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      FOREWORD

      
      In every walk of life, it is an advantage to be smart. The businesses that get out in front of the pack are usually the ones
         that outthink their competitors. The people who live long and vital lives are usually the ones who have consistently made
         smart choices.
      

      
      The value of smart is obvious—it underlies our ability to think, reason, make decisions, communicate, and take action. That’s
         why people are constantly searching for advice about how to think smarter and more effectively. And there’s certainly no shortage
         of books on the subject.
      

      
      Most of those books fall into one of two camps. There are many authors with beliefs and intuitions who want to tell you what
         has worked for them in the past. Their advice often has the feel of good common sense, but it isn’t backed with any real science.
         There are also books written by scientists, which are heavy on the details, but light on practical recommendations.
      

      
      Every once in a while, you find a book that combines leading-edge science with news you can use. Our friend and colleague Art Markman has written just such a book. As one of the world’s most respected voices in the field
         of cognitive science, he has spent the last 20 years as a university professor writing papers for scientific journals and
         advancing what cognitive science knows about thinking. But, he has also spent time outside of the lab working on real problems. He works with companies to give their employees new
         ways to think. He even contributed some psychology background to two of the You books.
      

      
      In Smart Thinking, Art has taken his command of cognitive science from his own research and from his experience as a journal editor and boiled
         the discipline down to its essence. He has isolated a formula for thinking more effectively. But, he doesn’t just report the
         research, he gives it to you in a highly actionable form. The book is filled with specific suggestions and tips that you can
         use to create new habits to think better starting literally from Chapter 1.
      

      
      So, whether you’re a student just starting out, an executive looking for an edge in the business world, or someone who is
         curious about how an understanding of psychology can change your life, Smart Thinking has a lot to offer.
      

      
      But remember, just as good health requires effort on your part to learn about your body, eat right, and develop a routine
         for exercise, Smart Thinking requires effort to learn about your mind, and to change your daily thinking habits. Reading this
         book, then, is an important step toward success.
      

      
      —CRAIG B. WYNETT AND DR. MEHMET OZ

      
      
         Craig B. Wynett is chief learning officer for the Procter & Gamble Company. Dr. Mehmet Oz is vice chair and professor of surgery
            at Columbia University, bestselling author, and Emmy Award–winning host of The Dr. Oz Show.
         

      

   
      
      ONE

      
      What Is Smart Thinking?

      


      Smart Thinking and intelligence are not the same.
      

      
      Learn the formula for Smart Thinking.
      

      
      Evaluate your own behavior.
      



       

      [image: image] WHEN I WAS IN HIGH SCHOOL, I WORKED CLEANING an office building on weekends. I emptied ashtrays and trash cans, scrubbed the kitchen and toilets, and vacuumed the carpets.
         I plugged in a loud industrial-strength vacuum and ran it over the floors. The big canvas bag at the back of the vacuum would
         inflate, and sometimes a fine stream of dust would flow out of the bag and into the air. I used to get home after cleaning
         and take a shower to get the thin layer of dust particles off my skin.
      

      
      I didn’t see that as an opportunity, though.

      
      At about the same time, James Dyson was also unhappy with his vacuum. It would suck the dust from the floor and filter it
         through the bag. He noticed that the dust would clog the mesh of the bag, and the vacuum would get less efficient the longer
         he used it.
      

      
      Dyson decided there must be a better way. He redesigned the vacuum. He used a cardboard tube to create a cyclone. The cyclone
         created centrifugal force. The dust particles were thrown outside the cyclone and could be collected in a container. This
         new design led to a revolution in the vacuum industry and created a company that consistently makes over $100 million in profits
         a year.
      

      
      Smart, right?

      
      In 1999, Fiona Fairhurst—a designer and former competitive swimmer—and her team at Speedo went looking for a way to improve
         the performance of swimsuits for elite athletes. The central problem for her group is that when a person swims, the water
         exerts a number of forces against the body. These forces are collectively called drag. If you pull your hand quickly through
         a full bathtub, you can feel the drag acting against your movement. The faster you try to pull your hand through the tub,
         the stronger the forces that push against the movement. The design team started with the premise that there had to be a way
         to develop a swimsuit fabric that would decrease the effects of drag on a swimmer’s body.
      

