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Introduction

			On the Fox and Hedgehog-Like Qualities

			 We Possess

			A book makes us especially happy when it clarifies and enlightens us about important issues about ourselves. For me, “War and Peace” by Leo Tolstoy is one such book. 

			On the surface, “War and Peace” is the story of the great saga of Napoleon’s invasion of Russia, starting with the conquering of Moscow, which marked the pinnacle of his success during this endeavor, all the way to the inflection point of the burning of Moscow, which forced him to begin his famous “great retreat” in which he lost almost all his army. 

			But, to me, “War and Peace” is a story of foxes and hedgehogs. Not the animals themselves, but the two as representatives of different perceptions of life. 

			In “War and Peace”, Tolstoy pits two personalities against each other. One, Napoleon, the hedgehog, whose military prowess shone through with his meticulous planning and leadership—leadership that brilliantly focused and orchestrated the power behind the great battle that was set to determine the fate of the war. Opposite him stood the old Russian general Kutuzov—the fox—who successfully managed to bring about Napoleon’s defeat, though not through meticulous planning or congregating mighty forces against the enemy as was popular in the wars fought then and generally seen as the only way to reach a conclusion in battle. Rather than try and subdue his enemy in an acceptable, predictable way, Kutuzov, in his foxlike manner, managed to force Napoleon into a retreat that saved Russia. 

			His success stemmed from his ability to wait for that prime hour when opportunities present themselves—ones that are not planned nor foreseen, ones that coalesce in each complex human reality—and this strategy is what led to Napoleon’s defeat.

			Tolstoy describes reality as a weave of countless unpredictable occurrences that congregate together. “War and Peace” is an epic narrative, one that’s made up of many smaller narratives, partial and temporary, which join together. The hidden lesson Tolstoy attempts to pass on is that the major shifts—in life as in history—happen through a mess of events and happenstance, even if in hindsight we tend to tell the story as though it was the outcome of clear, causal developments.

			I'm a history enthusiast and am especially interested in military history, so it was natural for me to first read “War and Peace” as one of the masterpieces written about the epic saga of the war. The person who led me to re-examine the book as a story about hedgehogs and foxes was the philosopher and historian Isaiah Berlin.

			In his essay, The Hedgehog and the Fox, which addressed matters of 19th-century Russian authors, Berlin proposed a distinction between two types of authors: authors who are foxlike, and authors who are like hedgehogs. When he refers to Tolstoy, he describes the man himself, not only the protagonist of his book—Kutuzov—as a prime example of the foxlike representation of literature and life. In comparison, he names other Russian authors of the 19th century, such as Dostoyevsky, as representatives of the “hedgehogs”, ones who view the plot development through a singular arc of logic and describe events in a manner befitting that principle. Unlike them, foxlike authors perceive reality as constantly changing, constantly shifting. In order to understand it, one has to recombine events and experiences into connections that are seemingly disjointed from the main motives of the story.

			Plato, Pascal, Hegel, Ibsen, and Frost were, on various levels, hedgehogs who strived to understand every matter in its entirety. Once and for all. On the other hand, Aristotle, de Montaigne, Erasmus, Molière, Goethe, Pushkin, de Balzac, and Joyce were all foxes, who believed such a thing to be impossible. 

			The passion to find order, certainty, and stability is deeply ingrained in the human consciousness. Since the dawn of man, we have wished for such a uniform logic, one that can strengthen us when faced with the mistakes that lurk in the twisted ways of life. The hedgehogs look for a higher power, one that can lead them to the proper way to live. Some look for the answers in holy scriptures, while others search in scientific theories and others content themselves with far-off, overarching adages from the mouths of authors, philosophers or celebrities. Contrarily, the foxes perceive reality as something that is constantly in flux; something that, in order to properly understand and build adequate new ways to cope with, they have to think and rethink their insights and relevant knowledge about the new situation, and only then can they pave new roads of action. 

			Archilochus, the Greek philosopher from the 7th century BC (680-645), described the distinction between the fox and the hedgehog: “The fox knows many things, but the hedgehog knows one big thing.”

			The range of the hedgehogs’ curiosity is fixed, they only deepen their knowledge about that ‘one big thing’, and this also affects their overall suppositions regarding the world. The fox, however, constantly moves between things, never wishing to know everything about a given subject. Archilochus’s worldview and justification of the fox’s world and life outlook are summed up in the metaphor: Everything flows. You cannot enter the same river twice. It would not be the same river nor the same man. And since each moment is different from its last, any assumption regarding the future can only ever be a supposition, and the fox will always be open to being surprised and finding something they did not even know they were looking for. 

			While the hedgehog is satisfied with what experts have to say, foxes search for answers mainly in their inner consciousness and through what they have learned from their own experience.

			Almost throughout the whole of human history, circumstance has given an advantage to hedgehoggedness, and so most people think and act as such. Only a few exceptions to that rule have allowed for some measure of foxishness. Until the 20th century, most changes occurred inside the borders of our familiar reality. Human advancement was focused almost in its entirety on improving existing things. In such realities, hedgehoggedness filled a central role in advancing humankind. 

			Today, however, we are set in a reality of rapid “fundamental changes” that disrupt our schemes of thinking and require new explanations and solutions. This reality is one that benefits the foxlike way of thinking and acting. 

			Foxishness is still far from receiving its due recognition and appreciation as a perception and way of life. It’s not valued nor is it taught. In our education systems, we are trained mainly as hedgehogs. We’re instructed to employ logical thinking that will lead us to the correct answers and solutions; to trust the words of scientists, religious leaders, teachers, lawmakers, doctors, and other experts in their fields to show us the right path. 

			Since everything logical and scientific is perceived as superior to things that are not, or what we feel through our own experiences but still cannot logically explain, thinking and behaving in a foxlike manner is deemed subpar, illogical, a testament to a lack of goal orientation, and even a character flaw. Some correlate it even with manipulativeness and underhandedness—making it a moral flaw, too. All this despite the vast evidence that creativity, even in the scientific realm, is achieved through thought processes that do not adhere to hedgehoggedness.

			Ignoring the need to develop our dormant foxlike traits and skills carries with it a heavy personal price. We stunt our potential when it comes to personal, business, organizational and political matters. 

			 A dichotomic separation between hedgehoggedness and foxlike behavior can be deceiving. We all possess hedgehog and foxlike qualities, though each person may have a different level of each. You, the reader, also hold foxlike qualities, but you don’t use them or strengthen them—all because you were trained and raised in a way that promotes hedgehoggedness. From my personal experience in guiding people to realize their foxlike attributes, I can attest that most of us can awaken the dormant foxishness inside ourselves, strengthen and nurture it. 

			The bookshelves are loaded with books that concentrate on hedgehog-like thinking and planning, but you’ll hardly ever find ones that combine academic knowledge and practical experience to explain to readers why they need to develop foxlike intelligence while guiding them on the way to do so. It’s this discrepancy that I have tried to fill with this book. 

			This book is loyal to the definition of foxishness as the ability to move fluidly between occurrences and to infer from one thing to another. Therefore, I will lead the reader through a series of notes. Each note describes and explains a different aspect of the foxlike intelligence and allows the reader to become attuned to it through stories and examples, many of which stem from my own foxlike journey. Through the stories and examples, you will be encouraged to imagine how you can attempt to cultivate your own foxishness. 

			This book is based mainly on my ongoing life-long experience of maneuvering both foxlike and hedgehog-like schools of thought and practices, and on my vast experience in teaching individuals and leading social, business and strategic reframing projects that necessitated teamwide hedgehog-like ways of thinking and acting.

			The book contains 34 short notes that I have assembled in four parts: in the first part, “What and Why is a Fox?”, I explain why the foxishness inside us has become so necessary in our time; in the second part, “The Foxlike Intelligence”, I acquaint the reader with the foxlike intelligence skills. The third part, “Foxlike Intelligence in Action”, describes how the fox applies its intelligence in practice. The fourth part, “How to Strengthen Our Inherent Foxishness”, will teach you how to awaken your own foxlike intelligence.

			The book is addressed to a wide variety of practitioners, thinkers, and leaders in their fields, but mostly to “regular” people dealing with their life problems. Therefore, I’ve decided not to burden the reader with discussions regarding the philosophical and historical sources on which this book is based. 

			For readers with further interest, I’ve added an appendix “On the Contemplative Sources of the Foxlike Praxis”. There I present in short the sources of the ideas presented in this book. 

			Come on, foxes, let’s start our journey…

		


		
			
Part One

			What and Why is a Fox?
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			Note 1

			A Fox in an Ever-Complicated and Changing World

			We live in a world that is constantly becoming more complicated, dynamic, and surprising. In the following diagram, you can see many concepts scattered around, with each expressing a different aspect of our world. The list of concepts is one that I collected in preparation for a lecture I was asked to give a few years ago, revolving around the question: “What kind of world do we live in?” 

			Image 1

			On the surface, the topic of the lecture seems like an odd question. Do we not know what kind of world we live in? We are, after all, a part of it and active within it. Can the question not be compared to something along the lines of “What kind of home do I live in?” Is it necessary to have a lecturer come and talk about the kind of world we inhabit? Well, it’s not so simple. Also, when the matter regards your own personal world, you have to use a set of rather complicated concepts to describe it and fully understand how to act within it. 

			When we ask the question: “What kind of world do we live in?” and mean the specific world that affects each and every one of us individually, we discover that what was once perceived as distant and irrelevant to us personally, now impacts our lives on a personal level. The world at large penetrates our personal, intimate space with increasing intensity.

			A farmer in an underdeveloped country could understand his whole world through his direct interaction with things. His world includes the village houses, the residents, the fields, the animals, and the mountain in the far distance that, due to its size and grace, is believed to have magical powers. That is the far edge of the horizon of his world. In the subjective sense of the individual, this worldview is vastly different from our current western world, where global phenomena and abstract concepts have a direct impact on our personal lives. Thus, concepts such as “The Climate Crisis”, “Flat World1”, “Technological Revolution”, “Life Expectancy Revolution” or “Workspace Revolution”, bring with them practical consequences for all our lives. 
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			The concept of a “Flat World” symbolizes globalization’s extension of our interests, concerns, relations, and travel abilities, while the concept of “Technological Revolution” symbolizes the effect technology has on almost every aspect of our lives. The concept “Revolution of the Workspace” symbolizes the expectation that most of the jobs we currently hold will soon disappear since the advancement in technology and computerization will allow them to be taken over by computers. The concept “life Expectancy Revolution” symbolizes unleashing human life potential later in life2. The concepts of "Climate Crisis" and “Global Warming” affect all of us and may become a very real threat to those who live close to shorelines as the sea levels rise, flooding their homes. 

			Our need to reinterpret ourselves in relation to such concepts only grows with time. Our parents, too, needed to understand themselves and their life through new concepts, though these were fewer and mostly related to their immediate life and their families. We experience our world in a different way than our parents did, and differently even from how we ourselves perceived it merely a few years ago. 

			Look again at the list of concepts I put together for my lecture. If I were asked to lecture on the same topic again today, the list I’d write up to describe my world would be different. Not all the concepts in the list still have the same importance, while new ones have come to the forefront—like the concept of COVID-19 (Coronavirus). 

			Put aside your reading for a moment and try to think up the list of concepts that are relevant to you. I suppose that each one of your lists will be different in some ways from my own. I also suggest you look back at your list two or three years down the line. The experience can truly demonstrate how complex and dynamic your world is.

			There is no one way to define our world. It’s a world in constant flux—a world of emergence. It presents a reality of unexpected changes and combinations that generate unexpected effects. Some of these combinations turn into new categories that form deep changes in our lives. So, for example, in my book “The Wisdom Years”, I show how the combination of factors that led to a dramatic rise in life expectancy implied the formation of a new period in human life; the Age of Wisdom, which is qualitatively different from the adulthood that precedes it and the old age that follows.

			That said, there is a multitude of new concepts and combinations that emerge periodically and influence us only for a short time. For example, the concept “Millennium Bug”, which, at the time, caused large-scale worry over the collapse of the computerized systems that controlled the financial and technological order with our transition into the year 2000. And there are additional concepts that seem to have been relevant at their time and then faded away with the solution to their represented problem rendering them irrelevant, only to reappear in different contexts once again. This was the case with the concept of “Swine Flu”, which spread in 2009 and threatened to become a full-on pandemic that would cause the deaths of millions, but was successfully mitigated—and now, in the context of the 2020 coronavirus, the concept once again arises with new meaning as a demonstration of how Covid-19 is similar to but still differs from other pandemics of our century. 

			A newspaper article about the particle collider being built in Sweden, something which in the past was considered a matter only for scientists and had no real impact on us “simple” folk, now tells of a development that could possibly affect our personal lives in no less a manner than the news of the stock market causing our pension money to take a hit.

			Theoretical and abstract concepts now rush to become concrete matters, ones that can change our personal lives dramatically.

			“I'm glad that astronomers discovered that the universe has endless dimensions, but how can that help me find the glasses that I lost yesterday?” Woody Allen remarked at the time. But in our world today, the connection between evolving technologies in the context of the particle accelerator, or the technology developed for astronomy uses and its correlation with us being able to find the glasses we lost yesterday, can become clearer and closer than we could have ever imagined. 

			These fast changes force us to reinterpret ourselves over and over. Is it not more correct to say that instead of the trite adage of “You only live once” you should say, “You live anew every day, and die only once”?

			What are the implications of these matters on our practical thinking patterns? It’s not a mere endless necessity of learning new things. It’s more demanding—an endless need to reexamine the conceptual system through which we interpret our world and ourselves in light of the ever-changing reality. If we fail to do so, we are prone to fall into a “Relevance Gap” – a perceptual and functional gap between what we believe and do and the reality we face.

			This, then, reforms the question of how we can interpret ourselves in relation to this world from a philosophical manner to a practical one. The answer to that question will determine how effective our ability is to function in the world we live in. Questions of conception and perception, which in the past concerned only philosophers, today become matters we must learn to deal with skillfully. 

			The concept “The Information Age”, which is still deemed by many as the time which we live, has become a concept of decreasing relevance, and even a misleading one in light of the challenges we face. We are, in fact, living in “The Age of Knowledge” and we need to be guided not only by the influx of information accessible, but mainly by issues that require reframing our mindsets. 

			Google and Wikipedia have made it easy and cheap to access endless amounts and sources of information that provide answers to every question. You can read all the information out there about how to handle a family budget, but that still doesn’t mean you’ll know how to wisely manage the crisis of unemployment you’re currently in. This is no easy feat, and as I’ll demonstrate later in the book, it requires foxlike intelligence. 

			The hedgehog relies on general knowledge, while the fox is aware of the unique subjectivity of each situation. The hedgehog relies on overarching theories that it collects from the outside, while foxlike intelligence stems from a deep awareness of the uniqueness of the specific context they find themselves in at any given time.

			The fox collects information and knowledge from external sources but with deliberate awareness of specific contextual needs. With such practical wisdom, the fox recognizes new surprising possibilities that hedgehogs do not. 

			It is this way that they can find unconventional solutions to problems that are hidden from hedgehogs. 

			In the complex and dynamic environment of the 21st century, the fox thrives, while the hedgehog closes in on itself.







			
				
					1	Thomas L. Friedman, (2017) The World Is Flat: A Brief History of the Twenty-First Century. Published by PICADOR.

				

				
					2	Lanir Zvi, (2019) The Wisdom Years. Exisle Publishing.

				

			

		


		
			Note 2

			The Fall of “Big Brother”

			Foxishness is, by nature, a tendency to question the sources of authority tasked with finding the solutions to the problems and riddles that are an inevitable part of our lives. The fox will not accept as a given the instructions provided by custodians of religious and scientific doctrines.

			The conclusive and most stable doctrine in the western world, whose significance has always been found in its systematic and orderly view of holding within it an answer for every question or situation in life, was, for centuries, none other than the Catholic Church. The Church acted as a fully encompassing, overarching paradigm that ordered the world in a clear top-to-bottom hierarchy. At the helm of the pyramid of the universe is the Almighty, or more specifically, the Holy Trinity. Below it is the church as the Lord’s emissary on Earth, below that are human beings and then all other creations. This doctrine supplied the Church with a logical justification for its status and power; it was a clear-cut perceivably cosmic-divine entity.

			When Galileo Galilei published his proof of Copernicus’s 1543 claim that the Earth, in fact, revolves around the sun and not the other way around, his findings were viewed as nothing short of heresy in light of the divine hierarchy. Dressed in a white robe as one bound to repent, Galileo was forced to kneel in front of the seven inquisitorial cardinals and read a confession that had been prepared ahead of time. He declared that “I abjure, curse, and detest the said errors and heresies,” and swore to “never more in future say, or assert anything, verbally or in writing, which may give rise to a similar suspicion of me.” The romanticized version of the events says that during this public display of repentance, while denouncing his beliefs, Galileo muttered: “Eppur si muove”—And yet it moves. This was the beginning of the Church’s descent from a fully-encompassing doctrine, and the beginning of a new one—the scientific doctrine. 

			It's a little odd to treat science as a doctrine, and many scientists will refuse any attempt to view science as a systematic, orderly answer to questions tested in a lab to solve world and life problems. But as science grew stronger, it gradually began to compete with the Church for providing a conclusive doctrine. 

			Science established its beliefs on its ability to be rational and objective, to have ordered rules that would eventually allow it to explore the mysteries of the universe and everything it holds.

			These scientific assumptions adhered to all aspects of life that represented the accurate order of things and rejected all other matters that were deemed irrational. The influence of the scientific doctrine spread and became widely accepted by our modern institutions: the public, social, business, military, and academic spheres. All these institutions strive to reach that level of “scientific integrity”.

			Science as a doctrine successfully overtook the vast common belief about how people should think and behave in their personal lives.

			It was only after approximately three hundred years of scientists trying to break the code of the universe, that the 20th-century physicists—Schrödinger, Heisenberg, Bohr, and others—disproved the Newtonian paradigm that supposed a complete knowledge of nature was possible. They even rejected the Newtonian holy trinity: certainty-causality-determinism, and our ability to reach it in the first place.

			These scientists showed that all knowledge was dependent on the beholder and on context. 

			Our ability to recognize the aspect of reality we search for is dependent on the tools we use to examine it. As Heisenberg put it: “What we observe is not nature in itself but what we expose by our questioning and the method we use. On the stage of reality, we are both actors and observers.” Moreover, it was discovered that each part of the physical world is a system with only relative stability, with no part more fundamental than the other. These conclusions should have had far-reaching consequences on science as a doctrine, similar to the ones that befell the Church doctrine after the rise of the Copernican theory. If we too are not merely observers but players who can determine the outcome in scientific laboratory-based experiments, then there is no justification for treating science as a supreme judgment regarding our human wisdom, nor should we rely on it in our conscious efforts to perceive our personal world and the meaning of life. 

			The major social movements of the 20th century promised to lead humanity into a better world through the implantation of their ideologies, but they too were foiled.

			Marxism, which was the predominant social attempt at competing with the Church’s paradigm, eventually became a form of the church itself, before dissolving at the end of the 20th century.

			Marxism as a social philosophy has not disappeared, however. It broke off into different factions and many different interpretations (Lukacs, Gramsci, Korsh, Bloch, Marcuse, Althusser, the neo-Marxists, and more). Marxism has returned in recent years as a philosophical offshoot open to new interpretations, and indeed to reinventing itself. 

			And it seems that the Capitalist movement will follow along similar lines.

			Capitalism is an ideology and an economic, social, and political system that has dominated our lives in various incarnations since the Industrial Revolution.

			Capitalist ideology assured us that if we applied its principles, we would bring about both economic growth and personal well-being.

			But the “invisible hand” that was expected to regulate the natural course of events has been found to be a predatory arrangement that creates growing inequality and transforms human beings from citizens into obsessive consumers who have difficulty separating and distinguishing between their needs and the goods they are addicted to buying. In this way, capitalism weakens humanity and society.

			Capitalism strives to increase production by creating demand without a clear and final saturation point, something which was also found to be the main cause of the climate crisis that threatens the continuation of humanity.

			In the face of all of this, there is a growing awareness of the urgent need for a different economic and social post-capitalism arrangement. Instead of the capitalist order where the purpose of work and human relations is subordinate to profit-making, which has been found to be destructive to man, society, and nature, it has been redesigned into a new order that will abolish the subordination of human life to profit-making and will be based on higher human purposes. 

			Covid-19 further overthrew the idea of individualism as opposed to collectivism. It reminded us that we are not merely individuals maximizing our personal benefits. We are dependent on each other. The mask was created not only to protect us from infection, but to prevent us from infecting others, too. And we learned to care for the more vulnerable, elderly people among us, for their harm causes a heavy strain on our collective ability to pull through.

			The moguls and celebrities “up high” were found to be completely useless during the Covid-19 crisis. The new heroes of the pandemic were the “little” people—the doctors, nurses, cleaning crews, drivers, volunteers, and everyone’s neighbors. They were the ones willing to risk their lives for us, and they were the ones we needed for our own welfare. Those are the people who truly mattered, while the CEOs of vast corporations, hedge fund managers, and those who pull the strings of the Capitalistic economy were deemed redundant.

			As I write this chapter, it’s still difficult to tell where things will go and what changes will eventually be made, but it’s safe to assume that individualism will suffer a similar fate as that of Communism and Capitalism. It will not disappear. Individualism too will look to find its way. 

			A similar thing also happened to traditional philosophy. Attempts to offer all-encompassing theories failed. Philosophy ceased to be a unifying all-explaining paradigm, and instead broke off into factions: anthropological philosophy (Lévi-Strauss); conservatism (Piaget and others); deconstructivism (Derrida); linguistics (Searle and Chomsky); the philosophy of knowledge and language (Wittgenstein); social philosophy (Habermas and Gadamer); the philosophy of post-structuralism thinkers and post-modernists and more.

			The status and authority of schools and universities as the providers of the knowledge we need in order to cope with the changing world have also been destabilized. Schools were exposed as being irrelevant in preparing our children for their future, while universities have lost their status as guardians of the degrees they hand out as the keys to achieving desired jobs and positions.

			Most relevant human knowledge now develops outside of the formal academy walls: in startup companies and nonacademic research groups and institutes that need no permission or go-ahead from the old paradigm institutions. These entities develop knowledge and new solutions that affect our world no less than academia does.

			Important inventions are created out of the “simple man’s” wish to solve problems he faces. Mark Zuckerberg developed Facebook while he was a student, not while he was in a disciplined scientific research facility. Instead, Facebook answered a personal, social need “to get babes”. Most of the developments that allowed for the social media culture to grow were not developed in formal academic institutes. Only after these categories became evident did academic researchers enter the picture—mainly to suggest theories about their essence. 

			What are the implications of the “Big Brother” doctrines and paradigms on the “simple men” who hold no obligation to scientific truth and whose main concern is how to pave their way in such a turbulent world?

			Science and philosophy of our lifetime invite us to acknowledge that the full understanding of reality and reaching truth lies beyond our eventual reach. They invite us to celebrate the many facets of reality and truth and accept responsibility for our role in finding its everchanging discoveries.

			Foxishness is a commitment to a lifestyle of taking personal responsibility. It’s exhibited in the questions we choose to ask ourselves and the novel point of view we adhere to with regard to the phenomena and problems we encounter and experience in our life. 

		


		
			Note 3

			The Fox’s “Long Tail” 

			The Gaussian curve, or as it’s more commonly known, the bell curve, was presented to us as we learned statistics as being the representation of normal distribution. According to Gaussian curve logic, most humans are in the center—the wide belly of the curve—which resembles an upside-down bell.

			A small minority that is in continual decline takes its place on each side of the fat belly. Big-name companies such as Nike in sports, McDonald’s in fast food, and Coca-Cola in drinks targeted their marketing efforts on the fat belly of the curve, assuming that that is where most of their clients would be found and that, subsequently, is where their branding should be aimed.

			The big bookstores do the same. Since the store has a limited amount of shelf space for displays, they conduct a thorough inventory of the clientele’s generalized taste. Products that sell in large quantities are moved to more prominent spaces, while those that don’t adhere to the general public’s taste are banished to the storage houses and replaced with new models, with the hope that they will sell better than their predecessors.

			The largest stores of the bookseller company Barnes & Noble, for example, used to hold upwards of 15,000 titles. With every passing week, they removed the titles that sold less to make room for new ones. However, wonder of wonders, when Amazon began promoting books through the internet, offering a seemingly endless list of titles, it became apparent that many of its main titles weren’t even available through Barnes & Noble. Meaning, that many of the titles pushed aside in stores actually sold well when not advertised specifically to those of average taste. 

			This phenomenon goes against the Gaussian curve logic, according to which the majority of buyers need to be in the center; the fat bell curve. It’s there that most business companies go in order to acquire the majority of their income. The internet, limitless place that it is, exposed a different division of the population, something described as “The Long Tail.”3

			A simple way to explain the principle of the “Long Tail” is by describing a pile of ten coins. Beside that is a pile of nine coins, then eight… seven… and so on, until the last pile has only one. The combined number of coins in the seemingly smaller piles can be larger than the sum of all the coins in the largest piles. Amazing, isn’t it? 

			Image 2

			The bell curve compared to the Long Tail curve 
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			The internet has allowed for an almost unlimited, varied supply, and thus for freedom of consumer choice that was previously unknown in the old economy. So, many new possibilities for profiting were exposed to those new companies like Facebook or Google who could adequately provide the vast needs of the Long Tail. Today almost every company struggles to find its solution on how to penetrate the Long Tail’s massive market, and make a profit from it. However, we are interested in the widespread human implications the Long Tail phenomenon has uncovered. 

			The fall of the great paradigms and the findings of the “Long Tail” were rather like a dam bursting. The barrier that once prevented people from noticing the differences, complexities, and diversities of the human world, and the benefits of having a wide range of solutions for human issues instead of a singular overarching one, fell. The individual differences emerging were not a mere matter of tastes and wills. The variety included people’s unique needs and abilities to find their own forms of solutions instead of the singular ones offered to them from “above.”

			My first encounter with this aspect was during the War of Attrition (1967-1970). I was visiting one of the strongholds along the Suez Canal and got caught in one of the worst bombings of the war. When the bombing began, I was in a bunker, but before I went in, I saw many soldiers busy with their matters, far from the bunker and the relative safety it provided. I remember wondering what would happen if a bombing were to start—for they were nowhere near close enough to reach the bunker… and indeed they were not. 

			When the bombing began, many soldiers didn’t follow the order of entering the bunker. I was convinced that many of them would be hurt or killed. But when I left the bunker with the last shelling, I was surprised to see that apart from some scrapes and bruises, most were unhurt. This awakened my curiosity. I walked among the soldiers, questioning them. I found that they were already accustomed to such bombings and knew that the order that instructed them to enter the bunker the moment the bombardment began was simply impractical when they were too far from it. And so, each of them had created an optimal (though not ideal) solution for their individual situations. One hid behind a curve in the ground, another found shelter behind a building that supplied partial cover, and another even jumped into a random lavatory pit. They all lived. When I came back, I couldn’t help but ponder the vast meaning of my experience. I realized that in many cases, localized solutions, which are both partial and different, present a better way to deal with a given matter than simply falling back on the traditional solution. 

