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Taken out of context, the image above might be perceived as an arresting piece of street art. But seen in full, is it evidence for arrest? At what point do the lines between artistic expression and vandalism blur?
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Introduction


Did you know that electric vehicles existed before Tesla? In fact, electric cars have taken on many forms in the past. Along with steam-powered vehicles, these alternatively powered cars were in the majority in America in the very early 20t h century, when the automobile was still in its infancy. The honor for the first widely mass-produced electric vehicle goes to the Baker Motor Vehicle Company, founded in 1899 in Cleveland, Ohio. Starting with two models in 1904, Baker developed and expanded its offerings to include trucks and commercial vehicles, offering up to 17 models by 1910.


The Baker Electric vehicle of 1910 had several advantages, offering a quiet, comfortable ride (with no noise or vibrations coming from the electric motor, in contrast to the combustion engines of the time), a roomy interior (the electric motor was also smaller), and controls that were easier to operate. The early gas-powered cars of this era all had hand cranks to turn the engine over; these were very hard to turn and often caused injuries.


[image: An advertisement features four people in a car going down a street of horses and men. Text reads, ‘Baker Electrics. More luxury–new conveniences–greater comfort in the magnificent new Baker Coupé.’]


An advertisement for Baker Electrics from Life magazine, 1913.




However, the disadvantages of the electric car—including reduced power, a more limited range, and a higher cost—meant that it was primarily suited to (and marketed at) well-to-do women. At the time, vehicles were still seen as luxury items, generally within reach of only the wealthy. They lacked power steering and power brakes, so using the controls took some effort. Because of these issues, the first electric vehicles were seen as “ladies” cars. Similar to how we might view a golf cart today, easier-to-operate electric vehicles were to be used by wealthy women to make short trips to visit friends and tour their estates. In short, the Baker Electric was marketed by leaning into the weaknesses of the electric technology.


[image: An advertisement for Rauch and Lang and Baker Electrics features a woman and her children sitting amidst flowers in a field. A car is behind them. ]


A 1915 advertisement for Rauch & Lang and Baker Electrics, promoting electric cars that were designed for both utility and pleasure.


It was the mass-production techniques pioneered by Henry Ford and the invention of the electric starter motor by Charles Kettering that doomed the Baker to obsolescence. Where the Baker Electric cost around $2,800 (around $89,000 today), the Ford Model T was only $850 ($27,000) and it would continue to go down in price with improvements in mass production, reaching $260 by the 1920s. Once the electric starter motor was put into combustion engine vehicles, along with the developing gasoline infrastructure (gasoline in jugs sold at blacksmith shops and garages were popularized during this period), these developments made the mainstream adoption of the gas vehicle inevitable.




Another attempt at reviving the electric car came about as the result of the OPEC (Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries) oil crisis in the US in the late 1970s. Responding to the shortage and high price of gasoline, Congress passed legislation to encourage the development of electric vehicles. Along with the development of both the Toyota Prius (a gasoline-electric hybrid powertrain) and Honda’s electric EV Plus in 1997, General Motor’s EV1 heralded a new era of electric vehicle availability. I was designing at IDEO around this time, and they were looking into the design of the inductive, paddle-charging station that accompanied this vehicle.


The EV1 was ahead of its time in many ways. Its regenerative braking technology and aerodynamic bodywork helped eke out every last ounce of electrical energy in its 16.5 kWh battery. As a technology demonstration of a commuter vehicle with an all-electric powertrain, it heralded a new era of electrically powered transportation.


[image: GM’s Electric EV1 parked on the side of a road.]


GM’s Electric EV1 c.1997.