      
      Fairhurst and her team looked to the animal kingdom for inspiration. They noticed that sharks are an interesting case. Sharks
         swim very fast, though their bodies ought to create a lot of drag. After analyzing samples of sharkskin at the Natural History
         Museum in London, Fairhurst found that they had structures on the skin called denticles that act to keep water molecules from
         sticking to the shark’s skin. That structure lessens the drag on the shark.
      

      
      The team created a fabric that mimicked the denticles in shark-skin and then made full-body swimsuits from this material.
         This new suit had a dramatic impact on the sport of swimming. Soon after its introduction, world record times in swimming
         started to tumble.
      

      
      Surely, many groups had tried to create sleeker and more efficient swimsuits. Why was Fairhurst the one who made that happen? How did Dyson create a revolutionary new design for a vacuum while
         I just got covered with dust? Can these examples of Smart Thinking be explained by what we commonly call intelligence?
      

      
      Intelligence is defined as an inborn quality that determines how well you are going to be able to think. You may have taken
         an IQ test at some point. The sections of IQ tests make you do things with numbers, have you mentally fold pieces of paper
         to imagine what they would look like, and figure out what picture would come next in a series. Funny how intelligence tests
         end up asking you to do things that don’t look anything like what you do out in the real world. Indeed, it is a core assumption
         of IQ tests that the things they measure are largely independent of your specific knowledge. And it is true that IQ tests
         measure a real psychological quality. Your score on an IQ test won’t change much over the course of your life.
      

      
      You probably know a number of people who “test well.” These people get great scores on IQ tests, SATs, GREs, LSATs. Some of
         them are also quite successful. They have gone on into the world, achieved their goals, and changed the way people around
         them think. Others have not lived up to their potential. They never found a passion. Their test scores were the high points
         of their mental lives.
      

      
      Take the case of Bill, a guy I knew in college. We weren’t great friends, but we would stop and talk if we saw each other
         on the street between classes. He got good grades in high school. When he was preparing his college applications, he took
         the SAT one time and got a perfect score. He was a solid student in college. His grades were respectable. He was witty and
         had lots of friends. But, none of his classes really excited him. I never heard him talk about a class with a sparkle in his eyes. By our junior
         year in college, I had developed a love of cognitive science, but he took a smattering of classes, none of which really grabbed
         him. I remember seeing him a few months before graduation. On a whim, he took another aptitude test at the end of college,
         the GRE. This test gets used for admission to graduate schools. He got another perfect score. A score like that could get
         him into the graduate school of his choice. Because he wasn’t that excited by any particular topic, though, he decided to
         go into the working world. I hear from Bill every now and again. He put together a solid career tutoring high school students
         for their classes. As it turns out, his real aptitude was for test taking.
      

      
      I suspect that if I could look at Bill’s score on an IQ test, it would be off the chart. Whatever intelligence is, Bill has
         it. But, Bill is no Dyson. He has no major inventions to his credit. He has not succeeded to the point at which he is a household
         name. He has not applied his raw intelligence to new problems.
      

      
      And it isn’t just Bill. Tests like the SAT, GRE, and the LSAT and even IQ tests are poor predictors of success in college
         or in life. At best, there is a moderate relationship between scores on these tests and students’ grades in school. That means
         that there are plenty of people who get great scores on tests of intelligence, but don’t succeed. Others get so-so scores,
         but find a passion and do great things in science, math, business, music, and the arts.
      

      
      You don’t have to rely only on anecdotes here. Lewis Terman was a psychologist in the early 20th century who helped develop
         IQ tests. He was particularly interested in people with high scores on those tests, and he was convinced that a high IQ was
         an important predictor of people’s success in life. To try to prove this point, he gave IQ tests to a large number of children. From this sample, he identified a group of children who scored highly and
         followed them for years. This group—called the Termites—were all certified geniuses. Some of the Termites really did grow
         up to have highly successful careers. But not everyone was a great success. Of all of the children who took the IQ tests that
         Terman administered, one—William Shockley—went on to win the Nobel Prize in physics for his work developing the transistor.
         However, Shockley’s score on the IQ test was not high enough for him to be included in the group Terman studied. Shockley
         won the highest honor that can be given to a physicist, but he was no Termite.
      