			Years later, during the First Gulf War (1990-1991), I found myself once more faced with a similar phenomenon when I realized that the IDF’s instruction of sealing rooms which was relevant to most of the population was less relevant to myself and my family. I lived in a moshav where all the houses had wooden roofs covered with slates. They did not provide proper insulation. The sealing of the windows and the doors wouldn't give my family any form of protection, and so I had to find a suitable solution for the context I was in.

			It was also during that war that I first encountered the power of spontaneous groupings of people—the so-called “little people”. These groups came together after finding that the “Big Brother” solution was irrelevant to them in times of crisis. I found myself tied to numerous others who weren’t about to accept the given instructions either. We helped each other by sharing information and conferring with each other about our individual experiences. It became a sort of fox forum. It was there that I first learned of the mighty potential of a congregation of foxes to find “Long Tail” solutions. All this happened in a world without internet, where the only connection with the outside world from that same sealed room was through the radio, television, and phone lines. 

			The internet offers a foxlike potential that we are still far from fully understanding and reaching. It allows us to find an infinite number of localized solutions, ones more effective than those given to us from “above”, while small congregations of foxes can investigate and invent different unexpected solutions to their “Long Tail” problems.

			We have only taken the first steps on the path of “Practical Wisdom” that will enhance a social change in the relationship between the logical “Big Brother” mandatory views and the wisdom of the “little man”, between knowledge passed on from above and wisdom that develops from below.





Note 4

			Why is the Summer Vacation in the Summer?

			The Israeli psychologists Amos Tversky and Daniel Kahneman (the Nobel Prize laureate), indicated that the thought process is made up of two stages: “Anchoring” and “Adjustment.” Anchoring is the first perceptual structure that we pull from our brain, or the first suggested to us by others. It becomes a kind of cognitive anchor that sets the limits of our updating, keeping us constantly close to the anchor. The image below is meant to metaphorically explain the relationship between Anchoring and Adjustment. Once the anchor is cast, the wind will steer the boat and change its location only within the limits of the rope’s length. The image also demonstrates that although the anchor is what decides the movement radius, we ourselves cannot see it. We are tied to conceptual anchors that we are not even aware of. 

			Image 3

			The Range Limit of Adjustmen

			
				
					[image: ]
				

			

			Anchors can be easily set in our brains. In one of Tversky and Kahneman's experiments, they spun a fortune wheel listing numbers from 1-100 in front of a group of students, then loudly announced each number that the wheel stopped on. This was sufficient to create a conceptual anchor regarding the question: “How many African countries are members of the UN?” When the team whose wheel stopped on the number 10 was asked to estimate the number, the average answer was 25. When they asked another group of students whose wheel stopped on the number 65 the same question, the average answer was 45.

			Professional negotiators know how to properly employ the principle of Anchoring and Updating to their advantage. They know that the opening offer will be what will very much set the tone and the ultimate results of the negotiating process. The opening offer becomes an anchor which decides the limits of the update. Tourists who travel to the Far East or Turkey have also learned to utilize the concept in the markets. They see the listed price but choose instead to ignore it as if it weren’t there at all. They give a counter price, one much lower than the original. If the seller is tempted and subsequently tries to update the offer, the updated result will always be lower—at times significantly so—than the listed price.

			More significant anchors are those that limit our thinking—those readymade schemes that we collect from outside without being conscious of doing so. We accept them without pondering them further, even when their consequences cause us personal, social, and economic harm. One such example is the schools’ two-month summer vacation, which is a detriment to the children, their parents, and the national economy. That long vacation has every parent climbing up the walls. “God, here we go again… how will we get it together enough to go through it this time?” Have you ever asked yourselves why the summer vacation has to be two long months and why during the months of July-August? Why during the hottest time of the year? And why does everyone have to go on holiday at the same time?

			We’re so used to the longest school vacation being during the summer, that we simply try to adjust and push through as ever—but we do not get rid of the anchor itself. The summer-long school vacation isn’t set in stone, after all. It’s nothing but an arrangement society found productive once upon a time, and though the reasons for justifying it are no longer relevant, it endures without being questioned. 

			When I was a lecturer at Tel Aviv University, teaching public policies, I decided my seminar course would dedicate a whole semester to this question. Together with the students, we researched the reasoning on which it was set in the first place.

			It goes back to the Industrial Revolution period when modern schools were established to fulfill two major roles: the first—is to keep the children busy and allow their parents to work without distraction (in rural societies, the children stayed with their mother when she went to work in the fields, and when they reached the age of five or six, began helping with general work). The second was to train industrial workers so they would be both efficient and disciplined. The goal of the school was, then, to make children attentive, teach them about hygiene, and give them the necessary knowledge they would need as industrial workers. That necessitated a certain level of education—mainly knowledge of reading and writing, mathematics, and a regard for the rules set by those with authority. But in the summer harvest season, the grandma and grandpa who were left in the village after the other adults became industrial workers could not cope with the harvest work by themselves. 

			This created a severe issue in the warehouses and factories: losing such a vast amount of the workforce was unsustainable—so the solution found was to instead send the children to work. The long vacation during the summer was established. 

			Over three hundred years have passed, and the reasons justifying two months of a summer holiday no longer exist—but yet here we are, still stuck with this anchor.

			 When I was a child, I thought that the summer holidays were as long as they were because it was fun to go to the beach. And, indeed, that was exactly what we did. In those days, we also thought tanning was attractive and a sign of health. When I grew up and joined a youth group, the summer holiday was then dedicated to camps that worked in kibbutzim where we helped with agriculture. Now I know that walking around without a shirt, wearing only shorts or a bathing suit and no sunscreen, will give you skin cancer. I am also aware that the lack of workers for agriculture jobs was solved almost exclusively through bringing in foreign workers and volunteers. 

			When I was a young parent and classrooms didn’t yet have air-conditioners set up, I could find the simple logic in the explanation that it was hard for children to study with the excessive heat. But today, there are no classes without air-conditioners. In fact—it makes more sense for children to sit in an air-conditioned room than to have them run around outside in weather that can endanger them. 

			In the meantime, additional studies show that shorter vacations of a week to ten days constitute a healthier mental break than the long vacation which also adds the crisis of returning to school after a long absence. 

			From the national economic perspective, the long summer school vacation is also asinine. Buildings that stand empty for two months are a waste of resources. They are also an easy target for vandalism—broken windows, break-ins, and the destruction of equipment and furniture. Before every school year, no small amount of money is invested in correcting the damages sustained during the summer holidays.

			Worse still is the mass exodus of people going on vacation all at once. In France, the nightmare of traffic jams at the start and end of the Vacances is well familiar to all. In our small country of Israel, the congestion and long lines for the amusement parks, swimming pools, and other places where we try and take our children out merely to keep them busy, have become insufferable. Factories and businesses suffer losses due to the frequent absences of parents during the summer holidays. These damages could be preventable by better regulation. Having the long school vacation split into shorter ones—of a week or ten days each—and spreading them throughout the year, would improve the situation on a personal and familial level and also from an economic standpoint. 

			Technically, such changes are possible. So, why does it not happen? Social anchors tend to create vested interests that preserve them. Imagine how the teacher associations would react if we tried to suggest a reform. Societal anchors, while accompanied by sectoral interests, are extremely difficult to change. 

			We live in a time of accelerated technological advancement that creates new opportunities to get rid of old anchors, but we’re still stuck with societal and political arrangements that were anchored well back in the past. We, as a society and as individuals, all pay a price due to these disparities. Here are some examples of the many available:

			We continue to be represented by political party systems—something that was justified at the time of the French Revolution. The French Revolution called for voting rights for all its citizens, but because of distance issues, the need for citizens to elect representatives of their interests became an unavoidable choice. However, it is no longer justified in our reality where we have the technology that enables each person to express their opinion and vote on each and every subject directly.

			Even the claim that was seen as reasonable at the time of the French Revolution, that the average citizen did not possess the education needed to understand how the country was run and thus needed to elect someone in their stead, is baseless in today’s day and age. Not only do citizens often have a better, deeper awareness than the elected officials do of everyday issues, but the solutions presented by the elected members are often affected by their narrow political and personal interests. 

			We are anchored to this Relevance Gap perception despite research showing that the “wisdom of the masses” is more prudent than a small number of experts—or in this case, elected officials. Passing on authority to the voters is not without its problems and deficiencies. For example, some issues cannot be brought to mass voting for reasons of security and confidentiality. But the mere fact that so far there have been no attempts at posing an alternative to the political party method—despite the growing criticism against it—proves the power and impact that societal and political anchors have on our lives.

			An additional example is the way society and indeed we personally are accustomed to viewing our lives as being separated into three stages: childhood, adulthood, and old age. This anchor tells us what is expected of us during each of these three life stages. 

			This anchor of three life stages hides important changes and transitions that happen in our life. After completing their military service, many Israelis experience a “Moratorium Period”. It’s a time of suspension or delay—usually spanning a few years, but sometimes it can even be a decade. It’s a time when young people postpone what’s expected of them during adulthood—commitment to a permanent workplace, marriage, and children. This phenomenon is well-known in Israel in the context of after-military-service trips: travels to India, South-East Asia, and South America. The young adults are often unprepared to accept the obligation of a career or family, even after returning from these moratorium trips. The Moratorium Period is prevalent in almost all western countries, as well. The three life stages disregard the unique characteristics of this particular life stage and the difficulties that come with it. 

			A similar phenomenon is now becoming apparent with regard to compulsory retirement laws. In the industrial factories of the 18th and 19th centuries, and all the way through to the beginning of the 20th century, work demanded a certain physical ability. 50-year-olds were already perceived as those whose strength had left them. But nowadays, most jobs do not demand exhausting manual labor, and the skills that are required are those we acquire mainly later in life. 

			However, all these fundamental changes cause minor adjustments to the compulsory pension law in most western countries. The law was first introduced in Germany, by Chancellor Bismarck in 1889. Ever since then, the age when one becomes a pensioner has been seen as the point of transition from adulthood to old age. Now, however, with the dramatically higher life expectancy, pensioners have on average over twenty years of life after retirement. The law is now nothing but a huge waste of human capital that could have been upgrading the economy's wealth and societal wisdom, not to mention the well-being of the citizens.

			Contrary to science, where the Refuting Principle, raised by Karl Popper, states that a theory that was refuted should be replaced by a new one—societal systems do not behave in this way. The societal ability to extract itself from anchors that have ceased to be relevant and to create new ones in their stead is problematic and falls far behind the fast changes that occur in our lives. So, we have to invent our own solutions to our day-to-day problems and cease relying automatically on “solutions” proposed or forced upon us by society. This requires the activation of our foxlike qualities.

			We are not expected by our foxlike qualities to provide new solutions for running schools, invent new democratic systems, or abolish compulsory pension laws, but we are certainly required to be on alert and free ourselves from all kinds of anchors that prevent us from paving our own path forward. 







			
				
					3	The concept of the Long Tail was coined by Chris Anderson in his article, “The Long Tail,” which was published in 2004 by Wired Magazine: http://www.wired.com/wired/archive/12.10/tail.html

				

			

		


		
			Note 5

			The "Fundamental Surprise" Phenomenon

			Intelligence organizations have two main divisions: the collection division, whose role is to gather information, and the research division, whose role is to analyze the information and produce intelligence estimations. In 1973, on the eve of the Yom Kippur War, I was an intelligence officer with considerable experience both with collection and research, and so I was appointed head of the branch that was tasked with directing the collection units per the intelligence research needs. It was an in-between job. Since a significant part of the intelligence sources are confidential and should be hidden even from research officers, my branch was the one that received the lists of information required from the research analysts, and then directed them to the relevant resources. 

			As the head of the division, I found myself in a unique position where I could see all the information received through our various intelligence sources and read the analyses and estimations produced by the analysts. 

			On the eve of the war, the state of the Israeli intelligence on Egypt, Syria, and Jordan seemed almost perfect. We intercepted the correspondences of the Egyptians’ high command, the Syrians and Jordanians, and communications between the leaders of Syria and Egypt and between the Egyptians and Syrians and the USSR—their strategic patron and weapon supplier. Additionally, we held information regarding their training plans and even Egyptian war plans. We also had a top agent in the close circle of the president of Egypt, Sadat4. We assumed that we knew everything, but as it would soon become evident, we understood nothing. Or, to be more precise, we misunderstood what we knew. 

			How is such a thing possible?

			The diagnostic value of the information concerning tactical-level issues was high, and the information on the size of enemy forces and their locations as well as the weapons they possessed was accurate. On the strategic level, however, the diagnostic value of the information we collected was low. Strategic understanding depends mainly on mindset. We tend to ascribe high diagnostic value to information that fits our mindset and disregard information that negates our conception; we may even be blind to it entirely. 

			The intelligence doctrines are based on the assumption that the truth is manifested in the information. The more information the intelligence agencies gather, the more accurate their research assessments become. But, surprise, surprise. Despite their impressive collection accomplishments, Israeli intelligence failed by not only not supplying the vital warning regarding the real intentions of their enemy leaders in seizing the war, but they failed entirely to understand their enemies’ objectives in the war. 

			When the war was over, I went back and reread the pieces of information we’d collected and the research reports that had been based on them. I wanted to find the turning point. The moment where we’d dropped the ball. The point which intelligence calls the “Golden Piece of Information”—the one missive we’d read but had not understood. I was astounded and ashamed. It wasn't a matter of looking for a needle in a haystack; it wasn't merely one elusive piece of information. It quickly became apparent that we’d misinterpreted countless reports. 

			My surprise turned into astonishment. My whole professional perception fell to pieces. Everything I’d been taught and that I’d taught to generations of intelligence officers became null and void. The supposition that understanding the reality was based on understanding the information we had on it, that if we merely knew to gather and research it deeply enough, we would manage to prevent any surprises—was no longer valid. I suddenly realized something I didn’t know then how to put into words. The more I thought about it, the more it became not only a lesson for an intelligence organization, but also revealed itself as a momentous life lesson. 

			Data is not enough to prevent fundamental surprises. What we need is to be able to reframe our mindsets. Our perception is what sets the stage for how we interpret the data we receive. 

			As I already mentioned but should repeat—the data that fits our anchored mindsets is given a high diagnostic value, while information that counteracts our mindsets receives low a diagnostic value, or is even completely ignored. Data that can be interpreted according to our perception but also through a different one—we tend to conceive as a point that strengthens our own beliefs. We all pay heavy prices for this habit that is the consequence of our inherent hedgehog tendencies. 

			

			
				
					4	We can never stay in a state of “perfect information” because of the dynamic nature of the world. “What we know about the world” must always be slightly lacking from “What is true in the world.” 

				

			

		


		
			Note 6

			The Webster Anecdote

			Noah Webster, the well-known compiler of the Webster Dictionary, was a studious hedgehog. The writing of a dictionary requires a dedication of many, many years to just one task—without deviation. Foxes are not suited to such tasks, but Webster, as stated, was a distinct hedgehog. 

			It’s said that Webster met a young, beautiful woman one day, fell in love with her, and they got married. But being a hedgehog, he did not tarry from his work for long. After a short honeymoon, he went back to focusing on writing his dictionary. With each passing day, Mr. Webster would leave his home in the early morning and return in the late evening hours. He himself felt happy and secure in this arrangement and believed wholeheartedly in his marriage’s stability. He never attempted to get to know his new wife or learn what her needs were and how to satisfy them, so, gradually, she learned to make do without him.

			One day, Webster was struck with a terrible, sudden headache. He returned home earlier than usual and discovered his wife in bed with their butler. “You surprised me,” his wife said. “You’ve astounded me,” he replied.

			Webster was especially sensitive to the accuracy of word usage. He noted that his surprise was fundamentally different from his wife’s, and so found it described better as astoundment. Though he knew to ascribe the more accurate word to the situation, that didn’t make him capable of dealing with the astounding crisis he faced at that moment. 

			Mrs. Webster’s problem with recovering from her surprise is, however, a situational one. If she’d only locked the door and left the key in the lock, her husband would have been forced to knock and thus supply her with adequate warning—the warning that could have prevented her surprise. Her surprise was caused by a lack of information. It seems, then, that the lesson to be taken away from what happened would be: next time, be more careful. 

			Her betrayed husband, on the other hand, had to deal with a fundamentally different phenomenon. His astoundment exposed a mindset completely irrelevant to his given reality—all without him noticing. The learning he was required to undertake would be a “Fundamental Relearning”, the recognition that the entire image he held regarding his marriage was wrong. The whole mindset through which he interpreted his life fell apart in one fell swoop. 

			The re-learning that Noah Webster was required to undertake was of a thoroughly different quality than that which his wife needed to partake in. Mrs. Webster had to learn a “situational lesson”. Meaning, one that occurs within the frame of her given mindset. Such situational learning is usually quick and decreases the probability of us being surprised in the future. In contrast, her husband had to go through a long and painful process of fundamentally changing his mindset. This is an extremely difficult thing to accept. It’s no wonder, then, that Mr. Webster tried to deny and avoid it. We can imagine the following conversation that happened between the two. Mr. Webster would ask: “Did the butler lure you against your will?” and she would reply with, “No, I was the instigator.” He would then try and comfort himself with the thought that it was a one-time matter, thus asking: “And were there other times?” leaving her to reply with: “You are so blind, it amazes me. You are so focused on working on your dictionary that you miss things that you should have seen a long, long time ago… you never noticed a thing… you and your dictionary…”

			Only now Webster would start to recall those little surprises that occurred in their joint lives in the past that could have shed light on the ever-growing emotional distance between them, but he didn’t notice a thing because it didn’t match up with the perception he wished to believe in. 

			At this point, Mr. Webster surely could no longer continue to ignore the need to reexamine and reframe his basic beliefs—something which would require getting rid of the anchors that had guided him through his life so far. However, despite his extensive education, he had never learned how to do that. He was an expert in hedgehog-mode learning, something which resulted in an in-depth knowledge that proved to be very beneficial in his dictionary work, but offered no passageway to Fundamental Learning. Mr. Webster was a studious hedgehog, and hedgehogs, even if they are acclaimed scholars, struggle severely with pulling free and letting go of their theories and beliefs. 

			This story also has an epilogue. Years after he’d divorced his cheating wife, Mr. Webster once again met a young student whom he fell in love with. They got married and… you can imagine the end of the story for yourselves… Perhaps we should put it this way: “On one sunny day, Mr. Webster suddenly suffered a terrible and sudden headache. He returned home early…” What further evidence is needed to show that hedgehogs are doomed to be fundamentally surprised time and time again, and that education and knowledge do not help them learn how to handle those surprises?

		


		
			Note 7

			Fundamental Surprises in the 21st Century

			The archetypical traumatic event of the Fundamental Surprise phenomena in the Israelis’ minds is the Yom Kippur War.

			The archetypical traumatic Fundamental Surprise event etched in the American awareness and very much so the world’s at large, are the events of September 11th, 2001. The citizens of the world watched with bated breath the reruns of the plane emerging from the blue skies, heading toward the city like those shadowy winged creatures of destruction from Tolkien’s creations, before crashing into the north tower of the World Trade Center. Cries of “Oh, God!” from horrified eyewitnesses down below rang out as the second plane hit the south tower. People jumped to their death so they could escape the burning inferno of the towers, which soon fell like a house of cards. The pentagon was aflame.

			The television then broadcast a simultaneous image of the president of the United States receiving the update while he sat in a school classroom, reading them the book “My Pet Goat”.

			It was that image that so vastly expressed just how the leader of the “greatest nation in the world”, the one who should have been a firm representative of world order, was thoroughly unprepared for fundamentally surprising events. In his mind, such an event was inconceivable.

			On the list of Fundamental Surprises in our general awareness, I would also list the subprime mortgage crisis that broke in the United States in July-August of 2007, then escalated from September 2008 to become the greatest world financial crisis since the Great Recession of the 20s and 30s of the previous century. I would now also add to this list the recent worldwide coronavirus pandemic that caused more than 514 million cases and 6.23 million deaths (as of spring 2022), making it one of the deadliest pandemics in history. As with every other Fundamental Surprise case, here too there were early warning signs that foretold what was about to happen. Some alerted to it, and other reports pointed to severe deficiencies in the economic and health systems that were expected to cope with such crises.

			Beyond the global or national Fundamental Surprises that are so etched into our consciousness as traumatizing unexpected events, the phenomenon of Fundamental Surprises happens on all levels and aspects of life. The business and managerial literature recognizes the threats of the Fundamental Surprises happening on the organizational level, and labels their cause as "Disruptive Technologies",5 organizational strategies refer to them as “Strategical Changing Points6” and stock exchangers as “The Black Swan Phenomenon7”. All these labels point to the need to develop new, more sensitive thought processes. 

			When Fundamental Surprises occur, coping with the crisis by cost reductions, laying off employees, or cutting prices is no longer sufficient. Fundamental Surprise crises cannot be solved through ordinary “scientific management” logic8. To do what we already do but in a more efficient way—is no longer enough. 

			 Large organizations that are managed through the scientific managerial principles tend to gradually become “Hedgehog Organizations.” The managerial top-down discipline and their deduction-induction logic prevent them from seeing the looming Fundamental Surprise events and coping effectively with the nature of the crises when they occur.

			 The managerial literature brings forth the stories of exceptional leaders who managed to notice the early warning Fundamental Changes signs and developed new business categories to cope with the new reality. Andrew Grove, the CEO of Intel, described just this in his book “Only the Paranoid Survive”, claiming that: “The sad fact is that the moment you find yourself in a strategic changing point storm, all you have to assist you to navigate your way is your gut and your intuition.”

			These situations require, above all else, foxishness, and Grove was a foxlike leader. He tells about the times when he would leave his office, stepping back from his assistants and subordinate managers and the advice they would give. Instead, he went to visit competitive companies, spoke to various suppliers and customers, and stopped to talk with many people he met, thinking over the things they shared with him. He searched for what he could already feel but knew he did not yet properly understand.

			Fundamental Surprises are not only a matter of concern for leaders and managers. They are issues each of us, as individuals, must be concerned with. We too, in our private lives, get caught up in perceptions that are no longer relevant to the dynamic reality we live in.

			Ask yourself how many times in your life you’ve found yourself in transitionary periods, when you felt that the new circumstances were unclear to you, that your anchoring mindset could not clarify. 

			We go through many of these basic transitionary situations. During the transition from childhood to adolescence and from adolescence to adulthood, when we join the military, transitioning from a life of bachelorhood to married life, becoming parents, going through a divorce, getting fired, becoming a pensioner, suffering from a malignant disease, losing a spouse and many more—all these are fundamental turning points during which we struggle with reframing and redefining ourselves.

			All this happens cumulatively along with rapid fundamental technological, economic, and political changes that disrupt our personal life. 

			We all now need to activate our foxish intellectual virtues to recognize the changing realities in our life and pave our personal way through them. 

			The hedgehogs amongst us tend to carry on dealing with the Fundamental Surprises in their lives as if they were merely Situational Surprises and become entrapped by their irrelevant mindsets. The foxes, however, are those who, when encountering a Fundamental Surprise, manage to recognize it at a very early stage, and can thus gradually change their mindset perception to fit the coming reality.

			How do they do it?

			This is our topic in the Second Part—The Foxlike Intelligence. 

			

			
				
					5	Bower, J. L. (January–February 1995), and C. M. Christensen. “Disruptive Technologies: Catching the Wave.” Harvard Business, .

				

				
					6	Andrew Grove, (1988) Only The Paranoid Survive.

				

				
					7	Nassim Taleb. (2009) The Black Swan. 

				

				
					8	Taylor, F., W. (1911), The Principles of Scientific Management, New York, NY, USA and London, UK: Harper & Brothers.

				

			

		


		
			
Part Two

			The Foxlike Intelligence
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			Note 8

			Foxes Can Find What They Are Not Searching For

			From my advanced age, I look back at my life and find a progression that didn’t go along as planned, but instead was a circumstantial journey that I never could have imagined before. With this revelation, I also examined the courses of my friends’ lives, and there too I found lives that took unexpected turns. But when I looked even deeper, it became apparent that many people my age feel sorry for the twists and turns and opportunities that were in their path long before, but that they didn’t know to recognize for what they were. This special wisdom to notice things we aren’t expecting and take advantage of them is characteristic of foxlike intelligence.

			In many cases, we can find universal life wisdom in folk tales. The ability to find what we weren’t searching for is called “Serendipitous Wisdom”, after the old tale “The Three Princes of Serendip”—the olden name for Sri Lanka. It tells the story of three princes, brothers, who managed to find things they were not looking for.

			The concept “Serendipity” is mainly known for its use in science for discoveries that were unexpected “happenstance9”—something which occurs often.

			Since Archimedes’ first “Eureka” and all the way through Newton and his apple, to the invention of the pox vaccine, penicillin, birth control, nylon, Teflon, and more and more. Serendipity is the foxlike ability that resides in us all, even if we aren't aware of it or its value, and thus most of us don’t actively use it.

			Serendipity is the insight and the pleasure in discovering that which we were not expecting. It is what creates that primitive longing to travel to distant, unknown lands, and the growing pleasure when we discover just how little we know about what is there. That same pleasure can be felt when we find a book that takes us to unexpected and magical realms.

			In its more prominent form, the serendipitous phenomenon also explains why we enjoy roaming around shopping centers and markets. The wide, renewable variety creates the illusion that things are there that we weren’t expecting—beyond what we meant to acquire in the first place.

			IKEA knows well how to take advantage of this quality to maximize its profits. It supplies the serendipitous urge to the masses. I remember how I felt when we went to one of their branches to buy a couch, only to walk out with two armchairs and a table bench. It was an unexpected, surprising solution to the issue for which we came to the store. When we left home, we’d set our minds on needing a couch, but in IKEA, they take advantage of that specific need to draw our attention to the things we weren’t looking for, the ones that lurk in the vast selection positioned in the maze needed to reach the area that houses the couches. 

			The foxlike serendipity stems from the longing we all possess for the unknown. But it’s also much more than that. Unlike the “IKEA serendipity”, it precedes an ongoing process of preparation, knowledge acquisition, and the asking of open-ended questions that are unclearly defined, and which only the serendipitous discovery could possibly clarify. The foxes embark on that journey of discovery already equipped with a prepared mind and openness. Louis Pasteur said that chance favors only the prepared mind.

			The prepared mind is an intentional mind, which understands that our problems can take unexpected turns for unexpected reasons. It is open to new experiences, and when we encounter new opportunities with openness and awareness, we gain a double understanding. First, we discover and understand the meaning of the surprising circumstance we have encountered, and second, we gain a new interpretation of the problem we were dealing with in the first place. 

			The foxlike serendipity is also characterized by a pinch of “stealing” from other contexts, and sometimes also from others who have been through similar problems in the past. The foxes use the knowledge that hedgehogs before them worked hard on, they use the information, but always go beyond and apply their meaning to their quests. This is more than merely stealing—it’s creative theft. It includes changing that which was stolen into a new context, one that is different in essence, and thus creates new insights that previously were not present. I, myself, stole the concept of serendipity from others, but gave it a new meaning. I first learned about the concept of serendipity from an academic paper discussing it in scientific discoveries, but I changed its meaning to represent a foxlike virtue. 