However, the product still failed in the general market. Despite celebrity endorsements at the time from Mel Gibson, Ed Begley Jr., and Tom Hanks, major characteristics of this vehicle—like an average 80-mile (130-km) range, enough seating for only two occupants, a suggested cost of $33,995 ($66,700 today), and a driving dynamic that was sufficient but not exemplary (0–60 of 8.4 sec)—there wasn’t enough there to convince customers to switch from their gas-powered vehicles. Additionally, due to a lack of infrastructure, there was no reliable national network of chargers to help recharge the vehicle along the way or when reaching a destination, so it was always doomed to fail.


Fast forward to the fall of 1998, when I had graduated from university with my engineering and fine arts (design) degrees, and had begun working as a vehicle-integration engineer at Ford Motor Company. They were very quick to show new employees their electric-technology vehicle: a 1996 Ford Ranger outfitted to run on electric power.


[image: A Ford Ranger parked in a dirt path.]


The 1996 Ford Ranger. This vehicle was used as a testbed for electric technologies.


As an onboarding function for new employees, we were all invited to drive several production and development vehicles around the short handling course in Dearborn, MI. From a Mustang and an Aston Martin DB7 to the electric Ranger, we were able to experience these different vehicles firsthand. For the Ranger, the electric powertrain demonstrated a strong amount of power and quick acceleration, one of the hallmarks of an electric powertrain, which has almost instant-on torque characteristics. However, the ironic part of this technology demonstration was that the use case of the pickup, to carry items in its truck bed, was invalidated by filling the entire truck bed with around 12 lead acid batteries. There was no longer a reason to drive an electric truck because the cargo area was already completely occupied. I was impressed at the conversion but also puzzled about the odd engineering choice and made a mental note of it.


I had the sense, perhaps wrongly, that it was as if both GM and Ford—even with societal pressure and incentives from the government—weren’t really interested in creating an electric vehicle that would succeed. They were both leaning into the disadvantages of an electric powertrain, either accentuating a very small range, or showcasing that lead-acid batteries (which both vehicles employed) were heavy and bulky. They weren’t trying to meet the demands of the market. Instead, they tried to build a technology demonstration to prove that electric vehicles were not a viable business model.


Why would this be? It’s just my conjecture, but perhaps they didn’t want to invest financially in the research and development of this new technology or in human resources, hiring new engineers specializing in this area. It could also have been due to the fact that car manufacturers don’t sell cars directly to the public; they have partners through car dealerships who might have been greatly upset if the revenue-generating model of oil changes and tune-ups (spark plug changes and radiator coolant flushes) were made obsolete all of a sudden. (Electric vehicles don’t have the same regularly scheduled maintenance and so are easier to maintain.) It could also be that they had partners in the oil and gas industry who would have had an incentive to keep selling gasoline for the products that used them.


In the late summer of 2004, I was a graduate student in product design and also a vehicle interaction designer for Volkswagen’s Electronic Research Lab in Silicon Valley. Earlier that year, I held a teaching assistantship to Bill Moggridge, one of the fathers of computer-interaction design and the designer of the first laptop computer (the Compass) for Grid Systems in 1981. Through this relationship, Bill knew that I had experience in designing and developing cars. One day, he invited me to meet a neighbor of his, Martin Eberhard, who was developing his own electric vehicle in the form of a small startup company.


I met Martin, along with Bill, and we chatted about several topics around this new electric vehicle in his “garage.” He asked me about interior automotive design and lighting technologies used in current vehicles. We also talked about which parts would provide a distinctive style over the costs of implementing them—particularly headlights, tail lights, and interior components, considering his bodywork was modified from a Lotus Elise. I described my observations on the current state of electric cars and the fact that they didn’t seem to cater to the market very well.


Martin’s views of the situation confirmed some of my own thoughts. The established car makers really didn’t have any incentive to invest large sums of money in changing their business model, especially if it meant alienating their dealership partners, who would control their ability to sell vehicles and make a profit. Their business, built over a century, was not interested in change, and had become conservative. Their existing technology was proven and consistent, and their sheer size made them risk-averse. Thus their “attempts” at electrification were more exercises to demonstrate to Congress that electric cars weren’t yet viable than an earnest effort to innovate and serve customers in a new way.