      
      Some researchers argue that intelligence isn’t one thing, but instead it is many different things. They suggest that IQ tests
         are not good at predicting success because they do not measure the right forms of intelligence or the right combinations to
         predict how well people will do in real situations. But even that more nuanced way of thinking about intelligence falls short
         as an explanation of Smart Thinking. Measuring someone’s IQ does not tell you whether he or she engages in Smart Thinking,
         because most of what we are talking about when we say that someone has done something smart is not measured by tests of intelligence.
         That’s because IQ tests focus almost entirely on abstract reasoning abilities.
      

      
      But the Smart Thinking that led to the cyclone vacuum and the Fastskin swimsuit had nothing to do with abstract reasoning.
         Smart Thinking is really about the content of what you know and how you use it. Synthesizing the results of my own research
         with that of other studies in cognitive science, I come to a very different description of what leads to innovative ideas.
      

      [image: image]

      
      Smart Thinking: 
The Ability to Solve New Problems 
Using Your Current Knowledge
      

      
      Science shows clearly that Smart Thinking is not an innate quality. It is a skill that can be developed. That is, you are
         not born with a particular capacity to do smart things. Each of the components of being smart is already part of your mental
         toolbox.
      

      
      To see the difference between Smart Thinking and intelligence, let’s think about chess. On the surface, you might think that
         chess is a great example of the power of abstract thought. The standard stereotype of chess players is that they are highly
         intelligent people who occupy themselves by playing this complicated game. Researchers in artificial intelligence (AI) have
         been attracted to chess partly because it is a game with clear rules and so it is well-suited to a computer and partly because
         it is seen as a hallmark of intelligence. AI researchers figured that if they could crack the problem of chess, they would
         really demonstrate that computers are smart.
      

      
      What makes the game of chess so difficult is that there are an enormous number of possible moves. If you just start laying
         out the possible moves of the game, there are millions of potential configurations of pieces on the board after only three
         moves by each player. When computers are taught to play chess, much of what they do is abstract reasoning of the type that
         intelligence tests examine. Chess computers search through the set of moves that could be made starting from the current position
         on the board. The computer simulates what a good opponent would do, and follows the most promising leads. The computer is trying to look as far ahead in the game as possible. This strategy has
         been quite successful, and in 1997 IBM’s Deep Blue computer beat the reigning world champion Garry Kasparov.
      

      
      Psychologists have also been interested in chess and have studied how experts play. It turns out that experts play the game
         very differently from the way that computers do. Chess experts learn lots of sets of opening moves that often lead to advantageous
         board positions. They also learn lots of endgame groupings of pieces that signal when a game can be won by one side or the
         other. In the middle of games, world-class chess players learn to recognize patterns of pieces that suggest new moves to take.
         They may follow a few possibilities forward through several moves to see what might happen, but they are not doing the kind
         of systematic search of millions of possible moves that computers do.
      

      
      This research shows that it is the content of what experts know rather than some abstract reasoning ability that affects the
         way they play chess. One interesting experiment on this topic looked at subtypes of expert chess players. I don’t play chess
         very well, and so I always assumed that every chess master plays the game in about the same way. Actually, chess masters are
         like tennis players. Just like there are some tennis players who prefer to serve and volley while others like to hit ground
         strokes from the baseline, different chess masters develop their own styles of play. In this experiment, researchers compared
         one group that was skilled in a particular opening style called the French defense to a second group that was skilled in a
         style called the Sicilian defense. Experts in the French defense were much better at solving new chess problems that reflected
         the way the board would look starting with the French defense than starting with the Sicilian defense. Those who generally played the Sicilian defense were better at Sicilian defense problems than French defense problems.
      

      
      Even in chess, it’s what you know that matters.

      
      The way that someone becomes an expert is to spend a lot of time learning about openings, and endgames, and strategies for
         playing the middle part of the game. Years of work give people specific knowledge about chess that they can use to play the
         game at the highest level. That is, chess is a skill, not a talent. It can be learned.
      

      
      Smart Thinking is like chess. Even though it may seem like Smart Thinking must be some kind of talent, it is really a skill.

      
      LET’S GET BACK TO JAMES DYSON. HOW DID HE COME UP with the idea for his vacuum?

      
      To start with, he knew a lot about how mechanical things work. He realized that the way a typical vacuum works is that it
         lifts the dirt off of a surface with suction (and perhaps a brush to loosen the dirt). The air and dirt get sucked into the
         bag, and the bag itself acts like a filter. As more dirt gets trapped in the bag, the holes in the filter are covered up,
         and the vacuum generates less suction, so it works less well.
      