			 The internet has created new territories for such virtual serendipitous travels, but it also provides us with fast, shallow web surfing, something which can turn every journey into a shallow IKEA kind of trip—where the coin lies beneath the streetlight, all so you can very easily find it. Foxlike serendipity is not like that. It is more like what happened to King Saul, who left to look for donkeys and instead found majestic reign. Such “luck” only happens for foxes whose minds are prepared for “Fundamental Surprises” which are both negative and positive. 

			I too am surprised again and again when I realize how difficult it is for others—even the well-educated—to experience serendipity from small Fundamental Surprises, despite having such surprises pop up wherever we may turn. They fulfill an important role in our personal development and conceal within them opportunities for openness and discovery. 

			Not every researcher cleaning out their lab of old Petri-dishes would notice the swabs becoming infested by fungi. But Fleming, the “inventor” of penicillin, did. He noticed something he couldn’t explain through his epistemic knowledge. His mind was prepared and open for a surprise since his personality was attuned to the serendipitous “Fundamental Surprise”. This is an experience no hedgehog scientist could have been attuned to, nor would they have discovered it—a discovery that changed the modern medical world.

			This book stems from a serendipitous experience I experienced during the Yom Kippur War, an experience that refused to be contained in the realms of academic research, and thus led me on additional serendipitous journeys that allowed me to discover foxishness in others and in myself. 

			

			
				
					9	For more about serendipity in science, see Kantarovich, A, (2002) “From Amoeba to Einstein,” Haifa University and Zmora-Bitan Publishing House, (in Hebrew).

				

			

		


		
			Note 9

			My Serendipitous Journey

			The journey that led me to recognize the foxishness within myself began, as I stated before, in the 1970s, during the Yom Kippur War. Initially, it was through the personal experience of a painful shattering of the hedgehog perceptual structure that I had been raised to believe in. It was the breaking point of my life, after which everything changed and drifted along to different realms.

			Taking a foxlike approach never leads you to return to where you started. Even the loot you come back with isn’t the one you intended to collect when you first left. You go looking for something, but end up discovering that what you’ve found isn’t necessarily the answer to the question you were hoping to figure out. Instead, there is a new question, one that diverts you and drives you onwards on your journey, which is, in many ways, a completely different one from the one you set out on. After over fifty years of such voyages, with each leading me on my next serendipitous journey, I decided to allow myself to write this foxish book about foxes and hedgehogs. 

			At first, this journey was meant to find new ways to help the Israeli intelligence community to avoid becoming entrapped by Fundamental Surprises. But as I went ahead, I discovered that Fundamental Surprises occur no less in realms such as the political, financial, social, and personal, as well. It was this discovery that made me want to expand and change the borders of my foxish research.

			This recognition is what made me abandon my intelligence career, leave the IDF and begin a new life journey to experience and learn firsthand the meaning of the role of the Fundamental Surprise phenomenon in 21st-century life. 

			I thought that the best way to delve into the issue would be at university. I already held a master’s degree and decided to write a doctorate thesis on the Yom Kippur War and its general lessons. I turned to Professor Yehushofat Harechbi, a well-known and highly respected scholar, whom I knew well from the time he’d acted as head of the Military Intelligence before he left for an academic career. I tried to convince him to be my mentor. 

			While busy completing the academic procedures necessary to be accepted for doctorate studies, a small Fundamental Surprise diverted me in an unexpected direction. It was actually an intelligence failure that summoned an opportunity I had not, at the time, been looking for. The Agranat Commission was established to examine the causes of the military failures during the initial stages of the Yom Kippur War, and most specifically, the Military Intelligence Directorate’s failure to provide adequate warning. It subsequently advised to commission additional intelligence estimation departments in the Foreign Ministry and the Mossad, supposing that such a pluralistic research system would help to avoid similar Fundamental Surprises in the future.

			While searching for the right person to head the new committee through the department in the Foreign Ministry, Yigal Alon, then the Foreign Minister, asked Professor Harechbi to consult with him regarding who should head it. Harechbi, who must have been impressed by the conversations we’d previously had, recommended me.

			I was summoned for a meeting with Alon, during which I was requested to head a new research branch. However, I admitted that after the Yom Kippur experience, I’d ceased to believe in the intelligence methodology and was intending to begin my doctorate studies to search for a new methodology entirely. Alon explained to me how critical to the security of the state the endeavor would be, and suggested that I postpone my plans and first help build this new department through the knowledge I’d already gathered. I agreed to do so, for a limited time. I did not regret that shift. It instead allowed me to encounter Fundamental Surprises firsthand in the political realm and later also the social one. My understanding expanded beyond the realm of matters of intelligence. I realized I was dealing with a universal phenomenon, one that was and still is not well known, one whose importance in other realms of life is no less important than in intelligence matters. 

			From there, things began moving ahead through discoveries and many different and surprising experiences, ones that always steered off the expected path, and, again, were never regretted. They included, in addition to an academic career, a short diplomatic career, managing a company that was dealing with the transition from mechanical to electronic technologies, establishing the “Praxis” Research Institute, conducting varied field studies and strategic workshops with the IDF’s military elite units, working with Singapore’s high command officers and the higher-ups of the Chilean government, consulting to governmental offices, businesses and social organizations, and participating in an international study to find new ways to avoid disasters.

			And no less so, twists and turns that were nothing short of unpredictable in my personal life, the least of which led me to fascinating theoretical and experimental research that completely drew me in. 

			I tried to treat each as a serendipitous discovery. When doors suddenly slammed in my face, I believed it was only so that new ones could open—ones that I’d been unaware of while the others remained viable. All these happened both due to meeting interesting people and through unpredictable internal discoveries about myself and the world around me.

			When I began my doctorate, I assumed it would be a journey of discovering the Fundamental Surprise phenomena as one large, overarching subject, but right from the initial stages, it became apparent that it was not a single vast subject and theory, but instead a shift between many different subjects and theories. Similar to attempts to build the Tower of Babel, when the builders believed they were already in the heavens, something always shattered the super-tower into small stories. What I experienced was the movement between small theories, which were all incomplete and, at the same time, all held validation and meaning of their own. Yet still, and despite all this, they represented something beyond the sum of their parts.

			I completed my dissertation in 1980 and later, in 1982, I published the book “The Fundamental Surprise—Intelligence in Crisis”. The book and the subsequent articles I wrote garnered a vast interest in the Israeli intelligence community and, ever since, its lessons have been embodied in its performance. However, I still found myself feeling disappointed. Something important had been lost. The foxishness that had allowed for all this, did not find an adequate voice.

			I had been tempted into joining the academic staff of Tel Aviv University to teach strategic thinking, and thus became a senior member of the Strategic Research Center of the university.

			But the foxishness kept stealing away at me, planting doubts in its wake. Was the academic career, which I’d discovered to be thoroughly hedgehog-like in essence, the best path for me? I managed to sample the academic life for several years and, like every academic, I too wrote papers and participated in academic discourse—but I never felt truly immersed in it. I realized that I wasn’t suited to academic life. With all my love for deepening my understanding of different theories, I did not believe in the power of the academic approach alone to solve the foxish matters that occupied me so inherently. I realized that I had to search for the answers through direct interaction with people and cases. I quit my job at the university and continued on my path as a solo researcher and guest researcher at different institutes both in Israel and abroad. 

			When, in 1994, I established the Praxis Institute, a research and consulting company centered around the issues of Fundamental Surprises, their causes and consequences, I based our activities on foxlike serendipitous movement between theory and practicality and the in-between. We worked on numerous cases of security, society, business, and personal matters. This provided—and still does to this day—numerous small Fundamental Surprises and opportunities for serendipitous journeys. We evolved to become a pack of foxes, who act and encourage and teach others to develop into similar packs of foxes, too.


		


		
			Note 10

			The Fox’s Freedom

			In my mind, the fox represents freedom and liberty. The fox takes it upon himself to overcome and fight against the limitations of the perceptual prison that dictates the given alternatives and thus finds his own path beyond what is known. This is a contrast with the hedgehog, who thinks and acts within the set discipline or normative frame. The fox breaks free while the hedgehog remains imprisoned. 

			We experience the truest form of freedom when we manage to construct our own solutions to our problems and quests beyond those offered to us from the “outside”. Solutions and quests that are beyond the ones we’re supposedly allowed to cross, and borders deemed inappropriate to break.

			This is the magic of discovery—something we experience as children but oftentimes lose as adults. We remember it when we read enchanting books like “The Little Prince”, “Winnie the Pooh”, or “Alice in Wonderland”, which provide us with tales that stretch what we presume to be the limits of reality. Occasionally we think back and remember the magic that surrounded us when we read the stories, we try and hold onto it once more—but it keeps eluding us.

			The freedom we permitted ourselves in our childhood—the freedom to search the path in between and beyond—can let us have similar experiences as adults. Our everyday lives provide us with a wealth of opportunities for such liberties, but they usually go unnoticed. Even when we do notice them, we usually “miss out” on the hidden opportunities within.

			In my hometown of Tel Aviv, from a place called Reading until Tel Baruch, there is a lovely beach-side park. Along the promenade, there are signs that ask visitors to only walk on the paved path parallel to the waterline and only a few dozen meters from it. “Sand and shore plants have been planted in this area in order to preserve the diminishing plant life. Please walk only on the designated pathways”—the signs entreat the pedestrians and cyclists.

			I certainly wish to adhere to the instructions. The sand and shoreline plants remind me of my childhood and it’s a scene no longer so often seen. If I were a hedgehog, I’d listen to the request and, like all the other people, walk along the pathways set by the city municipality. But on Saturdays, the promenade is packed with people—pedestrians and cyclists alike. The crowd ruins the experience I wish to enjoy when visiting the beach—the experience of a never-ending blue horizon and rhythmic waves that come to wet the sandy golden shore. As a fox, I ask myself if there is a way for me to keep from harming the plant life while also avoiding the crowds. I soon discover there is such a way. The narrow strip between the sea and land—the one marked with the beach waves—is also the most steady and comfortable area to walk on. The waves wash along the sand, making it stable for easy walking. The damage to nature is minimal. Not only are there no plants there, but even my footprints get washed away by the waves. However, that “in-between” area is also where I have to be alert. The line where the waves reach is constantly changing. If I don’t keep a close eye on the coming waves, my trainers will get wet. Damp socks in the winter are no fun, to say the least. This experience and awareness also induce deep associative thoughts regarding the waves and the meaning they hold in life. The path of the “in-between” becomes a fascinating place to bring up new thoughts on the meaning of my own life and life in general. There is no need to be a philosopher to experience deep thoughts in that dynamic space of meeting between sand and sea. 

			I love taking walks on the beach, no matter the season, but wintertime is my favorite. It’s then that the feeling of the “in-between” is most prominent. You can feel the freedom. You know that the end will be when the sea waves will take you away, and that it will be a marvelous ending. 

			This walk along the lines of the “in-between” is what always leads the fox to such experiences, and it can remind us that every fox has the ability to develop its own unique paths and destiny in life. It also provides us with both comfort and a sense of happiness when we approach its near end. Frank Sinatra expressed in song what many of us with such feelings wish we could when we look back at our lives: “I did it my way”. I carved out my own path “between” the limitations of the known and the unknown, the expected and the unexpected, and found personal, fascinating places to move along in my life.

			Occasionally I look at the passersby on the paved road. They can see the shoreline and me walking alongside it. But they don’t change their hedgehog-like ways. They lose out on the fox’s autonomy and liberty. 

		


		
			Note 11

			The Fox’s Bump Key

			When we were children, before we started attending school, we naturally thought and acted in a foxlike manner. Our thinking and personality developed through the continual motion between things and we tried to cut short any attempts to limit our imagination by the parameters imposed on us by the adults around us.

			This is what supported our development as tykes, but then when we entered the school system, we gradually lost those natural inclinations. At school, we were forced to think logically in a divided set of subject boxes: mathematics, literature, bible studies, history, and so forth. 

			Hedgehogs are perfectly fine with accepting this way of thinking, and then further deepen this habit at university in order to acquire their desired degrees. And if they then wish to take on an academic career, it deepens that way of thinking for almost the rest of their lives. Most of us do not choose academic careers, but we still are expected to adopt such a way of thinking in most organizations. The foxes, however, rebel against this. They are not suited to organizational jobs and to the subsequently required systematic thinking. They think and act less in obligation to any systematic order. They think and behave more like thieves.

			A thief who wishes to break in through a locked door does not need systematic knowledge of how keys and locks are made. They merely need the knowledge that will allow them to create their own bump key for their specific needs.

			We mustn’t underestimate the required intelligence a thief needs to create such a key. It’s not simply stealing, for it is creative theft. They must possess flexible thinking, and sometimes have an abundance of creativity, well above what’s involved in structured learning. For this, they need to reveal and gather the necessary information on their specific goal and situation. 

			Foxes build up the knowledge they need in an active, dynamic and creative way, wandering through various sources of knowledge until they find what is relevant to them. They take advantage of their ability to learn a little about many different things so they can deepen their knowledge about things that interest them most. This depth of process is possible exactly because of the limitlessness of the research boundaries. Their curiosity is always open to expansion and changes.

			These qualities of freedom of thought are most often attributed to artists and creators. The painter Pablo Picasso shone a light on this quality in regard to artists and said, “Good artists copy. Great artist steal.” These kinds of thoughts are also important to breakthrough scientists. They too “steal” knowledge from others and transform what was “stolen” into their own scientific discoveries. Albert Einstein also hinted at this when he said, “The secret to creativity is knowing how to hide your sources.”

			In this context, I must also admit that the concept of “bump key” I stole and transformed for you from the works of Von E. Glasersfeld10, an influential education philosopher. He proposed the bump key as a metaphor for children’s natural inclination for thinking and learning processes. 

			Constructivism is an educational theory that explains how children gather knowledge by simple nature. It sees learning not as a passive process of acquiring knowledge, but as an interactive process where the students’ active contributions are no less important than those of the teacher.

			The theory of constructivism was devised in the context of school learning, when after observing children who learned naturally, it was found they would build up conceptual constructions that were both creative and rich, merely by learning things they found interesting. A child’s learning is driven by their curiosity and personal natural incentive to the development of their knowledge. For this reason, there is no point in teachings that center around matters disconnected from the child’s focus and interest, and not per the set program of the school.

			Such constructivism is natural but concealed from us as adults.

			This foxlike way of thinking and acting is not only attributed to artists and exceptional thinkers such as Picasso and Einstein. These are qualities we all possess. They are used not only for the construction of new theories, new products or creating art pieces. We can and should make use of our foxlike constructive ways of thinking, learning, and action-taking in coping with our day-to-day wonderings.

			During one of my meetings with my accountant, he explained to me that there was no longer justification for me to keep my vehicle. When tax calculations were taken into account, and with expenses over repairs only growing, it did not make sense to keep the old car, and thus I should get a new one. In that way, I could enjoy the benefits of a new car and also have it covered by income tax. His accounting software was what had completed the calculations, and so it found keeping the old car “inadvisable.”

			 Usually, I follow my accountant’s suggestions. But in this case, I began to wonder. Somehow, I felt it did not fit what I sensed or felt.

			Now that my accountant had deemed my old car a financial burden and suggested I buy a new one instead, the thrill I perhaps would have once felt for such a buy lost its shine. This self-discovery was a small Fundamental Surprise for me. I decided to give up on having a car and from now on only walk, ride my bike, take a bus, cab, or train. 

			If I were a hedgehog, I’d have been satisfied with my accountant’s calculations of my possible savings. 

			However, when I rejected the financial logic of my awakening new feelings I discovered that walking and riding had changed my outlook on life in a way I’d previously been unaware of. It changed my relationship with the sights and the people around me. Such a relationship is different from what you feel when you are stuck in a car and used to watching the world go by through the windshield. 

			Riding also changed my attitude toward time. In the car, time is measured through the distance you’ve already eaten up, the distance that remains until you reach your destination, and whether or not you’ll manage to get there on time. The scenery consists of roads, crossroads, traffic lights, and other cars. You relate to them and they to you only in accordance with the rules of the road. When on a bicycle, however, you can't help but feel the wind, experience the trees, take note of all the people around you and see them as the individuals they are. You improve your relationship with time itself, learn to enjoy the stretching of time, and increase your sensitivity and ability to take pleasure in the smallest details. It is these aspects that bring me peace and pleasure in ways I could never experience when driving a car. 

			All that helped me to “get out of the car”—both metaphorically and quite literally. It was through this that I became aware of the meaning cycling had brought into my life and how it had changed my perceptions. I also learned to employ the general lessons of this case in the more serious issue of the need to break habits that do not fit my changing personality anymore. 

			These skills are things that everyone possesses. I am sure that with nothing more than a small effort, you can substitute this bicycle example with something relevant to you—things I couldn’t even imagine myself doing while writing this. 

			

			
				
					10	 Glasersfeld, E. von. (1983), Learning as a constructive activity. In: J. C. Bergeron & N. Herscovics (ed.) Proceedings of the 5th Annual Meeting of the North American Group of Psychology in Mathematics Education, Vol. 1. Montreal: PME-NA, 41–101.

				

			

		


		
		


		
			Note 12

			Is the Fox Irrational?

			Dan Ariely, a professor of behavioral economics at Duke University, mentioned in his book, “Predictably Irrational”11 the following anecdote from his time as a young student. One of the lecturers claimed that women have a higher pain tolerance than men, for they have to go through the ultimate experience of pain—giving birth. He decided to examine this claim in a lab setting.

			Ariely called on students, men, and women, and asked them to put their hands in a bowl with very hot water, planning on testing who would last longer. The experiment results were conclusive: the women all took their hands out of the bowl before the men.

			In the next class, Ariely asked for permission to speak and presented his findings. The lecturer’s reaction was surprising. “The only thing you proved was that men are idiots. Who voluntarily keeps their hands in a bowl of too-hot water?”

			Through this story, Ariely emphasizes the fact that we are willing to protect our perceptions no matter what, unwilling to change them, regardless of the facts presented. He uses this example in his book, in addition to many other amusing short stories, to prove his main thesis: we are irrational creatures.

			I wish to take this anecdote in a different direction. I believe it amusingly showcases one of the most important characteristics of foxish thinking: as opposed to the hedgehog, who uses dichotomic rationality to explain everything in a linear and binary way, the fox’s world encompasses many different complementary ways to make sense of and to judge issues he comes across. It is this that allows him to raise new explanations that elude the supposition line of the given thesis.

			The hedgehog tends to examine the claims with the same dichotomic logic—just as Ariely did in the previously mentioned incident. The fox will attack this claim with logic from a different angle. From the “side”, if you will. That’s why it’s called “abductive reasoning”, and its logic is different from “induction” and “deduction”. This is what Ariely’s lecturer did. She responded to his rational claim with a foxish claim that came from more complex logic. (By the way, I’ve long suspected that women excel at foxish thinking—more so than men.)

			From this point of view, it’s possible to say that Ariely’s statement was not necessarily correct in his ultimate conclusion that the lecturer’s reaction was proof that humans were not prepared to change their minds, even when presented with hard facts proven in a scientific method. Her claim, after all, came from a different logical point—a different place—something which made Ariely’s experiment null and void. In her mind, the experiment showed nothing more than the fact that men were more gullible than women and more willing to suffer and take risks for stupid expeditions. I am willing to bet on the accuracy of this statement. However, women are willing to suffer greatly when there’s a worthy cause and justification—like giving birth. The lecturer’s comeback made it very clear: “If the pain had an actual point, you’d see what women are truly capable of12.” 

			In scientific lab experiments, there is logic in raining counterclaims on binary points of contention. Life, though, does not work in the same way. Indeed, life can give the sense of activating a different rationale by bringing on a counterclaim from different dimensions. 

			Real-life effective use of such logic is known to every negotiator. Negotiators have to handle situations in which each of the divided sides keeps a rigid outlook of their own, no matter the mediating attempts. These kinds of situations can be avoided through distancing from the avenue of contrition and raising different logical points from yet another avenue. It is there that cooperation between the sides can be shown to lead to new mutual strategic interests that the two rival parties can achieve by collaboration that would diminish the influence of the contrition hurdles. 

			The basic principle of judo is that it’s inefficient to use counterforce. A skilled judo fighter will respond to the use of force with a move that neutralizes the opponent’s force through the use of logic stemming from a different and surprising avenue. So too with debates. Hedgehogs try to convince and cement their point through logic, while the fox knows that in order to change opinions, one doesn’t need logical persuasion. Instead, what is required is to change the perception of the problem. It has to be presented anew.

			I have a friend who works in agriculture, and made a vast fortune in his field—something known to be highly improbable in his line of work. He told me that when he decided to retire and leave his estate to his son, he said to him, “I have one piece of advice for you. Look at how and what everyone else in the village is growing, grow something else, and grow it differently.” Pay attention to the stipulation—not only grow something different but grow it differently. 

			And indeed, my friend whose foxishness I’d always admired knew at all times to combine agriculture matters out on the fields with familiarization with botanical developments and a constant awareness of innovative technologies. He also made sure to keep close personal contact with his marketer abroad, something which stood in opposition to the other farmers who marketed their products through the large middlemen marketers’ organizations. Even if he didn’t say so explicitly, I understood his intention when he spoke about doing the work differently. And in agriculture that is no mere trivial point. Farmers tend to mimic each other and raise crops that are known to have grown and sold well the previous season. 

			The fox’s rationale, then, is to avoid searching for a solution in the same place as everyone else and to instead search for new ways to solve the problem beyond their general knowledge, and with a different rationale. 

			

			
				
					11	  Ariely, Dan. (2008), Predictably Irrational, Harper Collins. ISBN 978-0-06-135323-9.

				

				
					12	On this point too, I tend to agree with her. She raises many questions regarding what we can learn from behavioral experiments in the more complex aspects of life. To Ariely’s credit, I must say that the matter of gender-based pain threshold and its possible connection to giving birth has remained open.

				

			

		


		
			Note 13

			The Fox’s Abductive Reasoning

			The description I gave in the previous note passes on the message through an anecdote. In this note, I will expand a little more on the basic claim that abductive foxlike thinking is rational. Those who practice scientific methods may claim that abductive foxlike thinking counteracts rational scientific judgment. This claim needs clarification. 

			Scientific rationalization is based on two forms of logic: deductive judgmental logic and inductive judgmental logic. In deductive claims, we deduce from the general to the particular. From the rule “A swan is a large, white waterbird that lives around lakes” we can deduce that the large white waterbird in front of the lake is a swan.

			In the inductive claim, however, from the observation, we learn about the whole. If we see a large waterbird at a lake, one similar to a swan but black, we can correct the hypothesis which states that all swans are white and instead say that most swans are white, but there are also some that are black. We can also raise a possible new hypothesis, one which states that what seems like a black swan is in fact not a swan at all, but another bird, one still unfamiliar to us. These two methods of thinking are characteristic of science and allow for its evolvement.

			In science, as Karl Popper explained, the inductive and deductive methods enable the refutation of hypotheses, and by so doing, improve scientific theories. But life is not science. The scientific experiment cannot be conducted unless the claims are first drafted and worded in that same mutually exclusive way. This is a basic principle of science. In life, with all its complexities, this is a difficult condition to fulfill. In our day-to-day lives, we cannot limit our perceptions to the validation of scientific hypotheses. When we follow such rational scientific thinking methods, deductive and inductive reasonings become a means to avoiding the Fundamental Surprises of the surprising elements they hold. 

			Right after the Fundamental Surprise uprising events in Egypt of March 2011 that raised the unexpected and extreme Muslim Brotherhood totalitarian party to power—something which went against all previous expectations—the commentators rushed to explain away the surprise by deductive claims such as, “It is known to all that Middle Eastern revolutions always end in totalitarian regimes, so it was something which was bound to happen in Egypt, too,” or by inductive claims like: “It started as a mob revolution and in such situations, it is to be expected that an extreme party such as the Muslim Brotherhood will overtake the leadership role.” 

			 It’s that “in-between” that the deductive and inductive methods do not give weight to. Seemingly, if thinking through dichotomic binarities and inductive-deductive scientific logic is justified in a lab, it still has to hide the complexities of real-life situations.

			Abductive Reasoning was proposed back in the late 19th century by the philosopher-logician-scientist, Charles Sanders Pierce13. He defined abduction as the third possibility for logical thinking, one that should be added to the list of inductive and deductive reasoning. Abduction reasoning, then, is a thinking process where we can suggest surprising new claims before we hold the deductive or inductive reasoning for their justification. Abduction is what allows us to step out of the binary thinking trap of “cause and effect”, and open new avenues of thought.

			Pierce claimed that abductive reasoning is the creative stage of any given scientific thought process. It is required at the point when the scientist feels that a situation is yet unknown and inexplicable, for it remains outside the boundaries of deductive and inductive reasoning.

			In other words, abduction is necessary in Fundamental Surprise cases: in situations in which what has been revealed does not fit into our interpretive perceptual system. If in these circumstances we apply the use of deductive or inductive reasoning, we will lose out on the opportunity to learn from the unexpected. As a fox, I avoid trusting the deductive and inductive logic trap and instead search for abductive reasoning. 

			 One amusing example of my personal “trick” of provoking abductive thinking centers around the “untrivial associations” method—combinations that seem at first odd or irrelevant. Such a thing occurred when I was at a meeting in the Jerusalem Municipality, about to start a consulting project. The purpose of the meeting was to understand why the Center of Town kept sinking financially and socially, despite the serious efforts the municipality claimed they were making to revive it. The participants presented the problem as a matter of insufficient resources—with regard to both money and manpower. The discussion did not get us anywhere, and the meeting adjourned without any new insights about a matter discussed over and over and over. I was frustrated.

			On my way out, I allowed myself to take a disposable cup, made myself a coffee, and went down the stairs, heading toward the street. As I walked through Yaffo St., the main street in the center of town, I carried on pondering reflectively over the meeting while sipping my coffee. I looked at the disposable cup and saw that the words “It’s easy to serve” were on it, right next to the symbol of the city. When I finished drinking, I looked for a trash can but couldn’t find one. In Tel Aviv, the city where I live, there are bins every hundred-or-so meters. There, however, in the center of Jerusalem, it had been at least two hundred meters and I still couldn’t find a trash can. Eventually, I found one, threw the cup away, took initiative, and decided to see where I’d find the next bin. So I walked along, examining the bins along Yaffo St. until I reached the central bus station at the entrance to the city. 

			From the little experiment I’d conducted, it became apparent that hardly any of the bins were similar to the others. It was simply a collection of trash cans that had accumulated over time, in different styles and shapes. Even the distances between them were not the same. Along the way, I noticed pedestrians and retailers who would simply throw their litter in the street. 

			The metaphor of the cup and the trash cans became the key perceptual point for the project. It gave me the abductive idea and thus allowed me to understand that the problem wasn't a lack of resources, but instead a more complex matter to manage—a lack of cultural awareness, both in the municipality and among the city residents. This was also combined with the lack of management coordination between the municipality departments. This abductive realization became the focal point of a new process of decision-making and actions that helped not only keep the city clean, but also revitalize the city center14. 