Martin described the ethos behind the development of his car, which contrasted greatly with the motives of larger, more conservative automakers. Firstly, instead of designing into the disadvantages of an electric powertrain on purpose, lean into the positives of the technology (instant torque and rechargeable; given alternative energy sources, a fossil fuel-free transport). Given the right engineering, there was no need to make excuses that an electric vehicle was inferior to gasoline. Finally, begin with an audience in mind. In the heart of the Bay Area, Palo Alto and the surrounding suburbs had many affluent car enthusiasts who owned Porsches, Priuses, and Ferraris. There was a need to demonstrate a virtuous lifestyle of environmental conscientiousness but coupled with a more selfish need to own a status symbol that was the pinnacle of performance. How could you cater to those tech-company executives who felt guilty driving their sports cars, polluting the planet (at 12–15 mpg [19–25 kpg])? Could you design a carbon-neutral option that could beat a Porsche off the line?


Being inspired by and catering to a specific human audience with a real human need breathed character and purpose into the car. Martin’s original Tesla Roadster succeeded by having a distinct point of view, which mirrored and resonated with the needs of its audience. By catering to this audience, any disadvantages, such as range, were minimized. This customer doesn’t often drive a Porsche on cross-country road trips. Rather, it’s used for short blasts to the local taco shack, around a mountain pass and back. The range would never be an issue because it was doubtful that they’d leave the suburbs. Instead of picking Delco and Panasonic lead-acid batteries like those used in the EV1 and Ranger, Martin chose the latest battery chemistry technology available—lithium-ion batteries (also from Panasonic). Lithium-ion had a battery density four to five times greater than lead acid, which meant you could either use a motor much more powerful than the EV1 or have a range five times greater. Martin—along with Lotus engineers who’d developed the chassis and underbody, and a handful of designers in Menlo Park and Los Angeles—chose a mix of the two. Instead of an 80-mile (130-km) range in the EV1, the Tesla tripled its range to 244 miles (392 km). Instead of a 137 hp motor in the EV1, the Roadster had a 248 hp motor that gave it a 0–60 time under four seconds, twice as fast as the EV1. The vehicle’s Lotus underpinnings were also lighter than the EV1.


[image: A Tesla Roadster parked next to a grassy lawn.]


The Tesla Roadster (2008–12). Martin Eberhardt’s startup grafted an electric powertrain using lithium-ion batteries to a Lotus Elise underbody, creating an extremely light and fast electric sports car.


The rest is history. Because of the Tesla Roadster’s success, even selling a handful of units (around 500) generated enough revenue and awareness among its most ardent customers that they became evangelists for the company’s product. They set in motion the cultural acceptance for wider adoption. When Elon Musk took over Tesla as chairman and Martin moved to the advisory board, plans to scale the company with the Model S, and then Model 3, signaled the ascent of the company from startup to mainstream public company. In October 2019, Tesla as a company surpassed the value of General Motors. While no one can predict the future performance of a company, at the time of writing, Tesla’s market capitalization is approximately 12 times that of General Motor’s.


Why did this happen? Why is it that in some cases some people fail to create products that sell, while others find an audience that gladly evangelizes their work and almost literally sells the product for them? In engineering education, students are often taught to analyze the primary function of a product. While this is a good idea in theory, it’s also wholly insufficient and belies the complexity in making successful products. If a product fails at its primary function, it isn’t sold to the public. All cars can transport you from one place to another. If they failed at this, they wouldn’t be cars. However, it’s the secondary functions, the ones that affect the character of the product, that determine the financial successes of Baker, GM, Ford, and Tesla.