      
      A typical way to try to improve a product is to try to fix each of the components to make it work better. For example, someone
         might try to find a way to keep dirt from getting in the mesh of the bag so that the holes remain open. It is common for products
         to get more complicated over time as different designers try to improve the parts.
      

      
      Dyson didn’t work that way. He set out to find a completely different solution. His method was to try to improve the function
         of a vacuum by exploring possible improvements that came from products that were not vacuums. To succeed with that strategy,
         he had to think about what a vacuum is really trying to accomplish. Most people were focused on finding better ways to filter
         the dirt from the air sucked into the vacuum. But, Dyson realized that any method that would separate the dirt from the air
         would work, and that filtering is only one way to create that separation.
      

      
      It turns out that this same problem is solved by sawmills. When a sawmill cuts logs into boards, it generates a lot of sawdust.
         The mills suck the sawdust away using an industrial cyclone. Air and sawdust are drawn into an inlet in the top of a large
         cone at high speed. The cone shape of the sawmill helps create a cyclone—a column of spinning air. The spinning motion of
         the air pushes the sawdust outward through centrifugal force and gravity pulls it down the cone. The air exits the top the
         cyclone, and the sawdust hugs the side of the cone until it drops into a hopper at the bottom.
      

      
      Dyson re-created this design on a small scale inside a vacuum cleaner. It took many different tries for him to perfect a working
         vacuum based on this initial concept, but this general approach was the basis of his very smart idea.
      

      
      As fascinating as this story is, though, there is no magic here. Because Dyson knew about the way a lot of things work, he
         had what psychologists call causal knowledge. He also understood that it is possible to apply causal knowledge from one area to another area. While most people do not
         see the similarities between vacuum cleaners and sawmills, Dyson smartly recognized that there were crucial ways in which
         sawmills were like vacuums. Finally, Dyson was persistent. He spent time learning about things like vacuums and sawmills.
         And even after he had the great idea to use the principle of the sawmill to design a vacuum, he spent years perfecting it until it was ready to be brought
         to market.
      

      
      If you look carefully at all sorts of people who have achieved great things—the things we attribute to Smart Thinking—you’ll
         see that there is no magic in any of their stories. As one example, Thomas Edison, who is credited with a host of inventions
         that have driven the modern world, had a vast store of knowledge about the inner workings of mechanical and electrical devices.
         He was able to solve difficult problems in part by bringing together a lot of that knowledge. When he was developing a practical
         lightbulb, he focused both on the problem of creating a filament that would glow for long periods of time and also on how
         electricity might be distributed to homes. Most people developing lightbulbs used small batteries in their workshops, and
         that affected their designs in ways that made them less practical.
      

      
      Edison envisioned an electrical distribution system that was like the systems in many cities for pumping coal gas through
         neighborhoods and into homes for lamps and streetlights. Sending electricity over a distance required high voltage, and so
         Edison’s electric light designs were constructed to work at high voltages. Edison succeeded in creating a practical design
         for the lightbulb because of the way he brought all of the parts of his knowledge together, including his understanding of
         electricity and of the way coal gas was distributed.
      

      
      Smart Thinking does not have to lead to a world-changing invention. Take the story of Keith Koh. Keith wasn’t widely acknowledged
         to be a genius like Dyson, Fairhurst, or Edison. He was just a regular guy with a business that made office supplies. In his
         factory, he had special lamps that provided a bright white light that allowed the workers to check the color of paint on the finished product carefully. Unfortunately, those lamps were very expensive.
         When the filament burned out on one of the lamps, Keith wanted to figure out a way to fix the lamps rather than having to
         buy new ones. Keith had some lasers in the factory, and decided to fix the filaments using them. To prevent the laser from
         breaking the delicate glass around the bulb, Keith shot small lasers from different directions at the broken part of the filament.
         The combination of the small beams aimed at the same spot allowed the filament to melt and reform as a whole. Each of the
         beams was too weak to melt the glass around the bulb. Keith learned that trick from a professor he had in college. When he
         first learned to do this, he had no idea that he would need it later when he was in business. By reusing knowledge in his
         factory, Keith was engaged in Smart Thinking.
      

      
      WHY DON’T YOU KNOW ABOUT SMART THINKING ALREADY?

      
      We live in what management guru Peter Drucker called the knowledge economy. The world prizes education, innovation, research, and expertise. Success in this world requires finding ways to be smarter.
      