			Abductive thinking is the basic starting point of any creativity. What I find charming about poetry is the poet’s ability to break the linear logic lines of our thinking, and surprise us by adding in an abductive idea between negating lines. Sometimes this is done in simple word combinations. The same word with new and changing meanings. Take for example the lyrics from the Israeli poet Berry Sakharof’s song, “A broken heart is a whole heart”. It doesn’t lead the reader/listener to focus on a single polarity—the “broken” or the “whole”. It drives you to think purposefully because of the opposing tension created between the metaphors, creating a new whole that is no less broken.

			The creative beauty in this supposedly simple sentence and what it awakens within us could not have been born from inductive or deductive thought processes. To those thinkers, the sentence is nothing short of irrational. As per deductive and inductive thinking, a heart can either be whole or broken. But does this sentence not make sense when viewed in the logic of life? In the foxlike view, it most certainly is rational….

			

			
				
					13	 Charles Sanders Pierce, was an extraordinary man. He combined realms of knowledge and various practices. In addition to being a logician, philosopher and mathematician, he was also a practitioner. He was a practical scientist who worked for the American Coastal Survey, focusing on aspects such as geodesy and gravimetric analysis. It seems to me that he was a Fox by nature (1839-1914).

				

				
					14	 For more on this project: /http://praxisjerusalem.wordpress.com 

				

			

		


		
			Note 14

			The Champions of the Aviation Squadron

			Serendipitous encounters with events, places, and unexpected ideas are important for the development of foxishness. So was such a meeting I had with Hubert Dreyfus, a professor of philosophy at the University of Berkeley. 

			I suspect Dreyfus himself to be a fox. On the one hand, he is a philosopher, interested in abstract philosophical questions such as hermeneutics and structuralism. On the other, he is drawn to practical issues and often asks himself about the relationship between philosophy and practicality. Against the backdrop of this, our chance meeting quickly turned into a fascinating conversation about the opposing-completing tension between theory and practicality. Hubert told me an incredible, through-provoking story about the distinction between hedgehogs and foxes. I will paraphrase, as this conversation occurred in the early ’80s, more than forty years ago. 

			Hubert’s brother, Stuart, also a professor at Berkeley, was an expert in operations research and ran a research institution that focused on operation study projects. They are both Jewish, and both families tended to meet quite often for Friday night dinners. One Friday, after they’d finished their meal and were sitting together over a glass of wine, Stuart told his brother about a project he was having trouble solving: he was a research advisor for the American Air Force, and the issue they’d brought forth was one he couldn’t figure out how to solve. When the Air Force acquires new types of plane models, they ground the squadron pilots who are about to receive the new planes and put the pilots through training procedures in order to teach them how to activate and fly the new aircraft. 

			During such training, a perplexing phenomenon emerged. The excelling pilots, the champions of the Phantom Squadron, ones who’d demonstrated fantastic flight capabilities and outshone all others when it came to air fights, received low scores on the F-15 flight simulators. In comparison, pilots who demonstrated only average competence in air fights received the highest scores in the training simulations.

			Stuart’s research institute was tasked with finding out the reason for this paradox, and Stuart was worried. His people had not managed to find the answer through the logic and research methods they usually used. 

			Hubert immediately recognized the opportunity and told his brother he was willing to help, on the condition that he could participate in the research and that they would publish a joint report: a philosopher and an operations research specialist. Don’t view this collaboration lightly—the joint research of such remote disciplines was a rare thing indeed. I, myself, do not know of a similar project ever undertaken. 

			Stuart agreed to the conditions and Hubert immediately offered up his theory. 

			One of the cognitive distinctions that differentiate between people who adopt analytical processes for their problem solving and those who focus and excel at the fast study of contextual awareness, is that the former have clear advantages when learning procedures where their analytical thinking is tested and the correct logical conclusions shown. 

			In simulation training, trainees sit in a modified cockpit, one which simulates the new plane, and there they are required to learn how to activate all the components; they must find solutions to different problems that may arise through the problems they are faced with in the simulation. In these situations, hedgehog-based intelligence holds a distinct advantage. They are the ones who will receive high marks in such simulated flight training, and they are also the ones who feel most comfortable in such training, where they receive the highest marks. Nevertheless, they cease to stand out once they encounter extreme situations in real air fights.

			 In contrast, the pilots who are the champions of the flight squadron became champions because after they finished flight school and transferred to the squadron, they managed to break away from the logical set of rules they’d learned in training and slowly return to their natural foxish behavior.

			The champion pilots are the ones who examine each air fight as a new challenge, something which demands a special form of alertness. Their performance in extreme situations is based on their ability to gather—highly intuitively—all the experience from previous flights and battles, but always see the current flight with fresh eyes. This allows them to find a solution that exceeds anything they’ve ever seen before, sometimes even exceeding what they’ve been told the plane can handle. You’ve surely recognized by now that this is foxlike intelligence in action.

			So, it is no wonder that those foxish pilots showed signs of distress at the simulation conversion training. They were forced, once more, to return to those same schools of logic they’d been taught and had later discarded. But one must assume that those foxish pilots would feel better and express their champion-level flying again once they end up flying the actual F-15s. On the other hand, it is important to note the certain kind of hedgehog-like behavior pilots are expected to employ. They feel “at home” once again when they return to the welcoming and rewarding simulation environment that celebrates their systematic natural way of thinking. But when they return after receiving high marks on their simulation practices to being tested in real air fighting, once more their performance will be mediocre. 

			Hubert and Stuart predicted that by the time the simulation training was over and the pilots would return to action, the situation would return to the way it had been at first. The foxes would prove themselves the reigning champions, even though they’d be flying new planes, and the hedgehogs would return to their unexceptional achievements.

			And indeed, so it happened.

			Their findings were later supported by additional researchers, and the brothers published their jointly written book, Mind over Machine15. Similar findings have also been apparent in other realms, such as poker players, horse race gamblers, and even firemen. Their excellence was not necessarily explained through their knowing the rules, but instead more through their ability to focus their foxish talent on the matters they found most challenging.

			

			
				
					15	 Dreyfus, H., Dreyfus, S.E. (1998), Man over Machine. Simon and Schuster.

				

			

		


		
			Note 15

			On Experts and Foxes

			In the beginning of the year 1975, the Israeli Minister for Foreign Affairs at the time, Yigal Alon, asked me to head the establishment of a new research organization in the Ministry for Foreign Affairs following the recommendations of the Agranat Commission.

			One day, to the best of my recollection around April ’75, I was called to the minister urgently. When I walked into Alon’s office, he asked me to close the door behind me. The conversation was only between the two of us. He told me about meetings he’d had recently with the American Foreign Minister Henry Kissinger, who was skipping back and forth between Israel and Egypt for negotiation talks. The talks concerned the “Sinai Interim Agreement” that was intended to replace “The Disengagement Agreement” that had been signed in January 1974, right after the Yom Kippur War. The new agreement was meant to validate the commitment of both countries to uphold the cease-fire and to mediate the situation through peaceful negotiations. The Interim Agreement was eventually signed in Geneva in September 1975, but beforehand Israel and the United States had numerous small fallings-out, with America stating that Israel was being too rigid and uncompromising in the negotiation. 

			Alon shared that during their meeting, Kissinger had presented the outcome of a classified study conducted by American intelligence, stating that if Israel didn’t bend and ended up refusing to sign the agreement, the Middle East was set to fall into a series of direly destructive events. Egypt may end up signing new weapon agreements with the USSR, Syria, and Egypt may start an attrition war against Israel, and new oil supply crises would cause worldwide price spikes that may eventually lead to an economic crisis. Alon told me that he thought that exposing the findings of the report was meant to put added pressure on Israel to sign the agreement. 

			When the Israeli Military Intelligence Directorate was requested to supply their assessments regarding the American report, their appraisals were similar to the American ones. But Alon didn’t trust the Israeli military inferences either. He suspected that after their dreadful failure in providing early warning of the Yum Kippur war, their willingness to take risks had diminished drastically, resulting in them tending to give an overabundance of warnings. 

			During previous meetings we’d had, Alon had heard from me about a new research method that Daniel Kahnemann and I had developed. In the coming years, Daniel Kahnemann would go on to win the Nobel Prize, but at the time, he was a young lecturer at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem. Alon suggested we employ our new research method and I jumped at the opportunity to do so. Danny Kahnemann was excited, too. We put together an improvised research team and began our experiment. 

			This is not the place to elaborate on the research method or the results we found. A more comprehensive report can be found in a joint article Daniel Kahnemann and I published thirty years after the fact in the CIA’s journal, Studies in Intelligence16. Here I will only focus lightly on the matters relevant to us.

			Our research included a series of “What would have happened if…?” questions put forward to two different types of experts. The first were intelligence research experts from the new research center established by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, who based their estimations on classified intelligence information. The second type of experts were professors from the Hebrew University with a deep understanding of the issues in question. As in every experiment, we also assembled control groups. They were acquaintances of ours, with no intelligence training or academic background. They were friends we considered smart and curious people. 

			The results were surprising. The intelligence researchers, equipped as they were with confidential up-to-date material, were no better at predicting coming developments than the academic professors. Moreover, neither team had a clear advantage over the regular, smart curious people.

			My explanation for the surprising results was that regular people use their foxish way of thinking while experts tend to defend their theories systematically and explain everything through their theoretical expertise. They are anchored by hedgehog-like ways of thinking. 

			In 2006, Professor Phil Tetlock, a psychologist from Berkeley University, published his book, Expert Political Judgement17. In his research, he reported on data from approximately 8000 hypotheses and predictions regarding emerging situations (political, strategic, and economic) by 294 well-known experts in their fields of study. This data he collected from the New York Times for over twenty years, comparing the accuracy of their estimations to that of readers who’d sent comments to the same newspaper. The experts were no better at predicting developments of complex issues than regular people, those who were no experts in the given field, but who were curious about it nonetheless. 

			These findings are clearly disturbing. People who had made the process of predicting a career and who were then quoted as experts in the written press, invited for talk shows and news programs, who even acted as advisors to government and businesses alike, held no better advice or predictions than any one of us could provide. 

			I was happy to read that Tetlock himself also saw this as a result of people thinking in different methods. I was surprised and even happier when he, like myself, more than thirty years ago, related his explanation to the metaphor of the fox and the hedgehog from Berlin’s text in order to differentiate between the two ways of thinking. Tetlock claimed that the fox—who knows many small things—concludes its thinking on complex matters of reality through the use of an eclectic range of sources. It’s for this reason that foxes do not fall short when compared to the hedgehogs' experts—who employ a coherent theory in order to force the professional formulas anchored within them, even when dealing with matters that are complex and vague. 

			

			
				
					16	 Lanir, Z.; Kahnemann, D. (2006) “An Experiment in Decision Analysis in Israel in 1975 Speaking to Policymakers.” Studies in Intelligence VOL. 50, NO. 4.

				

				
					17	 Philip E. Tetlock. (2006) Expert Political Judgment: How Good Is It? How Can We Know? Princeton University Press.

				

			

		


		
			Note 16

			The Fox’s Logos

			The Greek philosopher Heraclitus, of the seventh century BC, whom I mentioned previously in relation to his statement: “The fox knows many things, but the hedgehog knows one big thing”, also claimed that logic, or as it’s called in Greek, logos (λόγος), is based on the “Unity of Contraries”. It is what reflects both the universe and our thoughts regarding it and what permits us the constant flux—the constant changing of the world and how we think about it18.

			This is a thoroughly different understanding of logic from its accepted definition today, which centers around the distinction between a correct or incorrect deduction and offers rules to reach conclusions and cement claims through the use of previous ones. The hedgehog is careful to differentiate between thoughts that bring on a form of inner contradiction, and thoughts that are consistent. Everything they perceive to be inner contradictions or a lack of consistency is then attempted to be removed. Contradictorily, the fox’s logos is the “unity of contradictions”. Their dynamic thought process “between” the contradictions is what allows them to find new meanings in new contexts.

			The hedgehogs treat everything in front of them as something defined and holding a distinct function. When they see a chair, they treat it as something they can sit on. When foxes see a chair, though, they are capable of comprehending it as something that is open for reinterpretation. The chair, after all, can simply be a chair—like all the other chairs—but it can also be something else (like a governmental “chair”, which is not necessarily a physical thing). Additionally, it can also connect with a different term and create a new meaning through the use of “Complementary Contradictions”. For example, the “Sabbath Seat”, or the “King’s Seat”.

			Each concept, in its simple being, holds such whole contradictions within itself. Take, for example, the term “communication”. One can say that humans have never been so close to each other thanks to the use of modern communication devices. However, at the same time, you can also say that humans have never been so distant from each other due to the use of modern communication devices. Both these contradicting sentences are not only correct in and of themselves, but they also complement each other. It is only the combination of the two that will allow for the full meaning of the effect modern technology has had on us and its consequences on society at large to become clear. The foxish realization evolves through the middle ground of the contradictory meaning of the terms. 

			These things are correct also with regard to how attributing terms relate to one another. Terms contain a complex systematic dependency of whole contradictions. For example, terms through which we perceive the essence of democracy, “responsibility” and “freedom-liberty”, have between them Complementary Contradictions. There is no freedom without responsibility and there’s no responsibility without freedom. The basic unit of thinking regarding democratic management is not capable of being divided without its essence as the precipitator of the tension between the Complementary Contradictions. When we release a citizen of “responsibility”, we are also undermining their “liberty”.

			It is this contradictory relationship that makes these terms open to reinterpretation in changing contexts. The inability to bring the Complementary Contradiction to a similar standing which eliminates the tension between them is what allows the subsequent openness regarding the reinterpretation of any given matter.

			It’s interesting to note that the Hebrew language especially is rich in potential Complementary Contradictions. Perhaps the reason for this is that Jewish thinkers, specifically centering around the Talmud and Kabala, do not deal with the documentation of reality, but its conceptualization, instead. The surprising combinations of such Complementary Contradictions are, simply put, lovely. I’ve already demonstrated this with Sakharof’s lyrics: “A broken heart is a whole heart”. Here is another example from the magical lines of Abraham Halfi’s poem, “Sudden Spring”: 

			“What a day! Cruel and bright

			It spreads out a net for us both.

			See-here, look, it cast the city whole,

			A bride cleansed

			By the rain.19” 

			You could say that the contradictory associations in the poem are also complementary—only more distant. They create new insights, ones that are more lovely and deep, regarding the human experience.

			Complementary Contradictions are also the secret of every good joke. A joke we enjoy hearing and telling is a mere occurrence of a Complementary Contradiction. That burst of laughter is caused due to the sudden release, which is hidden in the discovery of the veiled logic of the Complementary Contradiction. The funny explanation isn’t judged as “correct” or “incorrect”; it is always both. When we catch the punchline of a joke, we discover the logic behind the Complementary Contradiction of the human situation, even if it is seen as simple madness in the first moment. Like the trite joke about the man who looks out of the window of a skyscraper and sees a man falling. He asks him, “What’s up?” And the falling man replies, “So far everything’s fine…” The Complementary Contradiction is a building block of human wisdom. 

			There is a tale of two Zen monks who are walking through a forest, looking at trees. “The treetops are swaying in the wind,” one says. “No, they’re not. It’s the wind that’s moving,” his friend replies. The two go to a wise Zen master who deems, “It is thought that shifts.”

			This statement has many meanings and can be interpreted in many ways. For us, it’s important to emphasize two generalizations it makes: the first is that there is no one correct choice between the two contradictions. The second is that the ability to comprehend the meaning of things as Complementary Contradictions also simulates the movement of thought. On the other hand, the movement of thought is what gives things their symbolic meaning and allows for new interpretations to arise—ones far beyond the swaying tree or the wind’s movement.

			This is the power of Complementary Contradictions in human language and thought. Foxes know how to activate them so that there is a constant motion and renewal element to the way they think and act. This form of wholeness can never be perfect. Perfection, after all, is the expression of a person’s will to see themselves, or their aspirations, as flawless and impeccable. But the perfection we contend ourselves with holds those contradictions within it, and so it can never be faultless or final. Foxes do not steer themselves toward such perfection. They seek the Complementary Contradictions. This perception of the whole holds many meanings of thoughts and practicality that foxes then use wisely, in their actions and relationships. 

			

			
				
					18	 For further information regarding Heraclitus, see: The Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy; www.utm.edu\research/iep/h/hersclit; http://philocetes.free.fr/heraclitus

				

				
					19	 Original poem in Hebrew by Abraham Halfi “Sudden Spring”

				

			

		


		
			Note 17

			Why I left University

			When I was still a young intelligence officer, I learned to appreciate the benefits of grasping reality as Complementary Contradictions that are between theories and practice, thought and actuality. I liked the practical intelligence world, but I also developed a kind of hobby in studying intelligence methodology and theory. I found that the connection and tension between doing and theory improved my performance on the job and further allowed me to raise questions that strayed from the traditional paths so that I could try something new. The space between practice and theory, between the concrete and the abstract, was a source of much pleasure and profound, fruitful thought for me. I enjoyed my more applied roles too, but also loved learning and studying more general matters of intelligence. In the military, these applied roles were seen as promotions, while teaching roles were decidedly not, thus failing to draw outstanding and ambitious officers to them. I, on the contrary, was glad for any opportunity to train. It was a Complementary Contradiction, a wholeness where each role became more fulfilling than its last.

			The preparations for the training sessions I found to be a hard but rewarding job. I had to rethink matters I’d previously believed I knew well and improve my ability to present them; I suddenly found new ideas popping into my head while at the same time I discovered new problems—ones that I had previously been oblivious to—or devised new ways to think about old problems. I mainly enjoyed the interactions I had during the meetings. The classes I taught were advanced courses for intelligence research officers. They presented the opportunity to meet and learn together with officers, sergeants, and staff sergeants, who had experienced the practical side of intelligence research work, and thus could converse about theory and practice at once.

			The “cadets” (as they were called in the army, though it is a name I am not fond of), often raised questions I hadn’t thought of before or posed questions I’d abandoned previously only to find reignited interest in them in class. The time that had passed since my own training and the insights I’d gathered, now allowed me to move forward and recall the intricacies, both in training and the subject I’d neglected. So I learned that, in my mind, teaching constitutes nothing less than a Complementary Contradiction to learning. Both feed on each other and on the bigger circle of Complementary Contradictions, the area between theory and practice which I so enjoy.

			For this reason, when I completed my doctorate and was offered a position as a researcher at a strategic research facility that combined an academic teaching job at the Public Relations Department of Tel Aviv University, I saw the two positions as ones that complemented each other. From the beginning, I did not think to make do with teaching and conducting academic research, as unlike most of my academic colleagues, I wanted to also practice what I was studying and teaching.

			The institute provided me with many opportunities to meet high-ranking officers, to discuss real issues that stemmed from basic, quick changes in matters of national defense. I saw these combinations as an opportunity for a Complementary Contradiction between theory and research and practice, as I had done during the intelligence courses I’d taught back in my time in the military. However, this time, I needed to do it on a level that required abstract deductions and a higher sensitivity to the validations of theories in a more complex, practical reality. My approach was that dealing with abstract thinking and theoretical research was no mere matter of abstract and theory, nor was practice a mere matter of handling the concrete. They instead create Complementary Contradictions that enrich them both.

			I was glad for this opportunity and accepted the offer.

			The master’s program for Public Relations was intended for managers and others in public service—those who’d completed their BA and had acquired practical experience in many varied aspects of public relations; they were meant to combine their studies with the experience gained through their jobs.

			The seminar I’d been asked to teach was about “Matters of Strategic Thinking in Public Service”. The subject was rather open to interpretation, and thus I assumed I’d have adequate freedom to move between subjects that would contribute to the overarching concept of strategic thinking. I expected a fruitful combination between the subject as a theory and the interaction with students who’d acquired, and were continuing to acquire, practical experience. I assumed that with them I’d be able to employ the foxish movement between practice and theory that I had always been so fond of. It all seemed perfect—until everything began to fall apart. 

			At the beginning of the semester, I was called into the department head of the Public Relations Division, and he explained that I had to prepare a two-part syllabus. The first part would include a short description of the course and the course’s requirements—the papers and exams the students would have to successfully pass. The second part would elaborate on the subjects to be studied during each one of the sessions, and the papers and texts the students would need to read up on beforehand. The syllabus presented a huge hurdle for me. 

			In my mind, effective learning stems from the contextual thought process of the person doing the studying, and material should be taught through the practical problems encountered by the students, not apart from them. I planned to ask the students to offer up problems they’d encountered, choose from that list the subjects we’d study, and then let the discussion run its course. 

			I decided to teach as I thought I should and not as the syllabus demanded. I knew that there was little-to-no chance the head of the department would sit in on one of our classes, and that the students themselves would be glad of it.

			The department head explained that in the reading list I had to include only academically recognized articles. And how is recognition judged? By how many times the paper has been quoted in other papers. He suggested I look through a reading list from the academic resource textbook—in which only quoted articles and properly edited papers were included. 

			Writing an academic paper, from the time of cementing your thesis until it is properly formulated so that it can be submitted to a professional journal, takes at least a year. Reviewing said article and adjusting it to the journal’s requirements, then sending it out to be peer-reviewed and going through the editing process takes another year—at best. And this is assuming the paper is accepted by the first journal it is sent to. If it isn't accepted, it can be offered to additional journals, but all this also takes a significantly long time. Even then, all you have left to do is wait for the article to be published, something that takes at least half a year from the moment of its acceptance. Only after it’s finally published can we begin to track how many times the paper has been quoted by others. Until the time the article gains enough traction to be added to the textbook, more years have passed. Even if a paper was chosen to eventually be included, you’d have to wait until the process of writing, editing, and publishing was completed, then comes the matter of distributing it throughout universities and libraries—which also takes a good number of years. And so, it’s no surprise that once the students get their approved reading list, the information on it is outdated and holds little relevance to current issues.

			I went to the university’s library to try and find additional articles on public relations, ones that hadn't been published in the textbook, but they too were not relevant to current matters. I was disappointed to find just how little value they held to relevant practice. Most dealt with generalized theories and arguments between academics and researchers. Theoretical theories. The application to practice was, in most cases, underwhelming and irrelevant. What I wished to develop in my students was their foxishness—not their hedgehog-like academic tendencies. So, though I handed out the required reading list to the students, I let them know during our first meeting that their challenge would be to not make do with reading the articles on the list, but to search for more relevant information and papers in the library or anywhere else besides. At first, I encountered resentment (all the students were, after all, busy people), but as I hadn’t necessarily asked for academic papers, and instead allowed anything they might understand from the general term “reading material”, they slowly began to find personal pleasure in their serendipitous findings.

			I personally loved visiting the university’s library, going through the different journals and perusing them to my heart’s content. I would mainly do so when I felt stumped and incapable of advancing my ideas. I would search for my own serendipitous findings while I’d wander through the shelves, not necessarily focusing on journals of “my own” subject. This movement “in-between” granted me surprising treasures that urged my mind in different directions. Occasionally I’d find some of my students there, wandering as I did, when they discovered the pleasure of finding something you weren’t necessarily looking for—things they hadn’t been instructed to read or learn. The result was that the seminar was flooded with different discoveries and Fundamental Surprises. The things I needed to teach, I passed on through these serendipitous contexts. I enjoyed and learned much from these learning-teaching sessions. But I couldn’t accept the approach that was then accepted at the university with regard to promotions. Promotions were not set according to teaching achievements, but instead depended on the number of papers or academic books written, published, and cited.

			One day, the head of the faculty of the Social Studies department summoned me for a personal meeting and told me that my promotion was at stake despite his personal appreciation of me and the value my colleagues held towards my work and the insights I enriched them with. The reason for this was that I insisted on an interdisciplinary approach in my writings, and anything interdisciplinary was deemed by academia as insufficiently scientific. That was also the reason why journals found it difficult to accept my articles. He urged me to stop and begin researching and writing on one particular subject alone.

			I tried, but soon found that it was not for me. It simply felt inauthentic. It was the “final straw”, if you will, and why I ultimately chose to leave the university and academia.

			Since then, things have changed. Lately, I looked through the publications of Tel Aviv University and found that “the interdisciplinary approach in research, led by Tel Aviv University, sets a high standard that represents the future of the entire academic institution20.”

			

			
				
					20	 https://www.tau.ac.il/interdiscipline-research

				

			

		


		
			Note 18

			The Hedgehog-Like Tendency to Force the Terrain Into Their Perceptual Roadmap

			During my whole tenure in the university’s faculty, as I worked both writing articles and teaching, I made sure to also conduct field research. In such research, the researcher cannot stick to the theories they first set out with, for the intervening actions taken can cause the theories themselves to warp and change.

			My colleagues at the university saw me as a rather odd bird, one who disappeared from the campus for days at a time, who put significant amounts of time into things that would not necessarily—or at least not explicitly—contribute to my academic progress. On the other hand, they were jealous of me, for many of them did not have the same opportunities to examine their theoretical suppositions in the practical field.

			The field studies I conducted during that time mainly focused on kibbutzim that were under basic crises—ideological, social, and economic ones21. Occasionally, I would tell my colleagues at the university how encountering the complex reality of life on a kibbutz constantly managed to surprise me by exposing new problematic realms I hadn't yet perceived. 

			I most enjoyed my work in Kibbutz Almog, which is situated close to the Dead Sea, not far from Jericho. One of the reasons for this was the downward drive to the Judean Desert. The emptiness of the desert has a special influence on my thinking process. Similar to the effect of sitting on a beach and staring off into the distance, the desert has the same effect of releasing thoughts from their anchors. The best of my new and surprising ideas come to me either at the beach or in the desert. I particularly liked the drive over the desert mountains to Jerusalem. It was a quiet time that allowed me to reflect on all the various experiences I’d had at the kibbutz, the information I’d gleaned from them, and the feelings the desert awakened within me. These contemplations always summoned many thoughts. New angles. And those expanded and multiplied with every visit, until I felt as though I was delving into deeper realms of more exact and richer understanding. The interesting part about these thoughts was that each represented a different dimension or point of view. Between them all was a constant tension, never allowing me to gather them up with a common factor. With each attempt to do so, I was left with aspects and insights I could not “cage in” with my initially raised hypothesis. They also snuck away, refusing to allow for a theory to explain them. It was this contradiction from within the whole that I found so charming.

			The new insights I gathered from fieldwork made me contemplate much. How often do the scientific articles my colleagues and I work so hard to publish truly represent the complex reality? Once in a while, when conversations with my colleagues in the university’s cafeteria turned to avenues of research, I proposed insights that were meant to enrich, change or undermine the claims the others had raised in their articles. In most cases, they accepted it easily and showed nothing but curiosity and interest. A special kind of interest was shown from the head of the faculty, a veteran and well-admired sociology professor who had many scientific studies under his belt, and whom all the younger professors saw as the highest authority. More than once he asked to accompany me on my field research studies so he could see for himself the complexity I’d been describing.

			One day, I found myself tempted to take him with me to Kibbutz Almog. It was an especially difficult and productive day, and I was looking forward to its end so I could exchange notes and thoughts with the professor. I saw it to be an opportunity to hear the thoughts of someone I knew to be a learned hedgehog, someone who kept sharp discipline and valued scientific precision.

			When we drove up the road, just the two of us, on the way back from the Judean Desert, I asked the question I would ask myself and my various field research partners: “What did we learn today?” To my astonishment, and more so, to my disappointment, the answer that came was quick and decisive. “Everything I saw today further strengthened my thesis from the previous paper I wrote.”