There is a difference between an EV1 and a Tesla Roadster, Toyota Corolla, or a Ferrari. Differences like power, driving dynamic, styling, status, and societal perception are secondary functions of the vehicle that determine whether the product resonates with its audience. In this case, Tesla started with a human condition: resolving guilt from driving high-performance vehicles and “green” virtue signaling to others. From there, Martin chose the appropriate technology (lithium-ion) to cater to the performance metrics that resonated with the customer. Further, by staging his first offering to the public as a “halo” vehicle, a high-end luxury sports car capable of beating Porsches versus a commuter car, he helped establish a brand recognition of his vehicle being the pinnacle of electric performance, which would then trickle down to all the lower models. These lower models would then be made in greater quantities, matching the size of an increasing customer base, and generating the mainstream revenue required to grow the company in stages.


How might one be able to understand and develop a knack for making the right decisions to create products that are truly impactful, that help shape society? There are many ways to develop your mind and skills in this way. Five design behaviors can be cultivated through practice, reflection, and refinement that can greatly contribute to your product’s success. By practicing certain mindsets and being in the right frame of mind at the right point in your creative process, you can more quickly and more consistently create impactful products that will help move society forward.










The Purpose of This Book


Hello reader. Thank you for picking up this reference book on product design. I hope that I can serve as an agreeable guide down this path of discovery, engagement, and creativity. I invite your presence and hope that after reading this text you’ll feel it was a journey worth taking.


Thanks again. And now, let’s begin …


Who is this book for?


Whether you’re making something in a workshop, drawing the next kitchen appliance, laying out a web page, writing that next screenplay, or mulling over a breakthrough idea that will revolutionize the world, this book will help you achieve your creative potential and make your designs more poignant, more equitable, more fun, and hopefully, more successful in the market.


Though this book is intended for a university student in product design, or industrial design, perhaps well into their second- or third-year studio course, it will also be a helpful resource for any creative professional (fashion, graphic, or environmental designers; musicians, playwrights, inventors, entrepreneurs), or those who consider themselves creatives in search of a way to develop their ideas.


What is its intention?


This book introduces the topic of design behaviors, which, as I’ll demonstrate throughout, can be practiced and thereby refined. These behaviors tend to use particular mindsets (both cognitive and emotional) to help move your work forward. The purpose of this book is to demystify the “fuzzy” front end of the design process, where you’re in the earliest stages of figuring out your design and who you’re creating it for. This is the place where formative design research methods intermingle with business trends and marketing data analytics. The book will cover two behaviors: design empathy and contextual awareness.


Design is neither a “trade” skill nor a personal “visionary” lightning-strike event, but rather a way of living. By practicing a way of working and engaging with the world, you can improve your ability to create social impact. This practice involves exploring, engaging, creating, and evaluating your ideas as a way to arrive at something meaningful, not only for yourself but for an audience too. By conscientiously applying mindsets and practices at certain phases in your work, you can drastically improve upon the results of your creative endeavors, and speed up their adoption and viability in the market.


A Word on terminology


It’s worth quickly mentioning the use of the term “product” in this book. Having studied fine arts, engineering, and product and industrial design, I tend to have a very loose notion of what a product is. My definition would be something that’s a “product of your imagination.” An industrial designer might think of a product as a mass-produced good for consumption by the public, whereas for a software engineer it will be a piece of software. My definition encompasses both of these, but it’s much broader, including anything that the imagination of a creative person can dream up. So whether it’s a consumer hard good, soft good (textile), piece of software, visual art, public policy, screenplay, or interpretative dance experience, these are all “products” in my mind.




How do I use this book?


The book is divided into four chapters, with interviews and a practical feature called “tools” interspersed throughout, all carefully designed for ease of navigation. While this text was conceived as a reference, it’s also intended to build a community of practitioners around design behaviors, so Upload links have also been included, allowing you to contribute your voice to our collective dialogue.


1. Color-coded chapters: Each chapter is coded with a colored strip beneath headings on specific pages, making it easy to distinguish where you are in the book, and to refer back to previous sections if needed.


[image: An illustration of four chapter openers in different colors.]