      
      Yet, you have probably never learned much about the way your mind works.

      
      For that, you can blame the educational system. The structure of the science curriculum in the schools around the world has
         not changed much in over 100 years. Back when the basis for the modern science curriculum was being set up, there were long
         traditions in the scientific study of biology, chemistry, and physics. So, those sciences made the cut and became part of
         what every educated citizen was expected to know. The scientific study of the mind—psychology—was less than 50 years old at that point. It had just split off from philosophy and was struggling to become a separate discipline.
         In that era, it would not have made sense to try to teach people what was known about psychology.
      

      
      In the 21st century, though, psychology has learned a lot about the way minds work. But because the agenda for your science
         curriculum got set over a century ago, you probably haven’t been exposed to much of that work. And that’s a problem.
      

      
      I love biology, chemistry, and physics. I would not want to see them taken out of a general science education. It is important
         for everyone to have an appreciation for the basic sciences, because they have created the backbone for many of the technological
         innovations of the 20th and 21st centuries.
      

      
      Realistically, though, most people will not have to apply the specific knowledge they obtain about these basic sciences. Only
         a fraction of the population will go into medicine or another field in which a background in biology will be part of their
         daily lives. Another small group will actually use a lot of the specific knowledge about chemical reactions and interactions
         among elements that are the basis of a general chemistry education. Everyone will obey the law of gravity, but only a few
         people will need the details of their physics knowledge with any regularity.
      

      
      Yet, every single person has a mind. Everyone who goes through our educational system will be expected to use that mind to
         make decisions, solve problems, interact with others, and communicate. In fact, more and more people each year are taking
         jobs in which they are expected to think for a living.
      

      
      Even though everyone has a mind, we give almost nobody the owner’s manual. If you happen to take psychology courses in high
         school or college, then you might get exposed to some rudimentary information about the way your mind works. If you choose
         to read some of the wonderful science books written for a popular audience, you might get some exposure to some of the secrets
         that the science of psychology has uncovered.
      

      
      And though we can blame the educational system for why you haven’t been exposed to much psychology so far, it is now up to
         you to fix that. Dyson didn’t stumble on his design for a vacuum. Edison did not happen upon a good idea for a lightbulb.
         And you don’t have to grope in the dark for the formula for being smart. Cognitive science knows a lot about how people use
         their knowledge to solve new problems.
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      The Formula for Smart Thinking
      

      
      One day, one of my kids was doing a homework problem. He was staring at a simple circuit diagram that showed a battery connected
         to a resistor and a lightbulb. The particular question that had him stumped asked what would happen to the current in the
         circuit if the resistor were replaced with another that had more resistance. He hadn’t been in class that day and had never
         studied electricity, and so he continued to stare at the diagram for several minutes without comprehension.
      

      
      My son had reached what psychologists call an impasse, which is really just a fancy way of saying that he was stuck. One of the keys to good problem solving is to deal successfully
         with impasses. My son was not being successful. He sat sullenly at the table and his eyes started to glaze over. As luck would
         have it, I did know the answer to this question, because I had gotten a ham radio license as a kid and so I had to study some electrical
         theory. But, as a parent, I don’t like to give my kids the answers, so I put on my best Socrates impression and went to work
         with him.
      

      
      I asked him to describe the problem to me, but all he was able to do was to read it back to me almost word for word. I asked
         him what else he knew about electricity. He described to me how the electrons in a circuit flow from the negative part of
         the battery through the circuit to the positive part. I asked him what resistors did, and he said that they made it harder
         for the electrons to move through the circuit.
      

      
      So, then I asked him if he knew anything else that flowed. He thought for a moment and then said that water flows. I told
         him to think about water flowing through a hose. I asked him to think about what it would be like for a water hose to have
         a resistor on it. He thought of bending the hose as he and his brothers sometimes do when I’m trying to water the plants or
         wash the car. He quickly realized that making the resistor bigger was like putting more of a bend in the hose, and so the
         flow of water would go down as the resistance went up. The frustration evaporated, and he went back to work. He solved the
         rest of the problems on the page by thinking about water hoses rather than electrical circuits.
      

      
      In his own way, my son was doing the same thing that James Dyson did. He was using his existing knowledge to help him solve
         a new problem. Like Dyson, he was using knowledge that came from a different realm of expertise.
      