			From that moment on, throughout our drive, he didn’t relent and continued to describe in avid detail how what he had seen confirmed—in every way—what he’d claimed in his article. It was a magnificent building of rationalism, built beautifully, and yet, structured through simple, linear claims that did nothing but rely on one another, strengthen each other, and all supported the main thesis.

			I remained silent. Rather than think about the claims he brought up, or attribute his reaction to his arrogance, my thoughts instead wandered toward a powerful experience I went through during my time as a soldier. Anyone who has experience in the army with solo navigations has experienced the phenomenon experts deem as “forcing the terrain to match the map”. But this happens not only in navigation. It happens to us in many different life events where we ignore the contradictions between our experiences and the perceptions so anchored within us—all so we can avoid admitting to being mistaken, which would mean having to walk many more miles, on foot or in life. It reflects our need to redesign our perceptions so that we can fit them in with reality. It happens also to researchers and scientists. They, too, are humans who get ensnared in human failures. They, too, mentally force the terrain into their scientific perceptual model, ignoring the inconsistencies between their models and reality.

			This failure can characterize a research discipline over a long period of time. So, for example, in biblical archeology, the archeologists, for a long time, followed their “map”—the Bible—and forced the terrain to match their perceptions, as if the land needed to show practically word-for-word historical accuracy and further base it through archeological findings. Only after dozens of years of such research did the archeologists begin to tell a tale of the land even when it contradicted the Biblical texts. 

			A fox remains vigilant in trying to avoid such perceptual traps. 

			

			
				
					21	 I expanded on this subject later in my book A Young Kibbutz with a Conceptual Crisis: Ramat Ef’al, T. Lanir, (1990)

				

			

		


		
			Note 19

			A Fox of Words

			Like Mr. Webster, the acclaimed hedgehog, I too, as a fox, am sensitive to language. But my sensitivity is vastly different from his. Webster was sensitive to the correct, dictionary-based words, while I find myself sensitive to incorrect language—slang; the linguistic inventions created by children, but also by adult foxes.

			In the ’70s, I commanded an intelligence unit that worked together with elite special units that carried out operations behind enemy lines. It was this way that I came to know these units up close, living in close quarters with their members for no small amount of time. From this vantage point, I could also compare the units to one another and learn what was so unique about each. 

			There was a constant competitive air among the unit members as to who would get to participate in the operations, and the success of the missions was the main scale of the competition. 

			The unit’s success was usually attributed to the quality of the command, the level of discipline, their motivation, training, and so forth. I noted another, hidden attribute that was directly correlated to success, and that was how rich and dynamic its own unique slang lexicon was. 

			In addition to general military slang and the more specific combat slang, each of the special units, and sometimes even the individual teams within them, developed their own slang. For this reason, new words were invented, or in most cases, new meanings were bestowed on existing words. It became a form of encrypted language that a stranger would not understand, but for the closed circle of the unit members, the words would mean much more than the official army jargon and the literal translation of military terms as they appear in the army’s official lexicon. This language was more relevant to the unit’s ability to differentiate between unique situations it found itself in, and allowed its members to create accurate, unique observations.

			Thus, I was able to examine each new succession of soldiers and their specific unofficial-language contributions. I could even predict that the quality of the unit would diminish when the slang contributions remained stagnant and the old terms went forgotten without being replaced. 

			The intensity of new terms was mainly characteristic of combat units. In the combat support and staff units I usually found a lesser degree of innovative language. They tended to mimic the older, more common military slang. I suppose that this can show a correlation between the development of slang and being in fast-changing settings, and situations that require working through extreme challenges. Situations such as these are more characteristic of combat units. 

			When I had the chance to go to the library at the university, I searched, but sadly could not find, academic-scientific papers regarding the relationship between the development of slang and the proficiency of an individual, unit, or organization’s work.

			I found a lead for a philosophical explanation in the language philosopher, Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889-1951). Up until his time, the accepted supposition was that we have words for everything we can think of. Situations, species, physical objects, colors, emotions, and meanings. The words we used were seen as set and defined indicators. 

			The assumption was that definitions and words were not correlated to the subjective use of those who spoke them. In other words, the linguistic categories a person activated when thinking were not dependent on the subjective human being activating them. For this reason, they were not conditional on the unique perception through which the person perceived matters, or through the way in which they learned to remember, organize and contextualize everything they’d studied. The words that represent the concrete form—such as a “chair” or “house”, have no dependency on the context in which they’re said, nor on the people who speak them. So too with words that represent emotions such as “sadness” or the word “joy”, and also with words that represent more abstract aspects of thinking, such as “pondering”, “questioning” or “understanding”.

			Wittgenstein showed that there are no set limits to the new category terms humans can create in their minds through attributing new meanings to words or through inventing new words entirely. One of the examples he gave was the word “game”. In our youth, we played many types of games, such as hide and seek, catch, jump rope, ball games, and many more. When video games became prominent in the ’70s, they expanded on the meaning of the word “game”. This further changed with computer games a decade later. But are these games truly correspondent with ones such as jump rope, hide and seek and catch?

			Here is another example: anyone who’s used a computer has encountered the term “icon”, but the use we give it in the world of computers is vastly different from its original context. At first, it was attributed to a cultural-religious context. Through the eyes of the Christian believer, the cross icon has many varied meanings, ones that accompany them through their different life stages—personal, social, and theological. In each context, the cross holds a different meaning. During times of sorrow, it represents the divine watching over them. A comforting power. During a wedding ceremony, it represents settling down, commitment, and the sanctity of family. The hanging cross in the church gives a feeling of humbleness, while crosses used in parades can be used as an almost fetishist symbol. The Ku Klux Klan, however, uses the cross as a symbol of white supremacy. So, beyond the cross’s general meaning, it has many context-dependent meanings. That is the power of an “icon”.

			When used on a computer, however, the icon is meant to mark a constant, set, and defined action. Rather than the command “print”, the computer screen shows an icon of a printer. We can say that the term “icon” has received a different and even opposite meaning to that of its religious context. In religion, the icon is meant to purposefully symbolize different interpretations, dependent on context, while in computers, it symbolizes a permanent action, one that has no changing interpretation.

			Through this, we learn that the “interpreter’s view” of a word is not set in stone. Categorically, there is no limit to a person’s ability to change the meaning of a word according to the context in which it was said, thus creating new words.

			The changes we make in the meaning of terms, and our ability to create entirely new ones that can give a different outlook on our understanding of the world, are a building block of foxlike thinking.

			The more complex our world becomes and the faster the changes come, the more our brains learn to “create” new concepts and meanings to help us think about it. The fox doesn’t shy away from slang use. Quite the opposite, foxes are its pioneers. This is one of the hidden aspects that sets the foxlike thinking apart from its hedgehog equivalent.

			 

		


		
			Note 20

			Ofek the Fox Goes to the Sea

			More than a decade ago, while I was preparing for a class centering around “Thick Precision” and the question of “What is a conceptual horizon”,22 my daughter, Tamar, called me and asked me to babysit my grandson Ofek (the Hebrew translation of the English word horizon) for a few hours. I asked three-year-old Ofek what he would like to do with Grandpa, and he said, “Go to the sea.” I put him on my shoulder and off we went.

			We had a lovely time, but my mind was still preoccupied with matters of Thick Precision and conceptual horizons. I wondered, how would Ofek, the three-year-old, perceive the concept of “sea”?

			Ofek didn’t know what the sea was through some definition, for he simply didn’t possess one. Ofek instead understood it through the use of his feelings and imagination. Each of these associations refers to a different abstraction, but is connected to other parallel abstractions. Together, they create for him a systematic experience and preceptive notion of the concept of “sea”. The richness and depth of meaning in his understanding of the concept “sea” is connected to the number of experiential abstractions he can attribute to the concept so that it itself can enrich his perceptual notion regarding it. The more experiences and thought-based processes he has in his mind, the more profound his understanding of the “sea” is.

			“Sea”, then, for him, was playing in the sand, standing in the shallow waters, getting his feet wet in the surf, looking out into the horizon, jumping in the waves while in his grandfather’s arms, splashing his grandfather, getting salt water in his eyes, building sandcastles with a bucket and plastic shovel, and hearing a man call out on a loudspeaker—“You with the blue hat, get out of the water!”

			In his eyes, the concept “sea” is no mere combination of “jump in the waves” + “water fight” + “play in the sand” + “saltwater in your eyes” + “building sandcastles” + “a man calling out on a loudspeaker for others to get out of the water” and so forth. “Sea” is a concept that expresses all these experiences, associations, and imaginations. The associative movement “in between” all that is what created within Ofek the perceptual notion of “sea”.

			When Ofek would start school, he’d be taught the theories and scientific definitions of “sea”. Those would allow him, one would hope, to develop a more "scientifically" accurate understanding of the word “sea” as an objective term less connected to his senses.

			But would school truly teach him to continue to develop his natural thought processes, with personal cognizant awareness? Those that allowed him to create his own perceptive notion regarding the “sea” through his own experience? Would they teach him to come up with new meanings of words to represent his developing insights regarding his deep and rich feeling and understanding of the world he experiences?

			I kept close watch of Ofek’s development while he was at school and became—sadly—aware that the natural foxlike tendencies he’d possessed in his younger years, were not allowed to flourish as they had before he entered the educational system.

			At school, each subject is taught separately and is anchored in a child’s mind as a separate field of thought. Each word has its own correct meaning. Each question has its correct response. Ofek did not learn there how to shift between areas of study or how to combine within them new fields of thought so he could develop his own surprising answers regarding his life experience as a growing adult.

			Lewis Carroll, the author of “Alice in Wonderland”, described this problem well. At school, he explained, you learn lessons. Everything is subdivided into categories. The child’s natural “in-between” realm of imagination, which initially has no boundaries, is forced to confine itself to this divisionary system. He points out that the root of the word “lesson” comes from the word less. With every lesson, our ability to freely imagine unconventional associations diminishes. They are, after all, beyond the set subject of the lessons. The child’s imagination no longer drifts to far-off, undisciplined realms of thought that would allow them to express surprising abstractions and open up questions that have no defined boundaries.

			Human foxes are those who know how to move freely in between their imaginations and thus create new meanings for existing words as concepts or propose new concepts and use of new words.

			These basic foxlike skills reside in each of us. In our childhood, we were all natural foxes, but those foxlike skills were suppressed and eventually forgotten. Now as adults they come to us with difficulty, for our mind is already equipped with pre-set words.

			Websites such as Wikipedia and its likes supply us with ready-made answers to all our questions. When we come across a subject we are unfamiliar with, or a new word we don’t understand, we rush to those websites to get the answer. This in itself weakens our natural ability to activate our insights. 

			I am writing this book through the natural method of "Thick Precision", similar to the way Ofek understood the meaning of the concept “sea”. In this book, I appeal to you, the reader, by presenting various abstractions of thought, each one highlighting a different meaning of foxishness, chopping them up into a string that gradually clarifies the concept of foxishness.

			This is the reason behind my avoiding using the generally accepted divisions of “chapters” in the book, instead using “notes” and “parts”.

			The abstractions of insights, thoughts, and suggestions originated and were gathered over many years of studying and experiencing the practicality of foxish life. I am attempting to pass them on to you, the reader, in such a manner that will, I believe, help you to create such “Thick Precision" understanding of your own and encourage you to start your own foxish journey of discovery. 

			

			
				
					22	 For more on this, see Note 21—"Why-What?”
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			The Foxish Intelligence in Action





In the second part of this book, I shone a light on the different aspects and dimensions of foxlike thinking and intelligence. In this next part, I would like to clarify what foxlike thinking and intelligence look like in action. Here too it is important to stress that through the eyes of the fox, there is no dichotomous distinction between thinking and action. They are both interconnected and create a spiral cycle of mutual enrichment. It is with this in mind that these subsequent parts should be read. 

		


		
			Note 21

			“Why-What?”

			During my academic career, I left for a sabbatical at the Decision Research Institute in Eugene, Oregon. Throughout that year, I went through a learning experience I like to call: “Why-What?”.

			The institute, named “Decision Making”, claimed to guarantee a connection between theory and practice, thinking and action. But, in actuality, I found most of the research done in the institute to be theoretical and hardly connected to practice. I had trouble identifying with the research other researchers were involved in, and focused on issues of specific interest to me personally, researching through foxish thinking and practical methods. 

			The Oregon institute used to have weekly team meetings in order to discuss the research being conducted at the time. As I’d never found the time or willingness to read and explore their various papers before arriving, I found a trick to participating in these discussions nonetheless. After all the others had spoken their piece, I would then ask, “Why?” That randomly asked “why” was found to be confusing enough to restart a lively discussion between the others, while ensuring that I’d made my own contribution to the discussion.

			Before returning to Israel, they threw me a farewell party and gave me a small gift: a T-shirt with the word WHY on it. The director of the institute also thanked me in his farewell speech for my restraint during team discussions. He had hosted Israelis at the institution before and was under the impression that we tended to barge into other people’s speaking time with no regard for others. I, however, seemed to him to be a humble, modest, and polite man who was also a mighty researcher—one who knew how to rethink things.

			I thanked him for the shirt and the kind words I’d received thanks to my “Why” questions, and for a moment was tempted to say more… but refrained. 

			What I’d wanted to say then could have been condensed into two simple words alone: "Why-What”. In Hebrew the words rhyme, but in English, it comes across as more argumentative. 

			The combination of "Why-What" is a foxish slang term that comes to say that the fox refuses to give up on any theoretical question, without compromising on looking for the practical meaning. I don’t see the question of “Why?” as a stand-alone question. It always has to be applied to a practical context. The “What” and the “Why” need each other to clarify their meaning. 

			The fox deals with the question of “What?” by asking questions of “Why?”, and tackles questions of “Why?” with questions of “What?”. He then draws a circular relationship between the two. By doing so, foxes manage to adopt new insights.

			During the winter of my sabbatical year in Oregon, one of my hosts invited me for a survival trip in the snow. He probably thought that my having been an officer in the military meant that I also enjoyed high-risk adventures. The survival trip included snowboarding all day through the mountains on cross-country sleds. The landscape was naught but seemingly endless snow, far from any village or people. The trip was planned for three days. At night we had to pitch a tent in the snow, wrap up in sleeping bags and shake and shiver until morning. Then we’d have another difficult day ahead of us. My host described it as being “fun” and “an opportunity to clear our minds.” Right from the start, however, I realize there were things he knew about walking and sledding through the snow that I did not.

			Apparently, there are different kinds of snow, with different levels of hardness. Those who are unaware of the differences can be at risk of falling into ditches that can be dozens of meters deep. My host had a rich vocabulary covering the various different snow situations that allowed him to notice and thus avoid this danger. I had no such words to rely on. As an Israeli, I’d grown up in a country with only one word for snow—snow. 

			When evening fell, I’d already realized that I had only barely survived, and if I wasn't capable of learning the local language for the various kinds of snow by that night, then I would find improving my behavior all the harder, and the dangers I’d avoided the day before would most likely find me the next day.

			When it was dark, after we’d pitched the tent and there was little more to do, I spent most of my time researching. I asked my friend about the various words to describe the snow, what those words were, how you could differentiate between them, and how each should be used. 

			On the second day, I set out with approximately ten new terms to do with snow. Some of the words were known, familiar to all and my friend had taught them to me easily, others he could only describe without using a specific word—probably since he’d never had to explain his knowledge in words. 

			This meant I had to think up words for myself. 

			The next day, I collected associations and additional insights regarding the concepts I’d learned and further enriched my ability to differentiate between them. On the third day, I was practically a pro at moving and surviving in the snow.

			The more we enrich our vocabulary with “why?”, the more precise we can become when we execute the “what?”. Our ability to project various avenues on a specific context becomes more and more enriched and with it, our ability to diagnose our surroundings and our performance within it improve as well.

			The Bedouins, whose survival depends on camels, have more than a hundred words for it. They acquire their rich terminology for the camel almost automatically from the society they live in. However, life in the 21st century provides us with new situations that we do not yet have adequate words to define. Douglas Adams, the author of the book “The Hitchhiker's Guide to the Galaxy” called this expression “The Meaning of Life” when he composed, together with John Lloyd, a dictionary of sorts for things that were yet unnamed23. 

			We all encounter shared experiences, emotions, and situations that we still do not have the words to term. In that void, we tend to apply a familiar linguistic term, even when it does not perfectly represent the desired meaning. Thus, we miss out on “Why-What?” meanings. The more dynamic and complex the human environment becomes, so does the divide between what we experience and the ready-prepared words we have to name them grow.

			When we have to decide whether or not we should deepen our thinking by enriching our language or keep the lackluster linguistic lexicon we have, we most often choose the unbefitting words. it’s through this choice that we miss out on what Adams and Lloyd chose as the sequel to their book: “The Deeper Meaning of Life24”.

			The words I mean here are not merely words you can pluck out of a dictionary, as the hedgehog tends to do. They are important, but on their own, they can only supply us with what the well-known anthropologist Clifford Geertz defined as being a “Thin Description” of reality. Unusually, an objective dictionary description that defines things in general terms cannot supply us with much more beyond that same “Thin Description25” he mentioned. In contrast to the "Thin Description", which includes dry, factual descriptions of things, Geertz proposes the concept of "Thick Precision" to express a multi-level, multi-dimensional description that supplies a rich interpretation of things we view and try our hand at.

			To function effectively in our ever-changing reality, we should not make do with general words to describe our specific circumstances26. 

			When a fox encounters a novel reality, it becomes aware of the words used to describe it, and when its vocabulary of concepts proves insufficient to explain and describe it, it searches instead for new concepts and by “Why-What” wonderings pinpoints their meaning to operational terms. 

			In such a way the foxish intelligence integrates with the foxish action.

			

			
				
					23	 Adams, D.; Lloyd, J. (1983) The Meaning of Life, Pan Books.

				

				
					24	 Adams, D.; Lloyd, J. (1990) The Deeper Meaning of Life, Pan Books & Faber.

				

				
					25	 Clifford Geertz: Work and Legacy. Institute for Advanced Study IAS. https://www.ias.edu/clifford-geertz-work-and-legacy

				

				
					26	 What I am describing here—the attribution to matters of thinking and experimenting with language—Heidegger described as the act of articulation. The enrichment of our ability to express and observe. The articulate man has a vast vocabulary, and best uses it to create narrow observations. Opposed to the articulate process, Heidegger posed the “Pathology of Semantic Contamination” which occurs when one uses a specific term to interpret different things.Heidegger, M. (1962). Being and Time, Trans. J. Macquarrie and E. Robinson. New York: Harper & Row: Heidegger, (1996) M.On the Way to Language, in Basic Writings, London: Rutledge. Pp. 393-426.

				

			

		


		
			Note 22

			The Fox’s Full House

			The fox’s art of thinking and taking action is similar to the art of a “Full House”. The source of the concept “Full House” is in the game poker. In its original context, a "Full House" is a hand comprised of a series of three cards of the same kind in addition to another pair. For example, three Queens and two tens. In poker, there are better, but rarer hands, and there are less successful and more common ones, too. Whoever manages to present the best “Full House” of the game, wins27. 

			The existential conundrum in poker is that throughout most of the game, players only have an “incomplete hand”. They lack the required cards to complete their hand. 

			The unique and fascinating thing about poker is that despite there being a set and known amount of cards in the deck, including exactly how many cards there are of each kind, it’s impossible to win by calculating the possible combinations—meaning through control of probability models. A good poker player is someone who can combine their knowledge with probability. An excellent poker player is one who, in addition to having vast experience in playing the game, has taught themselves how to activate their intuitions and read the psychological conditions of the other players; they have to learn to read the others’ “poker faces”, try and keep the others from knowing how good a hand they have and evaluate whether or not their opponents have better hands than they do.

			The dilemma in poker is not only centered around how to get that one card that will complete your hand, but also the decision of whether you should carry on playing with your existing hand or bet on a new one with a new draw. This act of contemplation is one of the main lessons I suggest you take from the art of poker to the art of foxishness. Here you are tested in your ability to hold onto the different and the diverse rather than follow the seemingly obvious trends. The foxes’ Full House is their ability to create a constant movement between the acceptance of what they have in hand and what could create new series for a Full House.

			Unlike in poker, in life, the cards you hold are no “King”, “Queen”, or “seven of Spades”—i.e. things that are defined and familiar. They are more like clouds whose shape and essence remain vague, while you end up being the one to give the form meaning in relation to the perceptual order of the series (which is still deemed unclear), for whatever you think of. This perceptual “cloudy” streak affects the way you choose your hand, and the hand you choose in turn affects the possibility of changing the perceptual streak that made you select it in the first place. 

			The fox employs a special form of artistic action, one that is always conscious of the possibility of an unexpected card appearing that may advance their attempt at completing a winning hand, but also wary of the possibility of it all falling apart and needing to create a different hand or series. They try to get a “Full House” through the cards they hold “close to their chest”, meaning, close to the temporary hypothesis through which they hope to gain a “Full House|, out of the “community cards” that might help them complete their initial plan, or change their hypothesis accordingly in order to create a chance for a different “Full House”—a better one.

			The “Full House” perspective reflects also the recognition of there being different possibilities and methods of achieving the fox’s goals. It’s exactly those that are surprising, that are interesting and more promising. They are the ones that can be discovered only when you move forward and try your hand at the unexpected “cards” down the line.

			There is a deep connection between the “Full House” perspective and creativity. Thinking and acting according to this principle is the secret to the constant creativity the fox has—and it is a creativity that is especially rewarding.

			The author Vladimir Nabokov, mainly familiar to us through his book “Lolita”, and considered by many literary scholars to be one of the greatest prose writers of the 20th century, lived, thought, and acted as a fox. Before his death in 1977, he ordered the burning of a small cardboard box. In it were 138 small notes, about the size of five-by-three inches—cards similar to those he would think up and write most of his books on. Those were the “cards” of the series of books he’d never managed to complete. His wife and son did not go through with his wishes. His son, Dimitri, who inherited and edited his father’s manuscripts, kept those notes in a Swiss bank vault. For over thirty years he strung the literary world and the publishers along, saying that he would expose the contents of the notes and form them into a book. In 2010, the book was finally published—The Original of Laura28.

			Nabokov was not only an author but a valued butterfly researcher. He went on many trips around the world, seeking butterflies. Even in his final years, after he’d settled in Switzerland, he would make short excursions into nature. These common trips became an inseparable part of his literary career. He would come back from his trips with new ideas, that “shuffled the cards” or, more precisely in his case, his notes.

			It was a “Full House” game of ideas. Nabokov didn’t know which new ideas would pop into his mind when walking during one of his trips, as he chased after colorful wings. Neither could he know if or how those new ideas would affect his ready-made notes regarding his series—his “Full House” notes. I imagine him returning home, opening his box of notes, shuffling through them and building a combination of “Full Houses” by changing up the order, giving light to new small and surprising plot twists that would take the book in a new direction.

			The way Nabokov would weave his literary thoughts was well expressed through his writing, which is loaded with rich terminology and multi-dimensional characters. The books are brilliant, almost every sentence in them worth quoting, and hold abductive layers of depth. Here I will bring forth only one example from his book “Pnin”, where he describes the protagonist “removing his glasses to beam at the past while massaging the lenses of the present.”

			Nabokov applied his foxish creativity through his literary writings. But the “Full House” we will address in the next note is an art we can apply to any of life’s complexities. 







			
				
					27	 The rules of poker and different hands one can show are more diverse than what I described above. No further details are required for our purposes. 

				

				
					28	 Vladimir Nabokov. Details of a Sunset & Other Stories. Goodreads.com/book/show/71237.Details_of_a_Sunset_Other_Stories 

				

			

		


		
			Note 23

			The Foxish "Full House" When Dealing with 

			Complex Situations

			Stephen Jay Gould was one of the most influential analysts of Darwin’s Evolutionary Theory. He lectured on the history of science and zoology at Harvard University until he died in 2002. He rose to fame not only thanks to his scientific work, but also due to the many books he wrote intended for the general public in which he explained statistical elements of species’ evolution in a simple and picturesque way. Gould shared in a book he named “Full House29,” that when he turned forty years old, he was diagnosed with peritoneal mesothelioma, a deadly form of cancer affecting the abdominal lining (the peritoneum). He was told that the illness was incurable and that from the time of diagnosis, the average prognosis is approximately eight months to live. Gould was stunned and dark, morbid thoughts rushed through his mind regarding his fate and just what he would do in the time he had left. 

			When he recovered from the initial shock, being a statistician in training, he immersed himself in scientific papers regarding mesothelioma. His knowledge of the evolution and diversification of species taught him to be wary of median values. After all, they were naught but abstract scales that do not apply to any particular living being. 

			He began to think about the statistical variance in his specific case, and realized that the statistical scattering to the right was much larger than the scattering to the left, simply because there was not enough space between the minimum value of zero—immediate death upon hearing the diagnosis—and the statistical median value of eight months. While the right half could, in principle, last long after the median of eight months.

			He decided to evaluate his chances not as an abstract statistic. To do so, he had to employ a “Full House” method of thinking. He had some good cards. Firstly, his experience and accumulated knowledge in his realms of expertise allowed him to recognize that his prognosis may be incorrect. Second, he had learned through his experience and various other trustworthy testimonials that a mere positive outlook holds a vast role in the battle against severe illnesses. Third, he was relatively young. Fourth, he was blessed with a supportive family. Fifth, he lived in a city with a hospital that excelled in treating such illnesses and offered high-quality care. Finally, luckily, he had been diagnosed at a fairly early stage. Meaning, that he had some good cards with which he could build a personal “Full House”. A thorough examination of medical papers revealed that there were patients who had indeed managed to live for many additional years after their initial diagnosis. Gould supposed that there was no reason for that not to be him—especially as he’d been offered trial treatments. This method, combined with all his other “Full House” cards, allowed him to live on for an additional twenty years until his death in 2002. 

			Some would say he’d gotten lucky, as people usually do when others beat the odds. But we mustn’t give simple luck the credit for matters that are well beyond it. Gould’s case is but one of the countless cases that, in hindsight, seem like extreme cases of a lucky break. However, when you become an active participant in the “Full House” game of life, you become an active player, and by so doing, become more competent with drawing circumstances that are perceived as mere luck. Even when luck surprises you—for better or worse—you still must know how to turn it into something that complements or at the very least enriches your “Full House” hand. The “Full House” strategy is the acknowledgment that diversity and variety are an elemental part of success and of our ability to extract ourselves from unfortunate situations. Success is no mere sequence of events summoned up for us by fate. It is dependent on our ability to organize the new circumstances that fall into our hands into “Full Houses”, and subsequently change them up as needed. 

			“Full House” is a strategy of translating insights from one context or realm of experience to another. Foxes always have several realms of interest, and so they move between them, enriching each in turn. 

			Gould wrote in his preface that “Differences and diversity are not something that can be diminished. They are concrete matters in the sense that they embrace everything the world is made up of.” His main suggestion is that we abandon our hedgehog-like tendency to describe and accept things through what common knowledge can teach us. 

			A “Full House” means always employing a “This and That” strategy and avoiding, as best we can, encountering “Either-Or” situations. “Either-Or” situations are those where one focuses on one of the most promising cards alone (the Ace or King), and not on the potential combinations another hand can create. 