2. Texture-coded tools: The “tools” use both color and texture for quick recognition. Each tool has a short introduction, instructions on how to use it, and a summary of its advantages (and disadvantages). You’ll also find templates to download and use in your design practice.


[image: A page from the book with text and illustrations. The edge of the page is orange in color and has dots.]


3. Interviews: Included are interviews with three prominent professionals, sharing notes on design, case studies, and anecdotes that also reflect my thoughts and experiences in design, providing some real-world context to what you’re learning.


[image: Three pages from the book feature a photo of a professional and text with details from their interview.]


4. Download / Upload links: Each tool includes two links. The Download link can be used to grab templates or worksheets that will help you complete each task. Then I invite you to use the Upload link to post your practice of the tools, establishing a dialogue with others on the same journey.




Download
https://www.laurenceking.com/products/design-empathy-and-contextual-awareness


Upload
https://designblocgt.com/designwithus?
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Laying a Foundation


Design as a Whole-Brain Activity


Designing with intention is a holistic endeavor. We must understand ourselves before we can pay attention to others.


1.1  | An Interview with Scott Taylor


1.2  | What We Learn and How We Think


1.3  | Frames of Mind and Frames of Meaning


1.4  | Design Process


Tool: Stakeholder Matrix


Tool: Participation Strategy


1.5  | Case Studies






1.1  | An Interview with Scott Taylor


 


Neuroscience and business


Scott Taylor is a professor of organizational behavior and the Arthur M. Blank Endowed Chair for Values-Based Leadership at Babson College. He’s also a research fellow with the Coaching Research Lab at Case Western Reserve University, and a core member of the Consortium for Research on Emotional Intelligence in Organizations (CREIO).


The primary focus of his research is leader assessment and development. He enjoys studying the various methods organizations use to assess and develop their leaders, evaluating the effectiveness of these methods, and using his findings to develop new methods and technologies for improved outcomes.




[image: Scott Taylor wears a suit and smiles broadly for the camera.]





In the course of carrying out my research into design behaviors, I was introduced to Scott Taylor, whose theories on developing leadership in business mirror my own theories on mental “frames” in design processes. Scott had observed a design exercise that I ran through executive education of senior leadership at a national home-improvement company and we started discussing what proved to be our similar views on, and approaches to, leading business teams.


In our conversation, Scott cited his colleague and long-time co-author Richard Boyatzis, who coined two states of being in business leadership—a positive emotional attractor (PEA) state and a negative emotional attractor (NEA) state. Each state consists of three interconnected neurophysiological aspects: the emotions, hormones, and cognition. Both states are important in leadership, but at the same time, they can not coexist under normal conditions; one cannot activate a positive and a negative emotional state at the same time. For someone to be a successful leader, they must understand when to tailor their state of mind based on the person in front of them and the context of the situation.




Taylor: As to emotion—positive and negative—we’ve learned a lot about its importance over the last 25, 30 years. Barbara Fredrickson, for example, was one of the pioneers in looking at positivity. Martin Seligman kind of shifted psychology; that’s where positive psychology came from. But we know that when someone is in a positive emotional state, what’s going on with their body, their hormones, and their cognition is very different than when in a negative state.


And what you have last is the cognitive state, which we like to refer to as the empathetic network, versus the analytical network. We’re not talking about left-brain, right-brain pop psychology—we’re actually talking about networks in the brain. Tony Jack, my colleague, doesn’t think it’s very accurate, but the technical term is the “task-positive network”, versus the default-mode network, and these three states—cognitive, emotional, and hormonal —impact one another, play off each other. So we call them PEA and NEA.





In regards to cognition, the brain has two states, deductive and inductive, which will be covered later in this chapter. The two reasoning approaches similarly cannot be called upon at the same time. Scott spoke about this further:




Taylor: What we know about the two cognitive states, which you just alluded to—and Tony was one of the first to show this, I think, way back in 2010—is that they’re antagonistic. They don’t fire at the same time.