      
      This example highlights two of the key elements of the general formula for Smart Thinking. It is crucial to have High-Quality Knowledge and to find that knowledge when you need it. My son reached an impasse because he could not find any knowledge that he had that was related to the problem. By suggesting ways to redescribe the problem, I helped him think of water flowing
         through a hose. Because he understood the way that water flow is affected by putting a kink in the hose, he was able to learn
         something new about the effects of resistance on an electrical current.
      

      
      In this case, he was not able to access the knowledge he needed on his own. He had to have someone else’s help to enable him
         to move forward with the problem. In general, an impasse feels so frustrating because you don’t know what to do next. That
         feeling of being stuck makes you anxious. Getting anxious and stressed when trying to solve a problem is not usually a recipe
         for successful thinking.
      

      
      Problem solving can be stressful in part because you have a lot of mental habits that you have generated through years of
         practice thinking. Unfortunately, not all of those mental habits are conducive to Smart Thinking.
      

      
      The thinking habits you have are not part of some fixed mental tool kit that you were born with. Those habits were created
         by going to school for years and then they were reinforced by all of the thinking you have done since then. Smarter thinking
         requires developing new habits to complement the ones that have already brought you success. It also requires changing habits
         that are getting in the way of Smart Thinking. When you reach an impasse, you need to have habits that allow you to do for
         yourself what I helped my son do. You have to develop habits to create High-Quality Knowledge and habits to help you find
         it when you need it.
      

      
      If we distill the examples of Dyson, Fairhurst, Edison, chess experts, and even my son, we get the formula for Smart Thinking:

      
      SMART THINKING REQUIRES DEVELOPING SMART HABITS 
TO ACQUIRE HIGH-QUALITY KNOWLEDGE AND 
TO APPLY YOUR KNOWLEDGE TO ACHIEVE YOUR
               GOALS

      
      There are lots of great demonstrations of the components of the formula for Smart Thinking in action.

      
      A fine and well-known example of using Smart Habits to deal with an impasse comes from the world of product development: In
         the late 1960s, 3M chemist Spencer Silver was searching for a strong adhesive. It is not surprising that not all of the formulations
         he tried worked well. One in particular failed miserably. Rather than creating a strong bond between two surfaces, it balled
         up and became tacky. It would hold briefly, but objects that were stuck together could be pulled apart easily.
      

      
      Silver had a sense that this adhesive might be useful for something, but he wasn’t sure what. He was at an impasse. Rather
         than giving up, Silver made it a habit to mention the compound to colleagues whenever he had a chance.
      

      
      At this point, Silver’s colleague Art Fry entered the picture. Fry was one of the many people Silver told about his weak adhesive.
         Coincidentally, Fry was trying to solve a problem outside of work. He would place paper bookmarks in his hymnal but whenever
         he opened the book they would fall out. He didn’t want to tape the bookmarks into place since that would damage the pages.
         With the information Fry got from his colleague, he tried putting some of the weak adhesive on strips of paper. It worked
         perfectly—holding the bookmark in place but without damage to the page. 3M introduced this product as the Post-It note in
         1980, and it is hard now to imagine a world without them.
      

      
      Another classic case of using High-Quality Knowledge comes from an invention by George de Mestral, a Swiss engineer. De Mestral hadn’t set out to make a discovery but when he would
         go hunting with his dog, cockleburs would stick to the animal’s fur and de Mestral had to spend time picking the persistent
         seeds off the dog’s fur and his own jacket. Rather than treating this ritual as an annoyance, de Mestral became curious about
         why they stuck to his dog’s fur so insistently.
      

      
      De Mestral examined some of the burrs under a microscope and discovered that they were full of tiny hooks. The dog’s fur was
         unruly, and had lots of tangles and loops in it. When the hooks caught on a loop, they stuck there until they were pulled
         off.
      

      
      De Mestral reasoned that if he could create something that had these hooks on it, then they would stick to any surface that
         had tiny loops. Working with some local textile experts, he devised a way to create synthetic hooks (burrs) and loops (dog
         fur). As he predicted, this pairing led to an easily reclosable connection, and so Velcro was born.
      

      
      To see the role of Applying Knowledge from different domains, let’s take the case of Mark McCormack. In college, McCormack
         was a pretty amazing golfer. He had the good fortune to play against future golfing legend Arnold Palmer, who was a student
         from a rival school. After his collegiate golf days, McCormack got a law degree, and his friend Palmer turned to him for legal
         advice.
      