			In our lives, we encounter not only unpredictable opportunities that open doors to new possibilities, but also unexpected hurdles that can compromise our ability to complete our hands or eventually use the card we set all our hopes on. The option that seemed, up until that point, as open, becomes instead a wall we cannot pass through. Foxes can extricate themselves from such situations by making sure to put themselves both in “This and That” and “Full House” situations.

			I’ve found such an approach effective for me, especially when interacting with a hedgehog. Situations like these often stress hedgehogs out, and thus they fall too easily into the “Either-Or” response. Unfortunately, this transforms their situation into a zero-sum game—where they can either win or lose. I overcome such rivalry situations by identifying additional aspects, ones which will turn the “Either-Or” situations into a more complex “This and That” matter, where the conflict issue becomes only one small aspect of a larger, multi-dimensional factor, and eventually loses its importance. This is how I make a zero-sum game into a varying-sum game30.

			Here is a small example to demonstrate the benefits of the “This and That” attitude. Each summer, the Jewish organization “Bina”—an Israeli house of prayer—conducts evenings of kabalat Shabbat (the greeting of the Sabbath) for the general public. The ceremonies are held at the Tel Aviv Harbor park, in front of the sea. I love going to these kabalat Shabbat events. In addition to the traditional prayers, they combine readings, musical numbers, and more secular songs. The setting sun in the distance gives a special atmosphere of holiness and unity.

			When you reach the shmone-esre (18) prayer, tradition states you must face eastward, toward Jerusalem. But if you look east from the prayer area, you see nothing but a parking lot—something which is devoid entirely of any sense of divinity. How does the reform Rabbi handle this conundrum? He applies a “This and That” solution, saying that the sea (yam, in Hebrew) is a shortening of Jerusalem, and as the Earth is round, you can aim for Jerusalem and its holiness even when facing westward, toward the setting sun on the sea’s horizon.

			Foxes remain vigilant not to fall into the trap of managerial books that presume to hold all the secrets of success. One of the examples of such dubious value these books hold is the best-selling book “In Search of Excellence—Lessons from America’s Best-Run Companies”31. The book supposedly promises to shed light on several thriving companies’ common denominators of ultimate success. Less than five years after the book was published, two-thirds of the companies began to go under.

			For the same reason, foxes are careful not to immerse themselves in success stories such as Google’s, since it is a highly unusual case and far from an accurate representation of reality. The story is that of two geniuses, Larry Page and Sergey Brin, who, in 1988, dared to leave their studies at Stanford University so they could “change the world.” In a few years, they did just that and made their dream a reality. They developed a revolutionary quick-search algorithm that “organized the information in the world, and thus made it accessible to all.” 

			The fox never underestimates daring and genius that changes the world, but they do remain aware that such terms provide retroactive explanations of extraordinary success. The fox instead explains them as succeeding through the creation of an entirely new category by “Full House” processes. 

			It may sound as though I think the “Full House” can provide an overarching justification for everything under the sun, however, this is not the case. “Full Houses”, “foxishness” and every other concept I have introduced in this book, do not presume to be self-sufficient codes for success in life or business. Such success can only be acquired through combining them with many other things beyond, in particular combinations to suit specific contexts. 

			

			
				
					29	 Gould Stephen Jay (1996) FULL HOUSE. Crown Publishers. New York. 

				

				
					30	 See ‘Zero-sum game’ in Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia.

				

				
					31	 Waterman, R.H.; Peters, T.J. Jr. (1982) In Search Of Excellence – Lessons From America’s Best-Run Companies, Harper & Row Publishers.

				

			

		


		
			Note 24

			How Foxes Know What They Don’t Know

			During the American Department of Defense’s press briefing on the 12th of February 2002, the minister of defense at the time, Donald Rumsfeld, was asked whether he couldn’t have known before the invasion of Iraq whether the country had weapons of mass destruction, thus making the justification for the US going to war null and void. Rumsfeld replied to this with: “There are some things we know we know. There are some things we know we don’t know. But there are also things we don’t know we don’t know.”

			Even the journalists who were well used to Rumsfeld’s wit needed time to recover from the roundabout answer. But indeed, how can the administration and Rumsfeld be blamed for things they did not know they didn’t know? Was that not, in this case, a crushing answer? Is there truly no way to know the things we do not know? This question requires further investigation.

			
					We tend to differentiate between three avenues of knowledge:

					The knowledge we are familiar with—the Known (henceforth referred to as K)

					The knowledge we know we lack—the Known Not Known (henceforth referred to as KNK)

					The knowledge we are unaware of not knowing—the Not Known Not Known (henceforth referred to as NKNK)

			

			The three are represented in the diagram below:

			Image 4

			Our Knowledge

			
				
					[image: ]
				

			

			The K in the illustration represents the things people know through their perceptual, anchored models. The KNK represents what they know that they don’t know. NKNK represents knowledge of whose mere existence we are unaware32. This knowledge is beyond the horizon of our mindset33.

			Throughout our lives, we are forced to act also in the realm of the things we don’t know that we don’t know. In fact, these situations are more common than we are willing to admit, and we often prefer to simply ignore them. Our anchored perceptual system cages us in the realms of the K and KNK, while threats and opportunities that are, in their essence, structurally compromised, appear in the NKNK, beyond the realms of our perceptual system’s interpretation.

			In our day-to-day routine activities, we navigate between our K and KNK thinking and action spaces. “What is in my investment portfolio today?” “When should I leave the house so that I can pick up the kids from kindergarten on time and still manage not to be late for my meeting later on?” We are constantly flooded with these types of questions.

			In our organizations, too, we obsessively gather knowledge on what we know that we don’t know out of what we know, usually operating from within that space. We gather information about our clients to become more responsive to their needs and even about people who aren't yet our clients. In large businesses, we have resources to gather and analyze information deemed important by the organization’s K, in order to oversee and control the activity within it. 

			We live and act in a culture that educates us to find the answers to KNK through our perceptions of the K. We were raised to do so back in school, when we were asked to solve for two unknowns during math class and most of us understood the question as a demand to solve the equation through our K logic. 

			In this kind of logic, the question “How can we know and address what we don’t know we should know?” is indeed embarrassing. Such matters are best left to philosophers, for they are those who handle unsolvable questions.

			The NKNK question is seemingly unanswerable. But only if we ignore our foxish skills, those that can help us take note of our experiences even when we still lack clear perceptual models of K.

			The fox solves this seemingly unanswerable paradox by asking what new thing they can learn from the context they are in. This is called "Tacit Understanding"34, or hidden conclusions foxes can derive from experiencing something before they have a conceptual model of its meaning.

			Like with all the abilities that characterize foxes, this too is an ability we possess but do not activate. We learned to ride bikes before we had the theory or any previous knowledge about balance. Such learning by experience which precedes any given theory is something that we experience now and then but are not aware of its importance. 

			In Note 10—the Fox’s Freedom, I demonstrate a new tacit understanding through experience.

			 I wrote the note while walking along a narrow strip of beach. At first, I experienced it as the in-between: the area where I feel most comfortable walking and one that caused as little harm to the park vegetation as not only did nothing grow there, but even my footprints were washed away by the waves. That walk became a tangible experience of the meaning of the “in-between”, as the place where I discover my own highest sense of awareness. The places where the waves reached would keep changing, so I had to constantly pay attention not to get too close and get my shoes wet. This experience and thoughtful awareness are what led me to think about additional meanings of the “in-between” lane, the movement of the waves in my life and in life in general, and the new perceptions I could construe from them.

			In fact, most of our new feelings and understandings can first be achieved through experiencing an NKK – not knowing deliberately what we already tacitly know before we’ve acquired sufficient epistemological knowledge.

			It’s this knowledge that is possible to acquire through action-taking. I feel as if I know the knowledge thanks to my given experience, but I still don’t have a perceptual model to explain it accurately.

			Let us redraw the pie chart of our knowledge, this time examining what can occur with the NKK:

			Image 5

			Our Knowledge With NKK
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			The tacit knowledge born from experience is the source of the creativity that is hidden within us. It is hidden since it does not fit into our perceptual models. It holds the potential to draw us away from our preconceived models, change them and enrich them.

			The fox knows that at any given moment there is knowledge they remain unaware of. For this reason, they must be kept alert of their Tacit Understanding, the things they don’t know they already know. While the hedgehog remains trapped in the realms of the K and the KNK, the foxes look for opportunities in the NKK. They also recognize that the NKK holds no boundaries. Our knowledge will only ever be partial and temporarily accurate. We can never know “everything”, nor can we ever act on it all. The NKNK is infinite, everchanging, and multi-faceted. With the complexities of our world, there are always hidden NKK cards. If we only knew to draw on them, and knew to realize their potential, we could take another leap into the NKNK space.

			Here the reader may ask themselves how to make such magic. Patience. The main contents of the Fourth Part—“How to Strengthen Our Inherent Foxish Intelligence” will point to just that and expose you to what may otherwise seem to be magic.







			
				
					32	I must admit that there are deceptive elements to this illustration. The unique point of the NKNK which sets it apart from the K and the KNK is that while the latter can indeed be quantified into a diagram, the things we don’t know we don’t know can’t be measured or quantified. Karl Popper has attributed this to being: “Our knowledge can only be finite, while our ignorance must necessarily be infinite.”

				

				
					33	 Mindset in Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia.

				

				
					34	The more commonly known concept is "Tacit Knowledge," but I purposefully use "Tacit Understanding," in its sense of being a hidden understanding that precedes all knowledge.

				

			

		


		
			Note 25

			How the Foxes Plan Their Way if They Don’t Know Where They’re Going

			In the previous note, I focused on the odd question of how the fox can know and act on what they don’t know they don’t know. In this note, I’d like to pose a complementary question, one that seems just as odd, and that is, how can foxes plan their way if they don’t yet know where they’re going?

			The foxes’ success isn’t dependent on their ability to fully understand their goals when they first start out on their path, nor on “accurate” planning on how to achieve them at T0, or zero time, before they’ve even set off on their journey. Their success is dependent on their ability to learn and identify, each time anew, the disparities between what they supposed would happen and what actually came to pass. Through this, they must redesign their goals and continue on their chosen path with the lessons they learned in T2, T3, T4, T5, and so on. 

			The foxes understand the necessity of planning as a methodological thinking process that allows them to clarify their goals, think about the necessary actions they must take to achieve them and plan the cornerstones and resources they need to reach them. The planning process raises in the fox insights and operative guidelines that are vital to the process. That said, foxes do not become enslaved to their plan. They understand from the beginning that plans can go awry along the line, and that fundamental changes will have to be made. General Eisenhower said that “Plans are nothing. Planning is everything.” Meaning that the main benefit of the planning process is in the thinking process employed during the planning that yields concepts and insights that will help when the plans inevitably deviate.

			When I “planned” out the writing of this book, I only had a vague concept about what I was going to write about and the general goals of the book. Those became clearer and changed more than once through the writing process itself. So too when we start a new project. This vagueness cannot be fully removed through dedicated thinking and planning ahead. Goals become clearer and shift while we are attempting to reach them.

			Don’t think that this vagueness refers only to outright creative actions such as writing a book or beginning a new project—something well outside our routine activity. Most large and important issues we deal with in our lifetime are vague. In order to properly handle them, we must build up new insights so that we can understand them while muddling through them. When General Tommy Frank was chosen to plan the deployment of forces to Iraq and then command them, the mission he received from then President Bush was: “Liberate Iraq.” What did that order mean and what were the actions required to achieve it? Did he succeed in his mission when he defeated the Iraqi army, when he conquered Bagdad and shattered the statue of Saddam Hussein in the city’s central square? Did he reach his goal when he managed to find Saddam Hussein’s hiding location and ultimately bring him to trial and the gallows? And was the mission completed when the first free elections were held in Iraq two years later? Was it achieved when it seemed that the coalition forces had managed to uphold a relative standard of order and security in the country, or when the American forces were evacuated from Iraq and headed home? What did it mean to “Liberate Iraq35”?

			Business managers often find this to be the case when their concern is business goals. For example: “provide additional significant value to the customer.” This is naught but a vague concept, one that requires understanding and reinterpretation of each specific underlying goal and the possible ways to achieve it. With each level, the meaning of the mission is only partially and temporarily understood.

			It is for this reason that the idea of foxes planning their way without knowing where they are going is not absurd. It might seem so at first glance, because our perception of the correlation between planning and execution is affected by the physical world of planning houses, bridges, production systems, and so on. There is a clear separation there between the stages of planning and execution, and you don’t start executing before the planning is completed. Successful execution is contingent on methodological planning before the fact, even if in the world of engineering it’s more a simulation than actual reality. With complex engineering projects, there are also no few changes even during the stage of execution, well after the plans have been finalized.

			What we know about the relationship between planning and execution has anchored within us the theories of industrial management. It has cemented within us the logic of a clear division between planning and execution—securing them as two separate stages that occur at different times, by different people, and in different places. The foxish approach to the relationship between planning and experimenting with execution connects directly to what we discussed in the previous note: success does not lie in the space between K and KNK, but in our ability to think and act in the NKK spaces and thus make our way through what we don’t know we know towards the NKNK. Through our experience in the NKK, we must reexamine our “Full House” cards and replan the new routes through which we will set out once again to the realms of the NKNK.

			The foxish planning is more like the new project management approach in software development—Agile Project Management36. The foundation of this method lies in there being more than one cycle of development, and during development initial plans may change. Managing an Agile Project requires a high level of skill, creativity, and openness to changes—both on the side of the managing team and the team in charge of execution. The give-and-take relationship between the two allows for an open line of communication and a back-and-forth exchange of opinions between the supplier and the client every step of the way. The client then supplies them with feedback on every version, and subsequently changes their initial, original requirements thanks to the new insights they acquire while examining the newly-experienced version they’ve just been given—only to return to another round of planning and development.

			Feedback is a crucial factor in this model, as it is what allows for the creation of a specifically designed project that is most optimal for the client themselves. This stands in opposition to the traditional process of clear characterization that is preset and agreed upon beforehand, and upon which the ultimate solution is built. With the Agile method, there is no clear distinction between planning and execution. Rather, it is a process of incomplete problem and solution rounds that happen in a short amount of time The progress thus occurs in spiral cycles that improve the solution propositions, planning, implementation, and lesson-learning, before once again going through the process until an adequately precise result is achieved.

			The process of writing a book can also be an Agile Project. Each of the notes in this book and its overall content went through many changes, with each version improving on its previous one so that the next resulted in a more improved and exact result. However, I still find vital differences between foxlike and Agile planning. In the foxlike approach, the project is not completed even when it is given over to the client. The “foxish project” then, has no end. You could say that, in my mind, working on this book you’re currently reading did not end even with its publication. Its first edition was published seven years ago37, and only a short time after the fact, I was already accumulating drafts for the second edition you currently hold. This edition is not final, either. It will most likely be used as a basis for future developments. 







			
				
					35	 Klein, G. (2007) “Flexecution as a Paradigm for Replanning, Part 1,” Intelligent Systems, Vol. 22 no. 5.

				

				
					36	 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Agile_software_development

				

				
					37	 Tzvi Lanir, (2013) The Fox’s Notepad, Mendele Online Publishing (in Hebrew).. 

				

			

		


		
			Note 26

			The Technological Fox in Action

			New categories are new forms of answers for existing needs or innovative solutions for new needs that we didn’t even know existed. The new category becomes possible through the systematical combining of a series of different aspectual developments, whose connection before the creation of the new category was not necessarily evident. These categories are created in all aspects of life, but we tend to be most impressed by technological categories. 

			The core of the motorized vehicle category was the invention of the internal combustion engine. But it wouldn't have become a category unto itself without the help of a series of inventions in all sorts of different fields, whose relationship with the idea of a combustion engine was not yet evident. Examples of this are the new developments in the rubber industry or the new technologies of road paving. 

			The emergence of the new category solved problems that had seemed unsolvable at the time, such as the issue of horse manure left on the busy carriage-led roads, which threatened to drown the city centers. Vehicles solved this problem—even if, at first, the inventors saw no correlation between the vehicles and the manure. 

			The creation of new categories makes for the creation of new industries, new businesses, and new markets. This was the case not only with the motorized vehicle industry, but also with the creation of new technologies in industries of aviation, tourism, television, telephone, digital photography, media, cellular communication, venture capital, computers, the internet, and social media.

			The speed at which new categories are created has only increased in recent years. Businesses are often required to adjust to a reality in which not only every “generation” of products is cut short, but the perceptual-business models themselves quickly lose their relevance. The most critical struggle now is the struggle for survival in light of the formation of new categories that make old categories obsolete. E-mail has turned the postal service and faxes into practically irrelevant categories. The digital camera did the same to the film camera, electronic banking changed and is still changing the traditional banking system, and the internet does the same to many realms of communication and media, including advertising and journalism. 

			The accelerated technological innovations of our time give a clear advantage to the “technological foxes”. These foxes look for business opportunities in the creation of new categories. While the large companies that control the market continue to develop and improve their products in the line of hedgehog logic, the foxes look for opportunities to develop entirely new categories.

			The source of the foxlike impulse to create such new categories is personal by nature and connected directly to the special kind of pleasure the fox feels when observing the cracks in the fences and the constant “in-between” motion as a source for the creation of new combinations.

			Steve Jobs was such a fox. His genius was not expressed through new technological inventions, but in the understanding and translating of their meaning into existing technologies, combining them into possible combinations of new categories in his mind. The main technological inventions that allowed for the development of a new category were invented by other companies, but those same companies did not see the possibilities that could emerge by combining existing inventions.

			This was his method—similarly to what I described in Note 11—“The Fox’s Bump Key.” Jobs didn’t do this only once. In the past, he’d been accused of stealing the idea for the graphic interface from the company Xerox, the interface which was then a vital part in the creation of the Apple computer. Jobs reacted to the accusation with this: “I'm not ashamed of stealing good ideas.” This idea, together with additional ones, was presented to him during a visit to Xerox’s R&D department in Palo Alto, where they were developed in the ’70s. But Xerox did not know how to break free of its perception of itself—of their being nothing more than a copy machine company. They did not know or appreciate the raw potential found in their own technological developments because they were limited by their hedgehog way of thinking. 

			Job’s biggest competitor was Nokia, which then ruled the market of cellular phones and telecommunication. Nokia’s vast power was mainly attributed to its large investments in developing new and constantly improving technologies. From the turn of the century, it invested more than 40 billion dollars in research and development—a sum that more than quadrupled Apple’s investments during those years. 

			In the early 2000s, it was Nokia’s engineers who developed the touch phone with a colorful screen and a single home button—almost seven whole years before the first iPhone hit the market. They also developed a computer with a touchscreen and wireless communication abilities almost a decade before Apple introduced the iPad. But the company’s management did not turn these inventions into new categories.

			Nokia reached the year 1999 with the highest market value a European company had ever reached: 203 billion Euros. But since 2009, its profits shrank by 88%, to 891 million Euros, and its stock further dropped by 66%, from a peak of 28.60 million Euros in November 2007 to less than 10 million Euros in February 2010. The person who was running circles around Nokia was Jobs with his iPad. In January 2011, Jobs announced that his company had surpassed Nokia with the number of mobile phones they were selling.

			Apple discarded the question “What do people do with their cellular devices now?” and replaced it with the question, “What does the cellular device mean to people?”. When Jobs connected the two questions, the question of “What” is technologically possible with the abstract, almost philosophical question of “Why”, he concluded that the cellular device was already, technologically speaking, beyond the point where it could simply be used for making conversations alone. 

			The greatest revolution he launched regarding cellular phones was that he made the phone people’s intimate companion, one that fulfills personal, intimate, and experiential needs. This taught him a lot about technological developments. He realized that what was needed was not a mere technological advancement, but mainly advancements in the realms of design and sensory experience. 

			Apple also invented a new concept, the slogan name "iPhone" which became a word that symbolizes the user’s feeling about the device as a new category.

			Jobs, the fox, developed new categories more than once. He did it again with the iPod. When Jobs started designing the iPod, he did so in a market where all the other players knew the technology for downloading music. At professional conventions, everyone was talking about Napster and what it had done to the traditional music industry. Many more spoke about the rising power of the network and the new possibilities it held. The question of “how” had already been technologically solved and one could make the claim that Jobs merely stole it. But that is not the case. The creation of a new category necessitates a constant cognitive convergence between the “What” and the “Why”. Only such combinations can create a new categorical logic of things that are not obvious to other observers. 

		


		
			Note 27

			The Social-Entertaining Fox in Action

			The story of Cirque du Soleil is a story of creating a new social entertainment category.

			The circus is one of the oldest forms of entertainment, and for hundreds of years, it was the main one, too. But in the 20th century, new forms of entertainment suddenly began to appear: the television, cinema, and electronic games. Children preferred to watch cartoons or play on their PlayStations. This thoroughly changed the ways of human-based entertainment and subsequently created a growing competition for circus entertainment. The traditional circuses’ income diminished, while their costs and struggles only grew. The cost of keeping animals and training them, medical treatments, storage, insurance, venues, transportation… it all became vastly more expensive. Regulations and municipal prohibitions became far stricter. Further problems arose with the establishment of animal rights groups that protested the use of live animals in performances. The circuses had to cut down on the number of animal-centered attractions, something which further diminished their attraction to their main audience, the children.

			Guy Laliberté was a circus man, one of the few still in the business. He’d needed to transform himself from being an animal trainer, a highly complicated art in and of itself, to being a multi-talented artist—an accordion player, a juggler who walked on stilts, and a fire-eating magician. It was the only way he could keep making a living for himself. Unfortunately, when he realized that despite his vast repertoire he would still struggle financially, he, quite without a choice, became a fox. He and a few of his colleagues in the circus business came together and gradually managed to transform the world of circus entertainment. They created a whole new form of attraction that allowed for a booming business venture. 

			In a gradual process of trial and error, they reshaped a new “Full House” circus entertainment experience. They created it in part through the “cards” already in their possession, the ones that already existed in the traditional circus, and in another through “cards” taken from other entertainment ventures. They named their “Full House” Cirque du Soleil.

			The Cirque du Soleil is a new “Full House” entertainment in many different ways. The traditional circus did not disappear from the world, but it certainly changed its visage. Though it does not include live animal shows, Cirque du Soleil maintains the main circus elements that differentiate it from other competing forms of entertainment.

			First and foremost is the tent, which for many symbolizes the magic of the circus, but without the discomfort of sitting on the traditional wooden chairs or benches. In the Cirque du Soleil tents, an emphasis was put on the viewers’ comfort and the outer styling finishes. The classical acrobatic shows were kept, as were the traditional circus levels of sophistication and virtuosity—but to that additional elements of light-and-sound-based marvels that did not exist in the traditional circus were added. 

			Unlike the traditional circus, Cirque du Soleil’s show is based on a plot, and all its parts remain interconnected. This is aided by a specific soundtrack and songs that are written especially for each show.

			The clowns were also kept, but they held a new role, as key, wise players that provided the main logic-line for each show, something which adds artistic and intellectual elements to it. Cirque du Soleil does not use live animals, but instead uses puppets and dolls. In the traditional circus, the main audience was children. Adults mainly came to escort them. Cirque du Soleil’s demographic, however, is focused mainly on adults. They thoroughly enjoy watching the performance and only rarely choose to bring their children along. The tickets are vastly expensive and are intended for an audience that is both appreciative and willing to pay for a unique artistic experience that is simply unavailable through other means. It's an experience that targets all the senses, that creates a new combination between circus elements, theatre, opera, dance, and Broadway’s most successful musicals. The show is performed with a stunning level of skill, harmony, and groundbreaking imaginativeness. 

			For theatre, music, dance, and stunt enthusiasts (including multimedia electronic stunts), a new experience suddenly emerged, one which aligned with the spectators’ interests but also went far, far beyond them. Cirque du Soleil presents a perfect combination of multifaceted realms of entertainment and a true feast for the senses. The new “Full House” hand differs both from the traditional circus hand but also those presented in the theatre, world of dance, opera, musicals, large rock concerts, and electronic shows.

			None of these were created in short bursts of time or through perfect strategic planning and thinking. Instead, they were the results of years of work during which experience was gained and “cards” were changed when they proved to yield insufficient results. The circus developers went through design cycles, solving issues and making changes until they found their ultimate trump cards.

			Cirque du Soleil was established in 1984 and at first only numbered 20 people, with devices and performances far inferior to those that characterize them today. Cirque du Soleil is now an organization that enlists thousands of artists and stagehands, and also invites the occasional guest performance. It performs worldwide and, so far, more than 50 million people have been to its shows. It has become one of the most important outgoing entertainment branches of Canada. 

			Many other companies have attempted to imitate Cirque du Soleil’s model, some even successfully, but none have surpassed it yet. 

			Just as with the creation of a new technological category, the creation of this social entertainment category is also not the work of merely one person. It is a combination of smart strategic partnerships. A fox knows that in order to stimulate change, there is a need for a varied team, one that includes people who complement each other when it comes to their skills and attributes. This Complementary Contradiction is what allows for the combined creativity required to facilitate change.

			Walt Disney, another fox, though in a vastly different realm of entertainment, spoke of a conversation he’d had with a child who’d visited Disneyland.

			The child wanted to know what exactly was the job of the man who’d invented Mickey Mouse, Snow White, and Bambi. “Did you draw Mickey Mouse?” the child asked. Disney, stunned, replied that he hadn't drawn Mickey Mouse with his own hands, no. “So, you were the one to write the jokes?” the child continued to press. Here too Disney had to respond negatively. “Then what is it that you actually do, Mr. Disney?” the child asked. “I walk through all the different studios, collect pollen and fertilize them all. I suppose that’s my job.”

			The Disney movie empire, just like Cirque du Soleil, could not have been created without the talented people who drew the characters, wrote the text, or told the jokes, but the creation was not theirs. It was created in that foxish “in-between” space. The fox was the human engine that combined everything into that perfect symphony of a category we know. But how do you explain to a four-year-old what that “in-between” foxish place is? 

		


		
			Note 28

			Foxishness as a Personal Social Transformation

			We have been introduced to the Technological Fox, whose main avenue of action is technology. We also met the social entertainment fox, whose main avenue of action lies in the entertainment industry. Now, I would like to introduce you to the “Socially-Driven Fox”—the fox who makes the transitional changes inside themselves and their social environment. 

			Most foxes are not business-minded.  They begin their foxish journey not because of a problem in the world that they wish to correct, but because of a problem they themselves struggle with in their own personal lives, which may lead them on a path to solve a social issue in the world at large. 

			The example I hope will demonstrate this socially-driven foxishness is one from my own experience. Through this example, I shall also attempt to show how I used the foxish ways of thought and action principles I described in the three parts of this book you’ve read so far. 

			The process began one day, approximately fifteen years ago, when I reached the age of 67—the age when you are expected to retire. 

			I received a letter from the Social Security Agency, letting me know that due to my age, I was now eligible to receive old-age pension payments. I looked through the letter numerous times. Am I old? I still felt as though I was at my prime, I was active and full of plans for my future—but Social Security deemed me old. I was prepared to admit I was no longer young, but I wasn't yet old, either. So, what was I?

