indicators of positive work management and engagement skills: This category 
includes students’ self-perceptions of their learning capabilities, such as work 
confidence (e.g. raising hand to answer a difficult question), persistence, 
organisation (e.g. planning time) and work cooperation.  

Indicators of positive school life: This category includes students’ perceptions of 
the positive actions of teachers, including teachers caring about students, helping 
students be successful, discussing values and social and emotional skills and 
values, as well as involving students in decisions about classroom rules and 
interesting school activities.   

(ACER 2010: 11) 

An implication for the creation of a caring culture is that we should not rail against what some 
see as a reductionist approach to measuring the achievement of schools, either in economic 
terms or in what we choose to measure in testing regimes. These should be acknowledged, 
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along with their limitations, at the same time that we draw on a wider range of approaches to 
measurement, such as those associated with student social and emotional well-being. 

A Futures Perspective 

Complementing the need for deeply embedding a capacity for caring in schools is the 
importance of gaining a ‘futures perspective’. Caldwell and Loader (2010) adopted the 
metaphor of ‘seeing’ in describing a futures-focused school. A futures-focused school ‘sees 
ahead’, but it also ‘sees behind’, honouring and extending its accomplishments in the past. It 
‘sees above’ in the sense of understanding the policy context. It ‘sees below’, demonstrating 
a deep understanding of the needs, interests, motivations and aspirations of students and 
staff. It ‘sees beside’ by networking professional knowledge to take account of best practice 
in other schools in similar settings. It ‘sees beyond’ by seeking out best practice in other 
nations and in fields other than education. It is consistent and persistent; it ‘sees it through’. 
The metaphor of ‘sensing’ is also helpful given that ‘seeing’ refers to what is already in place 
or is projected. A futures-focused school is alert to signals in its internal and external 
environment that may influence what may occur in the future and that may subsequently be 
‘seen’. These signals may be strong or weak and a high level of sensitivity is required to 
distinguish among them (Caldwell and Loader 2010: 20).  

The challenge for schools is to do well in what they are currently expected to do at the same 
time that they keep an eye on promising innovations and future possibilities, basically a ‘split 
screen’ approach. Each must be done well if a self-transforming school is also to be a caring 
school (as it must).  

Strategic navigation 

Strategic planning and operational planning continue to be important, but they need to be 
managed differently. Old-style strategic planning with voluminous documents covering 
almost every aspect of school operations, invariably based on unmanageable often data-free 
SWOT analyses, should pass into history, as should similar efforts in school improvement 
planning. This kind of work can only be fruitful if there is a degree of stability and 
predictability in matters that may involve large commitments of funds over time. Examples 
include strategic planning for new facilities. The complexity and pace of change demand a 
different approach for most aspects of strategic decision-making 

One way of doing this is through a process Richard Hames called ‘strategic navigation’ 
(Hames 2007) an approach adapted to the school sector by Caldwell and Loader (2010: 48-
49) from which this summary is drawn. Instead of generating a plan with dated and static 
intelligence, strategic navigation responds to real-time, current intelligence. Instead of 
leaders following directions and meeting deadlines, they are free to respond to the situation 
as they read it. Instead of an emphasis on the plan, the emphasis is upon the navigation. 
The result is a more dynamic approach to strategy that is more inclusive of staff in both the 
assessment of the issues and in the development of responses. Strategic navigation is more 
suited to the current turbulent times where continuous corrections are necessary. 

Strategy is no longer a once-a-year task. For the school and its leaders and their colleagues 
it is the very core of their daily work, and the essential lens through which they evaluate and 
prioritise that work. As a result, what schools need is a community of leaders who 
understand the social and political trends, who share a desire to deliver an agreed possible 
future and who are therefore able to be responsive and innovative within a strategic 
framework. The goal of strategic navigation is to engage the whole community in a 
continuous ongoing process that will address complexity, manage uncertainty and embed a 
disciplined approach to innovation. Clearly, strategic navigation is a helpful if not necessary 
tool in keeping ahead of the game in creating a culture of caring. 
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Conclusion 

It is fair to conclude that meeting the expectations of the public and profession for securing 
success for all students in all settings will require more than incremental change or working 
harder to implement current approaches in creating a culture of learning. Innovation is an 
imperative.   

A reassuring description of what is likely and what is preferred is contained in the following 
vision offered by Houle and Cobb (2011) in Shift Ed: A Call to Action for Transforming K-12 
Education.  

A transformed school will not look like that brick building set apart from the society it 
is intended to serve. A transformed school will be an integrated part of the 
community and its students will be active participants and contributors to the 
community. In short, a transformed school will look more like life. (Houle and Cobb 
2011: 72) 

This is encouraging if not exciting, but there is a pitfall and a paradox (a third!). Too much of 
‘life’ is characterised by an absence of care. This raises the stakes as far as expectations for 
schools are concerned. 

Some words in the title of Malcolm Gladwell’s recent book David & Goliath: Underdogs, 
misfits and the art of battling giants (Gladwell 2013) are relevant to meeting these 
expectations. Two statements in his summary about the battle between David and Goliath 
are pertinent: 

In reality, the very thing that gave the giant [Goliath] his size was also the source of 
his greatest weakness. There is an important lesson in that for battles with all kinds 
of giants. The powerful and strong are not always what they seem. 

David came running toward Goliath, powered by courage and faith [and also by 
superior technology]. Goliath was blind to his approach – and then he was down, too 
big and slow and blurry-eyed to comprehend the way the tables had been turned. All 
these years, we’ve been telling these kinds of stories wrong. David and Goliath is 
about getting them right. (pp. 14-15) 

Let’s get the story right when it comes to Leading, Learning and Caring!  
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