Now, we can increase our efficiency in going back and forth. And I would suspect … I mean, just watching you teach, your ability to move quickly between these is very evident. You can identify where someone is and if they are in a problem-solving, focused, analytical state, and yet you can hyper-change over to this kind of social–emotional, connecting-with-others, prosocial behavior—self-aware in the broader sense of you, your own emotions, how you think you’re impacting others.




And so we believe that leaders, effective coaches, and effective teachers can move very quickly between these two states. But let’s be clear—they are almost like magnetic poles. We can easily get stuck. And when we’re basking in one, it’s hard because of the antagonism to move to the other.


You might see this with deeply analytical engineering students. One roommate says, “Hey, let’s go out, talk about going on dates,” and the other is, like, “Leave me alone.” That’s that antagonism. Or, you’re out having a great time with friends and then all of a sudden you get this text saying, “You guys screwed up in your calculations. Get into the engineering office right now!” And it’s like, “Why are they bothering me? It’s the weekend.” That’s that antagonism right between the two.


And so when you talk about creativity and innovation, that doesn’t happen with negative emotion, the sympathetic nervous system and analytical thinking firing. If I’m heavily negative—if I walk into a classroom and say, “Hey, by the end of the semester, half of you aren’t going to be here. You know, this is going to be the toughest course you ever had”—I’m shutting down learning, openness, and creativity, and I’m looking to the left and right. Then my students are my competition as opposed to my learning and development partners.


So the way in which we teach as professors, the way in which we lead, we’re shutting down a lot of this creative potential because we’re not aware of these distinctions. And when you become aware of them, you become tremendously influential. Because imagine, you’re noticing your team is getting bogged down. Ideas aren’t coming in. Well, we may be in the task-positive network or the analytical network. We have this negative emotion. We’re feeling the stress of the sympathetic nervous system. Let’s do something to alter one of those three states because we know it’s going to affect the others.


So the emotion really matters here. The nature of the relationship really matters. If I don’t like you and you’re part of my team and we’re supposed to be designing a new product, it’s going to get in the way of all of that. The negative emotion impairs the ability to move back and forth. And if I’m feeling stressed out, and we’re talking about the stress, that is shutting the system down. We’re converging, we’re isolating. We’re not open, we’re not receptive. And so it’s much more than just the cognition part of it.


The other thing I would say is that we can leverage it. Yes, you can move back and forth quickly. But the best way we know so far to help people learn to do that is by actually putting them in these states. So when I do an executive program, I will intentionally design different activities (and I think you do the same thing) that are about forcing not just the cognitive switch but the emotional switch. I’ll use an exercise where I ask them to think about someone that they’ve worked with who they think is an outstanding leader and who has really impacted their life. I’m generating gratitude, a sense of fulfillment, accomplishment, appreciation, and positive emotion. And that’s by design because then I’m going to give them a question that’s going to have them be very analytical and I need them to be open and receptive in that process; they’ll be much more so if I can generate some gratitude and appreciation and positive emotion through that exercise.








Effective leadership



[image: An illustration of the two states of being associated with effective leadership.]


A PEA mental state involves a threefold process of positive emotions (such as joy, hope, amusement), the parasympathetic nervous system, and the empathetic (default) network. All three do not have to be activated at once, but they often are. A PEA state invites openess and social bonding, and a learning orientation.


[image: An illustration of the two states of being associated with effective leadership.]


Leadership begins with a personal vision, based on an ideal self or situation, which is adopted by others to become a shared vision. To create a personal or shared vision, you must be in a PEA state. While an NEA state is needed to move from vision to action, a person must spend significantly more time in PEA to achieve a sustained desired change.


[image: An illustration of the two states of being associated with effective leadership.]


The NEA state is characterized by negative emotions (like fear, anxiety, defensiveness), the task-positive network, and the sympathetic nervous system. An NEA state invites local attention, a prevention focus, and a performance orientation.