			It was a powerful personal Fundamental Surprise. Though I’d studied many cases of Fundamental Surprises this surprise was not about the world but about me. I did not view myself as old, so which period of life was I entering? What should it mean to me?

			 I felt I was in a kind of “invisible age”, one I couldn’t explain to myself. It was a notion I raised within myself and it was not one I could ask for answers to from the outside world. Instead, I had to figure it all out on my own. 

			A generation ago, there was still no such thing as this “invisible age”. The chronological age of a person, the one written on their ID card, was what reflected their age. When my parents reached the age that their ID card deemed the age to be considered pensioners, they also reached the point in their lives when they began to feel the effects of old age. They accepted the label of “old” that society attached to them, began to look old, behave like old people, and feel old. I was different.

			It was difficult for me to align myself with how I’d seen my parents at that age. I felt different. Not like them. I didn’t feel old, I didn’t look old, and I wasn't willing to be treated like an old man. It wasn't only demeaning, it was simply—untrue. 

			So then, what was I? The answer still eluded me. If I wasn't transitioning into the “old age” stage of my life, what life stage was I going through and what should it mean to me? No one had any answers they could give me. “Big Brother38” could not save me. I would have to figure it out on my own. 

			With these questions rushing through me, I began my personal foxish journey that spanned over fifteen years, and still, while writing this book, has not reached its culmination. It proved to be an extremely disorienting journey, but one that became the most important one of my life. And if you’ve reached this point in the book, you’ve already encountered several other foxish journeys I’ve gone through.

			Like with every other one of my foxish journeys, this also was characterized by combining the question of “What?” and the practicality of “How39?”.

			It included interdisciplinary research of all the studies I believed to be relevant to the subject at hand—gerontology: cognition, neurology, medicine, and also demographics and economics. It turned out to be nothing short of a highly complex world 40of knowledge, theories, and concepts in which I searched for my own “Bump Key41”. 

			And as I explained in Note 4—“Why is the Summer Vacation in the Summer?” here too I discovered that the general notion the public has that the end of retirement inevitably marks the beginning of the old age of life, has ceased to be relevant.

			 It’s this outdated perception that we, unknowingly, apply to the interpretation of our personal life. Even when we feel as if it doesn’t fit into what we personally feel, we still allow it to overwhelm us. 

			I met with dozens of people who’d reached retirement age like me in order to learn more about how they felt and about the Fundamental Surprise I’d found myself experiencing. Through those meetings, I learned that the hedgehogs amongst us usually accept this social perception without a fight, even when the consequences of doing so stand in opposition to what they actually feel. The few foxes who were among those I interviewed reported that they felt the “Relevancy Gap42” they’d found themselves in, and continued to search for a way to break free of it. But in their case too, their question of “What?”, though still present and insistent, remained unanswered. They still do not even have the right words to think about it43. I realized I had to try and fill in the missing parts of these areas of realization—not only for myself, but for them, too.

			And so my serendipitous journey began44. It was first focused on dealing with my own personal question that revolved around my life, but slowly developed into a journey that exposed a new general human phenomenon, one which affects all the people of my generation.

			This phenomenon is connected to one of the most important, though less understood, social Fundamental Surprises of our generation—the dramatic revolution in life expectancy.

			I slowly recognized that, in contrast to how most of us view this matter, the dramatic increase in life expectancy is not a simple matter of additional years and time we spend in the “old age” life phase. This way of thinking is wrong and deceitful. The main significance lies in increased life expectancy allowing people, for the first time in their lives, to experience a new life stage—“The Age of Wisdom”. This age is qualitatively different from the adulthood that precedes it and the old age that follows. People who can prepare themselves for this new period of life will be able to enjoy an active, wise, and satisfying stage of life which will enable them to shorten and delay their geriatric old age until the very end of their life. 

			We have received a gift—the gift of the “Age of Wisdom”, but its meaning is yet unclear to us. This has become my main challenge. I’ve gone through many rounds of wondering, thinking, learning, planning, and experimentation, I’ve added plans and implementations, some of which proved successful right from their first round, while others fell short. The latter took me back to reexamine my theories, update them and return to their practical examination. This led me to a “Thick Precision” understanding of the “What” of this new life period (at this point I suggest you return to the explanation I posed in Note 21—“Why-What?”—regarding the distinction between Thick and Thin Precisions). 

			From the very beginning of this foxish journey, I set myself a critical personal goal. I was well aware that one of the questions of “What” for me personally should be the matter of my own personal life expectancy, which was expected to be very short due to my medical condition and my family’s history of diseases. And so, it was vital for me to improve my overall physical health. I devised a plan of action and a lifestyle to improve my medical state, which I still adhere to today. 

			When I told my family physician I was about to embark on a structured plan to improve my health by strengthening my overall personality and my personal, cognitive, mental and social activities to improve my physical state, she was very doubtful. ‘I don't know of even a single piece of medical evidence that would indicate that what you want to achieve is possible. Just leave this nonsense alone.’ Although I had failed to convince her, I needed her cooperation, so I asked that she approve comprehensive quarterly blood and urine tests. These tests are simple and cheap, commonly used by family doctors for the initial detection of changes in a patient's health. Comparing each quarter's results to previous tests would be a simple way of learning whether my physical health had deteriorated, remained stable, or improved.

			The doctor was unconvinced but prescribed a urine and blood test every four months and I kept a close eye on any possible medical fluctuations. When I reached age 80, my family doctor and I went over all the statistical data the blood and urine tests provided since the beginning of my journey at age 67. The numbers showed that in no few parameters, my medical condition had actually improved, while in others, it had stayed level—an achievement that, at my age, is no small matter. I’d managed to reduce my functioning age in relation to my chronological one. I am still continuing on this path, and my physical, mental, cognitive, and social condition remains high, including at the time I'm writing this book at age 83. I spend most of my time nowadays sharing the insights and experiences I’ve gathered through writing articles and giving lectures and workshops. There, I teach and train others to take full advantage of their Age of Wisdom and how to improve their functioning age over their chronological one. In addition, I also work with governmental organizations in an attempt to change how the public perceives aging and to transform the dramatic increase in life expectancy from a burden into an asset45. 

			What began as a personal process turned into a social one instead. Personally, I feel as though I have reached significant achievements in my “victory” over my pensioner status. However, publicly, we are still only at the beginning of the line. We have a long road ahead of us, one filled with strife and effort, for the societal ability to break free of no-longer-relevant anchors and adopt new ones instead takes time, stubbornness, and community effort. The social and governmental perceptions still fall behind the swift basic changes that occur without pause around us. 

			

			
				
					38	 See Note 2—the fall of the “Big Brother”

				

				
					39	 See Note 21—Why-What?.

				

				
					40	 See Note 1—The Fox in an Ever-Complicated World.

				

				
					41	 See Note 11—The Fox’s Bump Key

				

				
					42	 See Note 5—The Basic Surprise Phenomenon

				

				
					43	 See Note 19—A Fox of Words

				

				
					44	 See Note 8—The Foxes Know to Find that Which They Were Not Looking for, and Note 9—My Serendipitous Journey. 

				

				
					45	 See T. Lanir. (2015) A New Look at the Rise in Life Expectancy: From a Burden to a Benefit. Eshel, Jerusalem (in Hebrew).

				

			

		


		
			
Part Four

			How to Strengthen Our Inherent Foxishness
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At this point, you must be asking yourself, “How can I reclaim the foxish qualities I had as a child?” The path is not simple. It requires directive and, no less so, a willingness to learn and practice. In this next part, I will attempt to explain the cognitive aspects found at the basis of foxishness and offer you—the reader—ways to practice them and ultimately initiate those foxish ways of thinking and acting for yourself.

		


		
			Note 29

			The Praxis Learning Cycle

			The praxis46 learning cycle describes the base process of foxish action-taking and thinking. 

			The term praxis is attributed to Aristotle, who deemed praxis as the activity a free man must partake in, one which requires concise handling of reality in order to best understand his situation and function properly in his world47.

			The praxical process is established through humanity’s three basic intellectual virtues: 

			The ability to learn what’s known (from the Greek word—episteme). 

			The ability to learn through trying—when the known is no longer sufficient in explaining what we feel through given experience but that we have not yet understood (from the Greek word—techne48). 

			The ability to deduce insights from this gap, to conceptualize and reframe it (from the Greek word—phronesis).

			The ability to learn what’s known (Episteme)

			Of the three basic intellectual skills of human learning, the ability to learn from what’s known is the most used and activated. It is usually perceived as the right way to do things, and the objective truth that should guide our judgment and behavior in any given context. It’s no surprise, then, that this intellectual ability takes up such a central place in our lives.

			The hedgehogs base their way of thinking mainly on the intellectual aptitudes that allow them to learn what’s known and solve the unknown through what’s known49. It is centered around the collection of relevant information about the known, and then analyzing and deducing conclusions through the logic of deduction and induction50. 

			The fox acts differently. The fox’s starting point is to question the known. Foxes check the validation and fit of the known within the context they are in by learning from their experiences in the specific context.

			The ability to learn through experience (Techne)

			While hedgehogs base their learning on the skills that allow them to learn from the pool of general knowledge, foxes instead drive their cycle of learning mainly from the skills they acquire through actual experiences. We tend to ignore the importance of experience-based learning because we are conditioned to associate learning with a process that happens in a classroom by a teacher, one who teaches us through our epistemic skillset. This habit conceals the main part of human learning—learning through the experiences our lives provide us with.

			The ability to conceptualize (Phronesis)

			Learning through experience is learning something before we have even acquired logical claims to explain what we feel. At this point, it is merely "Tacit Understanding", one that tends to elude our consciousness and our memory. By conceptualizing and naming it, we make it understandable to us and to others. The ability to conceptualize is last on the list. We are used to thinking that only intellectuals and scholars develop concepts through the abstract discussions they have between themselves. They are the ones who create the theories, paradigms, and doctrines that tell us how to behave and the concepts through which we should interpret reality.

			At the basis of the conceptualization skill set lies the human ability, which exists in every single one of us, to deduce insights. Insights are novel apprehensions of the nature of things, which are derived internally. These differ from knowledge learned externally, from outside sources.

			What characterizes insights we garner from our own experience is that at first all we can do is feel them, without yet understanding them. This new feeling is a vital component in foxish understanding and action-taking.

			It’s the same insight I described as characterizing those champions of the aviation squadron51; the pilots who managed to attain higher scores in extreme situations than those stated as possible in the rulebooks and manuals that had been provided during their courses 

			In the about the champions of the aviation squadron I described “foxes of action”, but there are also “foxes of thought”, who fulfill an important role in human advancement by setting free anchored thoughts.

			 The products of “foxes of thought” can be a poem, a new idea, or an invention. 

			In order to properly understand what has been experienced but not yet properly understood, the “fox of thought” has to give it a conceptual name. He must use language to promote the understanding of the new insight.

			Given that a new conceptual name is based on the human intellectual ability of “Abstract Symbolism”52, humans, and seemingly only humans, are capable of going beyond physical symbolism to abstract symbolism. 

			My dog is not capable of this. I can tell him, “We’re going to the park”, and he will wag his tail, a sign that he understood me and is happy about it. however, he only understands my words as a “signifier” to a “signified” term he is familiar with. He knows to attribute the words “going to the park” to actual concrete meaning—either so he can do his business or meet other dogs and play with them. But he can’t break free of these symbolic representations, shifting from terms referring to set physical objects or actions into the realm of abstract symbolism. He cannot connect the word park to, say, Jurassic Park, Steven Spielberg’s science fiction movie in which a group of genetic engineers, headed by an ambitious millionaire, create a park full of cloned dinosaurs. Humans have the ability not only to conceptualize the meaning of the thing they are experiencing, but also to interpret its meaning by ascribing it to other feelings they’ve experienced. These are abilities that are required for every creative incubation process. So, for example, the concept of “equality” can be reinterpreted after encountering a new personal experience of fighting for “equality” or suffering from “inequality”. But it can also be interpreted through the use of additional abstract concepts such as “justice”, “fraternity” or “responsibility”. The concepts and their connections to each other raise additional abductive53 ideas in us.

			The ability to go from thinking in set “signals” and “signifiers” to thinking in abstract concepts may eventually reframe our whole perceptual system into one that is both rich and more relevant as a basis for creating new knowledge.

			Now, after we’ve become acquainted with each of the three intellectual virtues of the praxis learning cycle, let’s learn to acknowledge the entire Praxis Swing Cycle: 





Image 6

			The Praxis Swing Cycle 
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			The first habit you will need to overcome is the habit we are all guilty of when we encounter the issue of incompatibility between our epistemological knowledge and what we discover in practice. Here it’s easy to pivot “right” into our hedgehog-based comfort area of the Known to cover up that gap. Be wary of this trap. You are in danger of treating the discovery of this gap as the simple exposure of a lack of information that requires no more than a small correction in your perceptual model. But if you avoid this trap and instead pivot to the “left” (the number 2 in the image above), toward the Phronesis, you will be able to drive the cycle of praxis leverage. 

			The Phronesis challenge is a challenge of actually giving a conceptual name to what we feel but do not yet properly understand. This is a fascinating endeavor, one that’s challenging and enjoyable. Only in rare cases does the exact conceptual name come to you on your first attempt. You will usually need several tries before you find a satisfactory name.

			Now, return to the Episteme (the number 3 in the image above)—at this stage, once you have your conceptual base, you should turn to look for outside knowledge to add to what you’ve achieved by your inside thinking process.

			With this, you can turn back to the Techne experience (number 1 in the image above). 

			Now, after getting to know the praxis swing cycle, in the next two notes we will go back and deepen our understanding of "The Filling Mode of Thinking” and gain a deeper understanding of the conceptualization mode of the praxis thinking cycle. 

			

			
				
					46	 Since the time of Aristotle, the term praxis has gone through many derivatives. For additional information: Paul. R. (1992). Critical Thinking: What Every Person Needs to Survive in Rapidly Changing World. Foundation for Critical Thinking. DePaul M. and Zagzebski l. (2003). Intellectual Virtue. Oxford Press.

				

				
					47	 Many thinkers have tackled the question of praxis: Plato, Aristotle, St. Augustine, Francis Bacon, Immanuel Kant, Søren Kierkegaard, Karl Marx, Antonio Gramsci, Martin Heidegger, Ludwig von Mises, Paulo Freire and Hannah Arendt to name a few. They treated it as a cognitive, spiritual, political and educational term. Nowadays, it is used in an educational setting: “Experimental Learning”, to improve learning in school through the circular notion of learning through experience.

				

				
					48	 The ancient Greek word Tecne holds a different meaning to what we now recognize as “technical”. 

				

				
					49	 See Note 24—How Foxes Know What They Don’t Know

				

				
					50	 See Note 12—Is the Fox Irrational?

				

				
					51	 See Note 14, The Champions of the Aviation Squadron

				

				
					52	 Deacon, T. W., (1997) The Symbolic Species: The Co-evolution of Language and the Brain. New York: W. W. Norton.

				

				
					53	 See Note 13—The Fox’s Abductive Reasoning.

				

			

		


		
			Note 30

			Teach Yourself to Think Your Feelings

			The praxis cycle of foxish learning begins with the Techne—meaning, what the fox senses and feels. Our inner senses and feelings awaken within us when we experience something we do not yet comprehend. This is the fox’s thinking Bump Key54. 

			If you wish to ultimately become a fox thinker, then you will have to teach yourself to “Think your Feelings". This seems like an absurd requirement, for feeling and thought are perceived as two separate things. Moreover, feeling is deemed inferior to thinking. But feelings are not separate or lesser in any way. "Thinking your Feelings" is the key to the freedom of our mind. The freedom to discover, reframe and refresh our understanding. This thinking Bump Key will enable us to break free of generalizations and move beyond them.

			The consensus is to treat emotion as something we should reject in the light of our rational thinking mind, for it disrupts our thoughts, our judgments, and our ability to reach the correct conclusions. Our mind is what should judge our feelings and prevent them from overtaking our clarity. The fox treats what is deemed as “thinking” and “feeling” not as two different, separate things, but as a mixture. The ability to “Think the Feeling” in its sense as prelogical thinking, will allow you to eventually move in between thought and feeling in a way that enriches both of them.

			At first, you will find it difficult to ruminate on feeling and your mind will rush to take the reins. But you can practice and accustom yourself to spending more time in the realm of thinking your feelings and consciously move between your feelings and your logical thinking.

			Start by teaching yourself to differentiate between emotions on one hand—despair, anger, insult, the thrill of falling in love, sexual attraction, etc., which cloud the mind, and feelings and sensations on the other—that sensitivity that allows us to clear the mind. 

			It has been told that the mystic and spiritual thinker Gurdjieff would say that “The minimal definition of a thinking process is the comparison between two of its dimensions.”

			Teach yourself to feel the uniqueness of what you sense. The uniqueness of sunset, the view you’re looking at now, and what you are experiencing now in comparison with what you’ve experienced in the past. What’s so unique about the feeling you sense now when meeting your friend vs. the meetings you’ve had in the past? What is different about the house you just walked into and other houses you know? When you think about the differences between things that are supposedly similar, you’ll find that in many cases what you are experiencing now does not truly have a pre-prepared description. You instead need to bring it forth from inside yourself and clarify it. 

			Here is another exercise. You are at a museum and are looking at the cubist painting “Guernica” by Picasso. In another hall, you see “The Battle of San Romano” by Paolo Uccello. Both paintings awaken completely different feelings within you, though they both center around the same subject—war. The different feelings the paintings awaken inside you are what also ultimately allow you to come up with different insights regarding the changes in the way war was conceived; how people understood the meaning of war in different historical periods. During the Renaissance era, war was conducted with splendor, with a certain level of respect between both fighting parties. When addressing war, there was a sense of romance and mystery. All this can be seen in Uccello’s painting. Cubism, however, was born from the influence of the Industrial Revolution and subsequently the new imagery it brought to the awful industrial wars, something that is keenly felt through Picasso’s Guernica.

			I have found that most of my feeling thinking happens when I'm outside the office. It surfaces when I'm walking in the park, taking a shower, or doing the dishes. It rises, as if by its own accord, at times when I'm half-asleep, either late at night or early in the morning. I make sure to always have a pen and paper handy so that I can jot down the ideas that come to mind before they float away. Later, I transfer them onto the computer, making sure they’re more organized.

			In the tempestuous occurrences of our day-to-day routines, only seldomly can we find the time to relax and think about our feelings. When such feeling thoughts arise, teach yourself to remember them—either with drawings, scribbles, full sentences, or anything else you fancy. When you find the time, you can reflect on their meaning. Don’t delay confronting these thoughts for too long, as they tend to get lost in the vastness of forgetfulness. 

			

			
				
					54	 See Note 11.

				

			

		


		
			Note 31

			Teach Yourself to Conceptualize 

			We think through the use of language. We can even say that our thinking is dependent upon our language. We need words to express what we think through our feelings.

			We can use language in two forms, as “terms” or as “concepts”. A “term” is a word, or combination of words, that indicates a set “signified” in our world—such as “traffic light” or “zebra crossing”. A “concept”, however, is a word whose meaning remains open to reinterpretation within the given context—for example, the concept of “love” or “achievement”. 

			Image 7
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			The same words can oftentimes be used both as a term and as a concept. I can point to the set geophysical term “sea”, but I can also make use of the word “sea” as a concept and I can also connect its meaning as both concept and term such as with Aviv Gefen’s lyrics: “When we’re sad we go to the sea, that’s why the water is salty". I can also use the word Ofek (horizon) as my grandson’s name or, alternatively, as a metaphor for “broadening our concept horizons”.

			Thinking through terms holds many practical benefits in our day-to-day lives. Without it, we wouldn't manage to complete the most basic of tasks. Terms are used by us all as agreed-upon markers and are thus accepted in communication, coordination, behavior, and action. Without the ability to use words as terms, we wouldn't manage to conduct the simplest of modern-life actions, such as driving, riding a bike, or even crossing the road. The use of all these terms is contingent upon the general agreement regarding their exact meaning. You cannot avoid thinking with terms, but you have to teach yourself to avoid your thought process being overtaken by terms. You must leave space for thinking in concepts when there is a need to rethink your thinking.

			The French psychoanalyst Jean-Bertrand Pontalis55 wrote about the overtaking of our mind by terms: “Can we make do without the weapons terms supply us with? To try to avoid them or, at the very least, not give in to their authority, in order to open ourselves for what we cannot yet conceive?” Our brains can always find the term for what we cannot yet represent through our feeling thought, and it does so by giving it a ready-made definition. The premade term causes us to lose the distinctions between two similar but not identical experiences.

			I look out at the view and say, “What a beautiful view,” but by doing so, I don’t say what makes that specific view so unique and different from any other lovely view. 

			Through the process of conceptualizing, you will be able to make clear, to yourself and others as well, what you’re trying to bring to light through your feeling thinking and the uniqueness of your given experience. It’s through the concept that the meeting between the known and the unexpected will open the mind to new interpretations. Through thinking terminologically, any new experience falls directly under the familiar, but through conceptual thinking, you can ponder your given experience as something you’ve yet to fully understand. 

			The time spent in feeling thinking means that you remain immersed in your thoughts as they arise, while still presenting a counterpoint to any name or readymade definition. For this reason, when we fail to give things a conceptual name verbally, they often fall into forgetfulness. Language, then, steps into an important role here. What characterizes this process of concept-naming is that although there is a connection between the conceptual name and what we sensed or experienced, there is still a distance between them. It’s this that allows us to see and think beyond what we sense. For example, take the concept “The Yellow Time” coined by David Grossman in a series of articles and a book published in the year 1987. The concept came to life after his experiences and the feeling thinking that awakened within him during his visit to the West Bank; it was then that he, and many other Israelis, first became aware of having become a subjugating, oppressing nation. This was before the Intifadas. The series of articles on which he based his book was published in 1978, only a short time before the first Intifada erupted, and it prefaced and predicted its occurrence and ultimate consequences, using the term “the Yellow Time”. The book was translated into many different languages and was extremely well received56. 

			The concept keeps its conceptual value as long as it continues to change its meaning. When it ceases to change, it becomes a term and loses its conceptual power.

			On the other hand, we can take a term and undo its meaning to become a concept once more, allowing our thought to remain open and dynamic. 

			Every word can be in a “term” state or a “conceptual” state. Exercise your thought process to transfer the meaning of words from a terminological state to a conceptual one and vice versa, in accordance with your needs. 

			I suggest you take the advice of the linguistic philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein57 and teach yourself to treat and use words as tools. Practice and build up this skill. The first step is to create an awareness of it. Once awareness is built regarding the set meaning of words but also their possible different meaning in different situations, then you will be able to make use of the words for more varied uses, interchanging words from terms to concepts and vice versa.

			Be aware of your use of language. Teach yourself to employ your Metathinking58. It will enable you to practice reflecting on your own thoughts, recognize patterns in your thinking, notice what might be missing from your thinking and become more fluid in your thought and in the way you use words in each given context. If you keep this up, you can reach a level of skill that will allow you to use words as tools and examine their unique way of fitting into contextual matters, just as a cobbler examines and matches the power of the hammer to the nail’s embedment into the shoe sole. 

			

			
				
					55	 https://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jean-Bertrand_Pontalis

				

				
					56	 The concept “Intifada” is based on the Arab word for a camel trans-sex erection. Here too, just as with the concept “Yellow Time,” despite the connection to its original meaning, there is a distance between its meaning as a concept and its actual base term.

				

				
					57	 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ludwig_Wittgenstein

				

				
					58	 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Metacognition

				

			

		


		
			Note 32

			How to Break Free of the Hedgehog 

			Way of Thinking

			We are trapped between the “walls” of the hedgehog way of thinking, and we must study and be aware of them so that we may ultimately learn to break free of their constraints. 

			The two main barriers that close us off to only hedgehog ways of thinking are the “contextual justifications” and “trivial associations.” I will attempt to explain both in short here.

			The distinction between “Context of justification” and “Context of Discovery” was first explained by John Herschel, in his book that was published in 1830, “A Preliminary Discourse on the Study of Natural Philosophy59”. Herschel was a British mathematician, but also an astronomer, chemist, inventor, and experimental photographer, and as such, his mind was accustomed to foxish moving between practice and theory, and back to examining his ideas through experience.

			He stated that such a “Context of Discovery” is the best way to discover new things that we did not understand or even feel beforehand. The “Context of Justification” represents the context in which we justify our claims to others.

			It is said that we remain in this context of justification for approximately 70% of our time and in the area of discovery only 30% of it. There are people whose context of justification overwhelms their whole personality, while others allow themselves a larger space to maneuver in the context of discovery. 

			It's possible to tell when the speaker is in the context of justification and when they are in the context of discovery. When people are in their context of justification, they tend to speak quickly, for they already “know” what they want to say, and they want to manage to say it all. On the other hand, people who are in their context of discovery speak more slowly. Their speech is characterized by hesitancy and variations on what they’ve said previously, to hopefully correct any mistakes they might have possibly made in explaining what they feel. This form of speech helps them to reflect on their thoughts. It allows them to continue their silent inner thinking by talking when they are alone. We promote our thinking when we talk to ourselves. When we ponder matters among ourselves, we do so silently, with our inner voices. However, in order to further clarify our thoughts, we also need to spell them out to others. 

			It’s also easy to notice when the speaker transitions from his context of discovery to his context of justification by a shift from talking in concepts to talking in terms.

			 This is further distinguished by their shifting to using dichotomous language—“yes” or “no” or “incorrect”, “helpful” or “unhelpful” and so forth. 

			That said, now that we’ve practiced becoming aware of the differences between these two contexts, we should still recognize that they pose no fundamental contradiction and that we can and should instead use them both in a constructive manner to become more proficient in advancing our ideas.

			The “friction of transduction” that is created in our brains when we pose what we’ve discovered to the test of justification, can in itself make us expose additional dimensions that necessitate further discovery. This gap between what we’ve discovered in the context of discovery and what we’ve explained in the context of justification—which we just found—drives us to once again go through the context of discovery so that we can figure out the meaning of this division between what we thought we understood and what we just realized that not only others misunderstand, but we ourselves do, too. 

			Now that you’ve acquired the concepts “Context of Justification” and “Context of Discovery”, the distinctions between them and the possible combinations they can create, you should be able to learn to notice them in your day-to-day thinking processes. 

			Remember, our general, “natural” tendency is to spend most of our time in our context of justification. It’s a comfortable place to be, after all. But this tendency allows for the context of justification to overtake our thinking and thus blocks our creative inner foxishness. Foxes are aware of this problem. They don’t fall into the trap.

			Let’s now move on to acquaint ourselves with the second pattern of restrictions that limit us to hedgehog thinking—the “Trivial Associations.”

			Most people, when asked to say the first association the word “chair” raises within them, will reply with the word “table”. Our brain is trained to think contextually, so that we possess things with a simple, dichotomous associative-situational tendency: “paper-pencil”, “brother-sister”, “night-day”, “winter-summer”, etc. We oftentimes use these associations without even paying them much attention. 

			Our brain, however, can also come up with more distant creative associations, and when it does, they rekindle our “feeling thinking”.

			The following example, I hope, will demonstrate how you can and should activate your distant creative associations even when the subjects seem, at first glance, nothing but banal. 

