Dear Prof. Howard Gardner, 

You say one of the aspects of spatial intelligence lies in the ability of finding similarities between different things, an ability which had already been pointed out by Aristotle as part of linguistic metaphor. Must we therefore think of a spatial intelligence which expresses itself through the metaphoric form of language, i.e. which expresses itself in a distinctive form of linguistic intelligence? It seems to me, and please correct me if I’m wrong, that we should reach this conclusion, according to your theory. And if it is so, doesn’t it seem contrived to you if we have to admit a relative independence of spatial intelligence form logical-linguistic intelligence? Wouldn’t it be more natural  if we could think about one intelligence only which operates through well-organized and complex strategies?

I’m taking the liberty to pose this question after noticing that the translation symmetry with which you verify (in stereoscopic vision) the consistency of a volume shows surprising analogies with the figural effect which influences inferential processes of the syllogistic kind (see attached notes and Prof. Philip N. Johnson-Laird’s suggestion which associates figural effect to the first-in first-out principle in operational memory).

Best regards,

aurelio andrighetto

Dear Mr. Andrighetto,

I appreciate your taking the time to write to me. I wish that I had the time to respond but I am overloaded with obligations. Let me simply say that, of course, at some level the various intelligences can speak to one another. There are connections between spatial, linguistic, and metaphoric thinking; otherwise we could not communicate and make discoveries. The basic question remains: are we better off thinking of a single intelligence, which is manifested in different modalities and media; or of a number of relatively separate modules which can nonetheless communicate? I believe strongly in the latter formulation. I believe further that many of us confuse our own preferred ways of thinking with the way “it has to be”. We don’t all think like Galileo, Aristotle, Andrighetto, and Gardner, and it is probably advantageous that we don’t”.

With best wishes,

Howard Gardner