Scott’s research work sets a tone for this chapter, which itself will sound a refrain for all subsequent chapters: that designing with humanity in mind, being empathetic yourself, and understanding context will make you a better leader, entrepreneur, and designer. As a creative professional, your potential depends on your ability to avoid getting stuck in only “one way” of doing things, as comfortable as it may feel, and being able to challenge yourself to shift into new “frames” of thinking, whether those are positive or negative emotional states.


Finally, the sequence of these states of mind, and the speed with which you move between them, is critical in the development of your design work. Scott had a bit of advice regarding the staging of different states and how positive emotions can help confront negative ones.




Taylor: The other thing is that the sequencing matters. You can’t walk in and say, “Hey, we’ve got a problem we’ve got to solve.” I mean, you can, but you’re going to get much more mileage if you lead with a positive. Wayne, you’re doing it through humor because of the style that you have and the way you do it; they’re answering some tough questions and you’re having them converge and solve and understand. But then, at the same time, you want them to be open and receptive. Well, humor speeds up that ability, right? If I’m laughing it shifts the emotional state, and then I’ve got to converge. And so you’re enabling through the humor—laughing about the oranges and the juicer and what’s going on: “Look at my colleague, he’s kind of covered in orange juice …” All of this is an increase in that ability to move back and forth. I’ll be, like, “My gosh, we’re losing,” but then I’ll laugh because I’ve seen something funny. It’s really quick.


The other piece relating to that is the nature of the relationships being built through humor. I’m laughing with my colleagues, we’re having a good time. We’re doing something together that lets us know that a sense of relationship is really important to the other person.


The nervous system, that positive hormonal system, creates resilience. It creates the desire to persist in moving forward through something. There are going to be times when it’s going to be negative emotion. It’s going to be stressful. We’re going to have to converge and make tough decisions. But if we’ve got a relational camaraderie that we’ve built (and it doesn’t take long to do that when we’ve had some positive experience to pull from) we’re willing to go through that very differently—in a way that unites us, thinking together, and that increases creativity rather than separates and fragments it.





So sequence matters. As we look into design process, great leaders are able to quickly bring empathy and positive emotion to bear on the task at hand, before negative and analytical states are used. A creative professional should lead with empathy and creativity rather than with criticism and antagonism.




Taylor: One of the things in the Zoom world during COVID that we noticed in talking to leaders is that they said, “We’re meeting more often because we can do it virtually.” But what also happened is that people said, “Alright, we’re not going to fatigue everybody here, so our meetings can be 60 minutes—get on, get up.” They dropped all the laughing, all the connecting, checking in, and it was all task.


Well, that’s what started to fragment the relational ability of the team. We advised them to start sharing some stories of what’s going on because the walking down the hallway or hanging out before the meeting was gone. And you need that for PEA, otherwise, a meeting’s going to be all NEA.


Look, you can be intentional. You can be aware of what’s happening in a much more intentional way and then be intentional about what you’re doing to shift those dynamics. And I think that’s very true to the creative process that you’re writing about. We can be more intentional and not just, “Well, whoever’s got the kind of emotional social awareness to do that …” We can learn these capabilities.


I’ve interviewed thousands of leaders over the last 23 years, all over the world, and we’ve been to dozens of countries collectively. And I’ve found that outstanding leaders do two things. One, they are focused outward, on me—they create a connection to me in some way. It doesn’t have to be intimate, but I feel connected to them. And second, they create an overall positive climate. It doesn’t mean they don’t swear or don’t sometimes have a bad day. But overall, the environment they create is positive.


These two characteristics are incredibly important and we don’t care what industry it is. I mean, what we’re talking about is two characteristics that have nothing to do with all the factors of diversity out there. From Singapore to Springdale, Arkansas to Brazil, not for profit, for profit, high tech to healthcare, the answers are the same. And so when we start to analyze the data, these are what flesh out: these two characteristics, outward focused and positive emotion, whether directly connected to the PEA and NEA. And so the question is, how do you develop that in leaders?