			I had to buy a new board meeting table for our praxis research group meeting, and I was contemplating just what kind would suit us best. When I thought about tables by meteoric associations, it reminded me of the T-shaped tables from my time as a young army officer. The commanding officer would sit at the shorter side of the T, while all his subordinate officers would sit, in order of rank, along the longer side. Such a table, at that time, seemed to me a natural choice in the military culture I was a part of. It had the clear division of rank, of hierarchy—but such a table didn’t fit within our Praxis foxish culture. As an antithesis to my previous thoughts, my mind led me down the line to a completely different table metaphor, the “Sabbath table”. I truly loved that table, at the time. Our whole extended family would come and sit around it during Sabbath nights, then after the lighting of the candles, prayers, and dinner, we would sit and talk about anything and everything. Those talks were thoroughly enjoyable, ones which we all missed. I decided I wanted to replicate the atmosphere of those Sabbath nights, but I also understood that the “Sabbath night” metaphor didn’t fit into the current context. Then my thoughts wandered to an additional distant association and my emotional imagination made me think of Arthur’s Knights of the Round Table. King Arthur wished for the table to represent his goal for all his knights who’d fought with him and for him, to feel equal and free to speak freely and honestly. So, he dismissed the custom of having the king sit at the “head of the table”, instead arranging himself and his knights around a round table.

			If you visit our institution, you too will be able to sit around the round table I purchased—a table that’s not merely another simple conference table, but one that holds a special meaning for all our staff members and thus reflects back on our guests. 

			

			
				
					59	 For more on the role this distinction has had on science, see: Herschel, J. (1830) A Preliminary Discourse on the Study of Natural Philosophy, Longman London.

				

			

		


		
			Note 33

			Teach Yourself to Reignite Your Hidden

			 Foxish Talents

			At this point, you’re probably asking yourself, are the foxish actions and thinking skills described in this book things that exist inside of you, too? My base claim is that they exist within us all. They were actively present during our childhood, but later on in life, as we grew, we trained ourselves to rely on the consuming hedgehog ways. This note is meant to try and convince you of this and of your inherent ability to revive your foxish skills.

			Every kindergarten teacher can tell you how fast the fire of innovative associations spreads when it comes to conversations with children. It leads to so many new pathways of thinking and subjects, that the teacher often has to calm the fire. These associations are wild, undisciplined, and full of imagination. We adults, however, being the hedgehogs that we are, hurry to “fix” and “correct” the children and draw them back from the foxish “mountains” to the “boundaries” of hedgehoggedness. As children, we mainly tried to understand the world by giving new meanings to words we were already familiar with and inventing new words of our own that made the grownups laugh. We did this intuitively. Children know how to imagine and build up their foxish worlds beyond anything their parents or teachers can teach them.

			Yotam, Roy’s father, shared: When Roy refuses to carry on eating, his grandmother tells him: “Either eat or get down.” He replies, “Either eat or get down.” Then she reiterates and says, “No, no. Either you eat, or you get down.” To this he once again replies with, “Either eat or get down.” She believes he doesn’t understand her intention that if he doesn’t eat, she will remove him from the highchair. Only, Roy understands very well. His answer is tied to the meaning of the word “either” as a choice between “either-or”. He understands his grandmother’s intention and deliberately stresses that he disagrees. Neither that nor that. No to carrying on eating, and no to getting down from the highchair. “Then I remembered,” his father said, “That, like many other parents do, I too set him conditions of “either this—or that”, and in those cases too he replies with, “Or this”.”

			This is a speech pattern characteristic of a child who is actively protesting the method of “either-or” that’s so natural to us hedgehog adults. It’s his way of dealing with the domineering hedgehoggedness we thrust upon him with the condition of “either this—or that”. He keeps trying to dismiss it, transforming it into the foxlike situation of “this and that.”

			“Over time,” Yotam continued, “I discovered that he was combing different aspects of dismissal towards the condition. For example, he says, “or yes.” He takes the power of the word “or” to explain the situation as a question—“Have you understood?”—while trying to do so with combining the word “or” with the word “yes”, making it into one word, “Oryes”.”

			Some of the things we first believe to be mispronunciations from children and toddlers, are, in fact, thought-based verbal creations that are born from the experimental freedom children allow themselves, while we no longer allow ourselves the same. 

			We, as parents, rush to correct these functional linguistical-thought-based manipulations that stem from our children’s minds. To us, they sound wrong and unsuitable. As foxish parents, we must refrain from asking ourselves how well our children manage to learn the rules or facts. What’s truly important is just how much our children can articulate beyond such things. Is this not a perfect example of the freedom of lexical slang I noted in Note 19, "Fox of Word", as the hidden attribute that characterizes the best army combat units, and, I suspect, many other innovative groups as well?

			Children play around with words in the same way they play around with toys. With toys, too, they don’t play in the same way we, the hedgehog adults, do or think the children should. The children instead like taking the toys apart, then taking those same parts to build something entirely new. Children who play with bricks experiment with the basic principles of geometry in space. While on the swing, they experience the principle of leveraging and the principle of the pendulum, and on bikes, they learn the principles of balance. All this happens well before we adults pass on our theories regarding space, mechanics, leverage, pendulums, or balance. Have you noticed how few instructions you need to give a child first learning to play with bricks, swing on a swing, or ride a bike? Guidance is important, but it’s sufficient only at first. The rest, the children learn on their own, through experience. 

			Shay, my youngest son, liked to take apart the soldier figurines he would get as presents, then create whole new toys out of them; sometimes they were strange, odd; oftentimes they were left with nothing near the initial shape and functionality of the original soldier. Does this not remind you of what I described in Note 11 as The Fox’s Bump Key?

			 Children love to take apart and creatively reassemble constructs in an almost instinctive way, for they have no obligation to the category for which the toys were initially designed. What they create is a small new category, one that allows them to construct their own imaginary world where they can tell themselves new stories about their new toy, every time anew. Does this not remind you of what I described in Notes 26, 27, and 28? 

			It’s interesting to see what happens to this foxishness as children grow older. Do they continue creating new categories that combine the concrete and the abstract, the “What” and the “Why”? Or do they quite simply give up on such endeavors?

			Most of us are not aware of the foxishness in our children, nor are we aware of the importance of encouraging and nurturing it. Our children grow into a world where they constantly encounter massive pressures to abandon their inner foxishness, learning instead to trust the general knowledge they receive from the outside world—their parents, teachers, television, celebrities, and other “authority” figures—under the claim that these role models supposedly know everything one must know to be successful, healthy, desirable and happy.

			We are surrounded by a massive epistemic industry directed at both parents and their children. This industry does not only presume itself capable of freeing the parents from the dilemmas that arise from raising children, but also targets the children themselves, pushing endless industry-based stimuli that focus on making them consumers of products and ideas they wish to promote. So begins the degeneration of the foxish skills the children were born with. 

			When we become parents, most of us have already lost the foxish intuitions we were born with and enjoyed throughout our own childhood. Quite simply, we’ve lost much of the ability to interpret the changing connections that happen during our parenting experience, and our self-confidence as parents as well. We become dependent on guidebooks and experts, forsaking our intuitions and personal judgment as we go. By doing so, we lose the most important opportunity in our adult lives, which is to experience foxishness once again as adults. We lose the chance to be with our children as foxes, so that we might reconnect with the fox that was a part of us during our own childhood.

			One of the ways I’d like to advise you to reawaken the foxishness within you and thus activate it, is not only to watch, but participate in your young children’s language and activity games. This will provide you with an intimate and enjoyable opportunity to practice and reignite your previously lost foxish skills. Active participation in new discoveries and experiences as your child develops will greatly contribute to their future and will also give you a much-needed taste of the foxishness you’ve lost. 

			For the grandparents amongst you, I suggest you not miss out on the chance to encounter the developing foxishness in your grandchildren. It’s a fascinating foxish adventure, one of the most educational and fulfilling ones we can find in our old age—the return to experiencing the wonderful foxishness of youth. Don’t miss out on it. Don’t say it’s too late. 


		


		
			Note 34

			Let Go and Embark on Your Foxish Journey

			Oscar Wilde once said: “It is the things that matter most that no one can teach us. We must learn them on our own.” Foxishness is one of those important things. One can shed light on them—but to truly learn them, you can only do so on your own. I won’t deceive you by telling you that this book will provide you with the secrets of foxishness. The only way for you to become a fox is for you to learn it through your personal experience.

			Vladimir Nabokov (for how can I miss out on the opportunity to quote his words once more?) said, “There are no organized trips toward happiness. There is but a narrow path leading to it, one that is doubtfully wide enough for even one person.” Foxishness is the path towards happiness where each person must forge their own way.

			I suggest you start by closing this book; put it aside and go for a walk—or do anything else that might distract you. This is the time to take a break and ponder what you’ve read in this book, how it applies to you specifically and how it may apply to your personal journey. 

			These ponderings will be the beginning of your foxish journey. Treat what you’ve read in this book as an episteme. Imagine how you can activate your foxish thinking and action-taking in different situations in your life. After you return from your walk, write down your own insights and ideas on how you are going to implement your foxishness.

			From now on, that will become your “Fox’s Notepad”, the one with which you’ll embark on your serendipitous journey. Start small. Take on an event or concrete day-to-day occurrence and designate it as your first foxish experiment. Even if this first attempt is unsuccessful, it is still what will ultimately push forward your foxish momentum. A journey of a thousand miles starts with one step. This will be your first step. When you look back, you may find this first step was even the most important one of all. 

			In conclusion, I wish to give you another piece of foxish advice, one I believe is no less important than any other I’ve given you so far. On one hand, a foxish journey requires concentration and applied effort. On the other, however, it also requires you to know how to loosen the reins. This is the Complementary Contradiction of the foxish concentration. 

			How and when do foxes let go? There are numerous ways to do it and each fox has their own way. The French mathematician Henri Poincare 60(1854-1912) was a fox who knew how to combine theory and practice, and excelled at both. He moved around between the subjects of mathematics, physics, and the philosophy of science, and also taught often. In addition to being a lecturer of mathematics at the Université de Caen Normandie, he also held chairs in physics and experimental mechanics, mathematical physics, and the theory of probability and astronomy from the University of Paris (the Sorbonne). He was described as the “Last Universalist”, as he was the last prominent mathematician who actively took part in all branches of mathematics, both the pure and practical, and even contributed to the development of what we now know as Chaos Theory. At the same time, Poincare also made sure to keep up with the practical work of mine engineering. He was an engineer and mine supervisor in the area of Vesoul in northeast France and was promoted to the position of head engineer and supervisor.

			Poincare the fox was open to many different areas of interest and their associations. This also explains his many scientific achievements. The abductive combinations between realms of study were the secret of his creativity. Poincare said that the insight that allowed him to develop his non-Euclidean geometry theory did not arise while he sat focusing only on his research. Instead, it arose when he was about to board a tram, while he was talking with a friend of his about things that held no connection to geometrical theory. Between the time he got onto the tram until he was sitting beside his friend on the bench, he had formulated the solution unequivocally—all without the opportunity or actual need to verify it on paper to know it worked. And he did it all while maintaining a conversation.

			This points to the connection between foxish creativity and the fox’s movement, but it also focuses in on the matter of concentration and loosening the reins. 

			I find in another fox I admire, the witty physician Richard Feynman (18-1988), a slightly different approach to achieving foxish insights by migrating between concentration and loosening the reins. In addition to him being a valued and well-known Nobel Prize winner, Feynman was also known for breaking conventions and was quite a jester. He never stopped searching for new experiences. He taught himself to drum in a samba band, would play around with solving riddles and puzzles, was an expert in breaking into registers, and even tried his hand at being a painter and an explorer of Mayan culture. He always knew how to find hidden passageways and connections between these matters and those of physics. Feynman said that when he ran into a mental block, “I usually prefer going to a strip club, for that’s a place with the atmosphere of simple abandon. I can sip a soda, watch some entertainment, and then, if and when the insight strikes, I can jot it down on a napkin.”

			I am aware that the stories I just told about Poincare and Feynman may be misleading. While the loosening of the reins allowed them each to gain a single critical insight to solve some scientific problem they had on their mind, most of us aren't scientists and the issues that occupy us are our own real-life personal issues. 

			We need our inner foxishness so that we can properly handle the different life circumstances we encounter at work, in our family life, our social and political interactions, when we change occupations, when we take business risks and initiatives, or as we struggle with severe illnesses, injuries or separations. 

			In each of these situations, we are forced to redefine ourselves as whole new people, ones with interests and meaning.

			Our personalities change and evolve through a long and varied series of experiments and decisions: What should we be involved with and how? Whom should we meet? What should we invest in? What kind of relationship should we have? Which external pressures should we ignore so we can keep a healthy mental balance, so that our energy can be focused properly?

			On our foxish journey as “regular people”, we shouldn’t expect the same forms of insights as those Poincare and Feynman found. Our foxish journey relates to many subjects and issues, most small and daily, and each will yield only partial, temporary, and everchanging insights. 

			Don’t expect monumental revelations or Nobel Prizes—but rather a new feeling when you wake up and look at yourself in the mirror. 

			I tend to achieve my foxish “letting go” more easily while walking in a park or at the beach, while I play with my grandchildren, in the shower, or after a good night’s sleep, when the brain also “rests” while working on the problem. I’ve made the matter of foxishness an inseparable part of my life. And so is the loosening of the reins. In such situations of release, I find the foxish Bump Key for the problems on my mind. The Bump Key that helps me out of problems I initially thought were impossible to fix, I find when I let go of my inner hedgehog and allow myself the full pleasure of foxish release.

			My advice to you now, if you’ve successfully completed this book, is that you’re worthy of it. Close the book. Go for a walk—let yourself loosen the reins. Ponder and imagine the journey you’re about to take as the serendipitous journey toward your own foxishness and personal happiness. 







			
				
					60	Lehrer, J. (2008) “The eureka hunt, why good ideas come to us when they do?” New-Yorker, July 28th, 2008: www.thatmarcusfamily.org/philosophy/Course_Websites/Contemporary/Readings/Lehrer_Eureka.pdf.

				

			

		


		
			Addendum 

			On the Contemplative Sources of the Foxlike Praxis

			I wrote this book with the intention of it being a series of short notes whose purpose would be to assist the 21st-century human in dealing with their world in a practical foxish way. For this reason, I saw no cause to burden the reader with the philosophical and historical sources of the claims I posed. The reader can, instead, understand and apply them, without falling too deeply into the theoretical aspect. However, now that you, the readers, have finished the book and internalized the practical lessons it offers—I hope—I found it beneficial to add in, for those who might be interested, an addendum that specifically focuses on what can be described as the history of the thought factions that birthed the ideas raised here.

			The concept “Praxis”, which I mainly referred to in the context of the fox’s praxis learning cycle (Note 29), was proposed by Aristotle who related it to the human “Practical Wisdom” which is separate from what he called Sophia, the process by which people develop universal abstract truths.

			Aristotle emphasized that though Sophia is paramount, “Practical Wisdom”61 is important both for man’s practical well-being, as well as promoting Sophia ideas. Through practical wisdom, the ideas are tested and tried in the real world while they accompany the process of a deepening reflectiveness and re-appreciation of their base meanings. This allows for abstract concepts to be tied to our everchanging reality, influencing it but also being influenced by it62.

			Many followed in Aristotle’s path, thinkers such as Marx, Bergson, Habermas, Gadamer, Piaget, and other pragmatists. Each expanded, in their own way, the meaning of the concept “praxis”.

			Through Aristotle’s ideas indeed influenced many thinkers who raised different interpretations, the practical meaning and the actual application of these matters were pushed to the sidelines.

			The approach that represents the dominating paradigm in science and, quite absolutely, the social perception of the Western civilization in its entirety, is the approach that separates the theory from the practice, the Sophia from the practical wisdom, and sees both entities as entirely separate and, paradoxically, Aristotle was the one to promote this separation. 

			Aristotle made the distinction between what is human and what is divine. The Sophia was attributed to the absolute divine knowledge, something which stood in opposition to the temporary, physical knowledge gained through man’s practical wisdom. The divine represents the timelessness that stands above any practical experience. 

			This perception of Aristotle that separated between the divine and the physical, which also positioned the divine above the physical, was adopted and distributed by the catholic church. The clergymen were situated well above the “commoners”, who were illiterate and could not interpret the holy scriptures on their own. The scientific paradigm that replaced the one of the Church continued to uphold, in its own way, this same divide between the theorists and scientific thinkers and the “commoners”. It positioned scientific knowledge as superior to all non-scientific human experiences.

			The development of new knowledge was mainly perceived to be the lot of philosophers and scientists, not something that concerned every common person. The irony is that it was specifically the Enlightenment63, the intellectual movement that rose to prominence in the 18th century and was founded upon human emancipation and progress, which further cemented this divide. It supposed that science would manage to discover all of nature’s laws and, by so doing, gain ultimate control over nature. The knowledge humanity needed was expected to be steady, coherent, rational, objective, and universal. "Rationalism"64 became the supreme judge of all truths, all matters of right or wrong and good and moral. According to this perception, scientific knowledge supplies every social necessity and all beneficial forms of knowledge. Its purpose is to supply universal truths, devoid of the personal context of the person gaining the knowledge. This would ultimately allow for human progress in all areas of study and on every level.

			The approach that scientific knowledge remains on a scale above practical knowledge and is entirely independent of it became the basis of logical positivism. "Logical Positivism"65 was established in the early 20th century by the Vienna Circle of Logical Empiricism66 and was designed to “supply safe foundations for science and to demonstrate the lack of meaning of all metaphysical matters through methods of logical analysis of all concepts and sentences67. These aspirations did not leave any room or status for emotional human thinking that occurs after practical experience.

			The Industrial Revolution, which brought about the creation of modern organization and management schemas, also emphasized the supremacy of the theoretical-rational aspect over trial-based knowledge. In industrial factories, workers were trained to acknowledge that questions of management were matters solely relevant to the managers, while the big, theoretical problems belonged only to the scientists. There became a clear divide between the managers and workers. The workers were meant to receive the required knowledge for their work through the managers. The workers’ practical experience was perceived as nothing short of irrelevant when it came to managerial knowledge. This perception was further rooted in the schools that were established with the influence of the Industrial Revolution. At their source, they were largely meant to serve the revolution’s needs. The schools perceived themselves to be organizations that distributed knowledge, discipline, and social values, certainly not hubs for training students to further develop their personal sensitivity and personal knowledge through experience.

			However, it was actually in the area of education where an important new perception of the relations between theory and practice began to develop—something which pulled the rug out from under the existing suppositions regarding the Industrial Revolution’s schools’ uncorroded beliefs. In the first half of the 20th century, Jean Piaget presented his theory of cognitive development, showing that a child’s development towards adulthood occurs through the praxis practical wisdom processes—through the mutual relationship between trial and thought. According to Piaget, a child’s knowledge and development of thought are tied to and dependent upon practical trials68. The newborn child has no awareness of themselves or the world around them. The distinction between the two happens gradually, over a long process of activity and experimentation. The theory of child development presents a perception through which the basis of rationality is not necessarily scientific. The praxis rationale means examining theoretical logic through action. The refined logic becomes a tool for practical reasoning rather than what dictates it. The praxis rationality is achieved by testing theoretical knowledge in action.

			Rationalism has to be judged on its ability to act in a way that is both relevant and effective in regard to practical human circumstances, not according to its positioning in the theoretical-logical structure of proof.

			The Complementary Contradiction between theory and practice as Piaget described it was also raised in more general philosophical and social approaches when it came to the "Post-Modern"69 movement's intellectual stance, which was characterized by an attitude of skepticism toward any "grand narratives" of modernism. Claims to objective fact are dismissed as naive realism with attention drawn to the conditional nature of knowledge claims within particular contexts. Thus, the postmodern outlook is characterized by self-referentiality and epistemological relativism. It rejects the "universal validity" of any binary oppositions, stable identity, hierarchy, and categorization.

			While modernism emphasizes the generality and the universal, post-modernism70 claims that knowledge should be about the local and unique. It celebrates the passing of the great narratives and the established superiority of one side over the other and allows man the freedom to design his own position. 

			This frame within post-modernism opened up a space for the philosophical justification of developing avenues of knowledge that are context-dependent. However, it was accused of rooting its main theme in the loss of faith in modernism’s schema but less so in providing alternative practical methods to employ on encountering the constant doubts and upheavals of life71. 

			In our ever-changing world, we must reinterpret ourselves and regain—time and again—our stability, which is continuously partial and temporary. Post-Modernism has very little to say about how we should practically deal with such an environment. 

			The field with the greatest influence within post-modernism is Deconstructivism72. It was founded by Derrida and applies to areas of literature, linguistics, philosophy, and even architecture. Derrida exposed the binary contradictions so deeply entrenched within modern linear thinking. Through the deconstructivism method, which analyses texts, the contradictions and their distortions were exposed. One side of the binary contradictions is perceived as important and central, while the other side is viewed as minor, and has to be explained by the logic of what is considered important and central. 

			Deconstructivism requires us to open each text and expose the “Marginal Other” disguised within it, in order to engender possibilities, meanings, and new cultural interpretations73. Derrida aspired to exchange this way of thinking with a more complex one, where the multiple possibilities would expand our choices and encourage self-enrichment. The deconstructivist faction denounced all dichotomy, mainly that which comes between theory and practice. But it failed to show how we can rescind it completely. Deconstructivism forged an awareness of the models of thinking that the overarching institutions supplied us with, and the ultimate need we have to destabilize them. But despite all its success in rocking the faith in the validity of all authoritarian truths, it did not pave the way to reconstructive thinking. It held more of a political character than a cognitive one. Many blamed deconstructivism, rightfully so in certain aspects, for paving the way for existential and perceptual nihilistic relativism. Derrida’s radical approach was summarized by Anderson with this amusing saying: “You’re wrong, no matter what your thought process may be. Unless you think you’re mistaken. In that case, you may be correct, but you don’t necessarily mean what you think you do.”74 

			The intellectual “Neo-Pragmatism”75 movement, which largely developed as a response to the weaknesses of post-modernism, accepted postmodernism’s basic assumption but did not agree with the conclusion that it must lead to endless nihilistic relativism.

			Instead, it emphasizes the human need to conceptualize and reframe perceptions and habits of behavior to fit into the reality we experience.

			Herein lies the connection between neo-pragmatism and foxish practice as it was described throughout this book. 

			The praxis, as presented through the foxish behavior in this book, describes the application in actual life of the approach that corresponds with neo-pragmatism. It strives to supply the answer to the existential need of people, groups, and societies to understand themselves and their surroundings as a consistent process of interpretation, which stems from day-to-day experimentation with our ever-changing reality. 

			The call to actualize the praxis authority expresses the goal to reinstate the “common people’s” responsibility over the development of their own knowledge through their own experience. This has two complementary implications. Firstly, in regard to the way we perceive the essence of perceptions and knowledge, and secondly, regarding the way we should treat any authority. We cannot alienate the responsibility for developing our praxis knowledge, leaving it all up to teachers, managers, strategic advisors, or other experts.

			It is this important essence that lies at the base of human nature, which we must fight to keep. 

			Some philosophers like to think that the wisdom of life is the pure wisdom (the Sophia). I’ve long since stopped believing that. Philosophy cannot offer us wise, practical advice that surpasses what we ourselves can achieve through our own insights. In this context, I will once again address what Richard Feynman used to say in relation to philosophy as useful to practical science “The philosophy of science is as useful to scientists as ornithology (the study of birds) is to birds76.” Or as Woody Allen once said, “Interestingly, according to modern astronomers, space is finite, but how does that help me find the glasses I lost yesterday?” 

			But we mustn’t underestimate the importance of philosophy or believe we can do without it. Practical Wisdom and Sophia hold Complementary Contradiction relations. As previously mentioned, Aristotle points out that wisdom requires both aspects, because Practical Wisdom facilitates Sophia and Sophia facilitates Practical Wisdom.

			Wishing to be in that “in-between” space without also taking on the identity of one or the other was my approach to writing this book. I tried not to write it as a guidebook. But then again, nor is it a philosophical book. Ultimately, this book can be viewed as a foxish attempt at creating a new, small category between these two poles. I'm not sure I succeeded at doing so, but even if I didn’t, I prefer to see this as a temporary failure rather than the final word. 

			

			
				
					61	 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Phronesis

				

				
					62	https://howtobeastoic.wordpress.com/2016/09/20/sophia-vs-phronesis-two-conceptions-of-wisdom/

				

				
					63	 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Age_of_Enlightenment

				

				
					64	 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rationalism

				

				
					65	 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Logical_positivism

				

				
					66	 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vienna_Circle

				

				
					67	 Weinberg, J.R. (1936) An Examination on Logical Positivism. London: Kegan Paul.

				

				
					68	 Kitchener R. (1986) Piaget's Theory of Knowledge Generic Epistemology & Scientific Reason Yale University Press. New Haven.

				

				
					69	 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Postmodernism

				

				
					70	 Gadamer, H. (1979) Historical Transformation of Reason. In Rationality Today. University of Ottawa Press. Ottawa.

				

				
					71	 Polkinghorn, D. E., (1992) "Postmodern Epistemology in Practice" in Psychology and Postmodernism. Pp.146-165. Sage Publication. London.

				

				
					72	 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Deconstructivism

				

				
					73	 Derrida, J. (1978) Writing and Difference, trans. Alan Bass. London.

				

				
					74	 Anderson, W. T. (1990) Reality Isn't What It Used To Be. Harper &Row. San Francisco.

				

				
					75	 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neopragmatism.

				

				
					76	 Feynman, R., P., (1936) Surely You're Joking Mr. Feynman: Adventures of a Curious Character. Bentam.

				

			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			



		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

cover.jpeg
THINKING
LIKE A

& X

The Complete Guide
to a Life of Adventure
and Practical Wisdom

ZVI1 LANIR





images/00020.jpeg
Now
porcoptual
system

current
percoptual
systom /






images/00022.jpeg
From thinking in terms to thinking in concepts

icn * Set
tT:rlr:l;mg 3  Disconnected 4
is thinking in * Objective
* Permanent

existing mindsets
and patterns.

meaning

* Open to
interpretation
and new meanings

* Context-dependent

* Subjective

¢ Only possible to

describe

Concept






images/00021.jpeg





images/00017.jpeg





images/00016.jpeg





images/00019.jpeg





images/00018.jpeg







images/00013.jpeg





images/00012.jpeg
Thinking
Like a

Fox

The Complete Guide to a Life of
Adventure and Practical Wisdom

ZVI LANIR





images/00015.jpeg
A Complicated World

The human genome
Good®  Socialmedia pybrigity nformation

e omortY  Epioson
Asymmetrical conflct
Flat World MeToq e Information Age

Glocalization The Climate Crisis
Asymmetrical " Trumpism Glocalization pyes  The
Conflicts " The Lifo Expectancy Revokution Workspace

Transhumanism The Age of Wisdom  Second Lfe 08 ition

Post-post-modemism

Rabmior Lot ek oy SR oo S2581
Siov  Longuaimanco " Giobol  The Demourn
Movement 0" waming i
ety BT °
i
T i Thotren —

Rovotion Revolution






images/00014.jpeg