      
      At the time, athletes were not the constant presence in pop culture and advertising as they are today. But McCormack couldn’t
         help but notice that professional athletes were similar to movie actors: They had adoring fans who wanted to meet them in
         person and, possibly, use the products they used. As a lawyer, he understood how agencies representing actors helped get endorsements
         and other perks for their clients. Using that model, McCormack was able to arrange for Arnold Palmer to play golf with heads of companies for a handsome fee and to get significant endorsements
         to connect his image with products just like actors often did. Before long, Palmer’s income jumped. Other golfers soon signed
         on, and McCormack created IMG, the first major sports management agency.
      

      
      McCormack himself had stumbled on the role of Applying Knowledge. His personal philosophy has been quoted as, “Be the best,
         learn the business, and expand by applying what you already know.” In his case, by recognizing the similarities between athletes and movie stars, McCormack generated a whole new field.
      

      [image: image]

      
      Self-Knowledge: 
The First Step to Smart Thinking
      

      
      The central goal of this book is to give you the tools for smarter and more effective thinking. I first brought these insights
         together in a class I developed to teach executives at companies interested in enhancing the performance of their employees.
         By bringing these lessons to their employees, leaders are helping develop what I call a Culture of Smart.

      
      To get started on the road to Smart Thinking, it’s valuable to evaluate your behavior first. I often give the following quiz
         as part of my class to give everyone a chance to think through some of the behaviors related to Smart Thinking he or she engages
         in regularly. This questionnaire includes a set of behaviors that you may or may not perform. Put a check in the first box
         next to each item if you think this is something you should do. Put a check in the second box if you think this is something you actually do. Check both boxes if both categories are true.
      

      
      Nobody is going to see this but you, so be honest with yourself.

      
      



         
            
            	BEHAVIOR
            
            	SHOULD DO
            
            	ACTUALLY DO


            
         
            
            	1. I often check my email on my smartphone before and after meetings to keep up with what is happening.
            
            	 
            
            	 
            
         

         
         
            
            	2. If I run a meeting, I limit the agenda to just a few items.
            
            	 
            
            	 
            
         

         
         
            
            	3. I keep my email program running on my computer to try to deal with new issues right away.
            
            	 
            
            	 
            
         

         
         
            
            	4. I have a few hours of my workday where I do not answer the phone.
            
            	 
            
            	 
            
         

         
         
            
            	5. I routinely teach what I know to other people. 
            
            	 
            
            	 
            
         

         
         
            
            	6. When solving problems, I draw on examples from areas of work very different from my own.
            
            	 
            
            	 
            
         

         
         
            
            	7. I usually take the same route to work every day.
            
            	 
            
            	 
            
         

         
         
            
            	8. When I need to solve a difficult new problem, I find a few different ways to describe it.
            
            	 
            
            	 
            
         

         
         
            
            	9. I treat each new problem in its own unique way.
            
            	 
            
            	 
            
         

         
         
            
            	10. When I don’t understand a point that someone has made in a meeting, I speak up and ask them to explain their reasoning.

            
            	 
            
            	 
            
         

         
         
            
            	11. I skim new articles in my field as a way to keep up with what is happening. I read them in more detail after I know they
               are relevant.
            

            
            	 
            
            	 
            
         

         
         
            
            	12. I frequently talk to people about what they are working on.

            
            	 
            
            	 
            
         

         
         
            
            	13. When I get stuck on a hard problem, I put it aside and move on to something else for a while.

            
            	 
            
            	 
            
         

         
         
            
            	14. I draw lots of diagrams to help me understand problems.

            
            	 
            
            	 
            
         

         
         
            
            	15. To be more productive, I multitask a lot.

            
            	 
            
            	 
            
         

         
         
         
      

      
      Before we go on, I want you to do one more thing. Some of the things on this list may have been actions that you were not
         entirely sure whether you should do. If you see any of those, circle them.
      

      
      When you take a quiz such as this, you usually get a score that involves counting up correct and incorrect answers. Maybe
         after that, you get some general advice based on the number you got.
      

      
      I want to evaluate the results in a different way. First, look at the two columns of boxes. If you checked the box on the
         left, did you also check the one on the right? Every time there is a check in one box but not the other, that means there
         is disconnect
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