1.2  | What We Learn and How We Think


 


Our mindsets develop as we age and navigate the world. As your personality develops in childhood, your approach to work also develops.


How do you approach problems?


Are you methodical and deliberate? Do you seek out guidance before starting a project? Does that then affect what you think and how you deal with the world and larger problems? What we learn and how we think, and how comfortable we are in working through issues, is critical to creative endeavors. Creative blocks form when we’re unwilling to change and like only to work on things with which we’re familiar. Favoring tendencies and mindsets that are comfortable can lead to stagnation.


[image: An illustration of two rows of rectangles, a grid, horizontal lines, and dots forming rectangles and circles.]


Alternatively, do you simply trust your gut? Do you try things out and see what happens and ask for permission later? Some people approach their work in a more improvisational manner, preferring to leave unknowns untouched, instead reacting and riffing off people while working collaboratively.


[image: An illustration of different shapes, dots forming squares and circles and lines radiating in all directions. ]


It turns out that many of the things we learn—our college majors—also favor particular approaches in their work. This is based on mindsets inherent in the disciplines themselves. So based on what we are familiar with, we may favor a particular approach. Over time, we may like to do things only a certain way. In the studio and in business, this can spell the death of your design or company.




“In times of change, learners inherit the earth, while the learned find themselves beautifully equipped to deal with a world that no longer exists.”


American philosopher Eric Hoffer






Rational vs. intuitive approaches by discipline



[image: An illustration of a continuum of approaches. The approaches, from rational to intuitive, are as follows. Math, physics, and material science and tech sciences are rational. Design fields are both rational and intuitive. Humanities and fine and performing arts are intuitive.]


The disciplines that we take up tend to favor particular aspects of thinking and reasoning. Based on how comfortable we are with certain ways of thinking, we tend to gravitate to fields that suit our mindsets.


In the diagram above, you’ll find that certain disciplines, such as the hard sciences (including math, physics, material science) favor more rational approaches, whereas the arts (fine arts, drama) are more intuitive in nature.


Why might this be? Why do some disciplines rely on a more rational mindset and others depend on more intuitive thinking? Is there something in the way that the subject is approached that tends to favor a specific methodology? Further, could someone who gravitates toward a specific body of knowledge—such as a scientist who might have been told in grade school that they were good at math and natural sciences—favor a particular way of doing things over others? Alternately, might someone who displayed musical talents early in life go on to approach problems with a more intuitive, instinctive mindset? What are the benefits and disadvantages of both approaches? And is it possible to combine the strengths of both?


You might have heard people described using the terms “right brain” and “left brain,” where the right side of the brain tends to govern the left side of the body and vice versa. Further, many make an association between being “right-brained” and more artistic, and often left-handed, while people who are more logical or mathematically inclined tend to be thought of as right-handed and “left brained.” Though it’s not as simple as that characterization implies, it turns out that neuroscience does in fact provide a scientific basis for the idioms.


Researchers are currently exploring two types of reasoning involved in critical thinking: 1) inductive and 2) deductive reasoning. The reasoning approaches are also characterized as “fast” (Type I) and “slow” (Type II) thinking. Neuroscientists are looking at which areas of the brain are used for each type of reasoning and at how the two different processes contribute to decision-making. Let’s look at each of them.





Deductive reasoning


A simple example of deductive reasoning would be something like, “All dogs have four legs. A German Shepherd is a dog. Do German Shepherds therefore have four legs?” Deductive reasoning tends to use a structure based on logic and rules to determine a characteristic of a subset of a known entity. If A has characteristic X, and B is part of A, then B shares characteristic X. This is generally a rational approach, and math and science tend to work this way—when testing a hypothesis, the scientific method will involve a control and an experimental group and they will be compared against each other for the desired characteristic in a repeatable lab setting.
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