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Inspired by A Synthesizing Mind: A Memoir  

from the Creator of Multiple Intelligences Theory  
by Howard Gardner

Cătălin Mamali’s dialogue with Howard Gardner (1)1

Reviews, as critical perspectives on works that are submitted to publication and on 
published works, have a long tradition and are part of the inter‑subjective testing that is 
a hallmark of scientific inquiry. The reviews of published works are many times followed 
by answers from the authors, which shows, most of the times, the neverending nature of 
the inquiry process and its need for dialogue. This established process is an invitation to 
a further step: a dialogical format of reviews. It seems that this chance has been offered 
by Howard Gardner. The recent book A Synthesizing Mind. A Memoir from the Creator 
of Multiple Intelligences Theory by Howard E. Gardner (Cambridge, Massachusetts, MIT 
Press, 2020), in combination with the creativity and intellectual generosity of the book’s 
author and a set of circumstances, opened the possibility to engage in a dialogical review. 
This dialogical review has been carried out during a time that imposed many restrictions 
to normal relationships. I maintain the original format of my comments emailed to How‑
ard Gardner, considering that the informal rhetoric is closer to the real communication 
process, as M. Billig argued in his landmark studies on rhetorical psychology.

A Synthesizing Mind. A Memoir from the Creator of Multiple Intelligences Theory 
represents a masterpiece of self‑inquiry, focused on the conditions, origins, development, 
and functions of Howard Gardner’s synthesizing mind, as well as of the essential patterns 
of other Creative synthesizing mind. In retrospect, it looks natural that the creator of 
Multiple Intelligences Theory offered this work. At the same time, A Synthesizing Mind 
provides, from within, new, unexpected and inspiring features of the genesis and develop‑
ment of synthesizing minds across time and cultures.

HG: This is a big project and life is short, but I would like to get started – or to 
support others with that goal.

1.	 Howard Gardner’s answer marked as HG. January 5th 2021 – Dubuque – Iowa, USA.
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In a letter received from Howard Gardner he states: “You already know a lot about 
me, so it will be interesting to see whether the book reveals anything new or different”. 
After reading and re‑reading your new book, I realized that despite my active interest in 
your work, and readiness to learn from you, I know much less than your work invites us 
to know, and much, much less than I need and I would like to know. Your recent work 
brings new and inspiring lights, perspectives, and ideas on your path breaking quest for 
mind, as well as on the inquiring on the human nature. The fascinating story of your quest 
for mind is marked by your becoming and personal features but, at the same time, displays 
the universal goal, universal patterns and functions of the synthesizing mind. 

Meditating on your accomplishment it is obvious that your self‑exploration regarding 
the synthesizing drive is at the same time focused on this process and opened to the wider 
context: “this memoir differs from most instances of that genre. It’s not really a personal 
memoir, nor is it a complete autobiography. It focuses on my ideas – especially the theory 
of multiple intelligences – and on analysis of my own mind, which, I contend, is a syn‑
thesizing mind” (italics added, pp. 124‑125). Your book achieves this by resorting to the 
interplay between the chronological order and the thematic order. The art with which you 
combine these two “orders” is associated in my mind with the paradigmatic case of 
Sophocles’ mode of exploring the destiny of Oedipus. Within the Oedipus’s tragedy, the 
chronological order and the thematic one are feeding deep surprises and illuminating 
clarifications.

HG: Well, I am not sure that I am Sophoclean in any way – but the organization of 
classical music has had at least unconscious effects on how I think and compose in writ‑
ing, perhaps. 

Your original, valid, well supported and developed ideas, to which you refer explicitly 
in a highly justified way in your book as “my magnum opus” (p. 198 – “idea” that 
stimulated commercial undertaking around the world”, p. 169, and so on), did not remain 
captive to their initial frames. Your original and recognized ideas did not imprison your 
creativity within one area of inquiring, regardless of the importance of your discovery. 
This renewal seems possible due to many factors. The major ones are discussed by you: 
your endless curiosity, ability to generate significant questions and successful search for 
answers, and motivation. It seems to me that, for essential reasons, your narrative is much 
more inclined toward curiosity and questioning (pp. 60, 64, 115, for instance) but, some‑
times, neglects motivation. 

HG: Good point – though interest in new topics and new ideas can itself be a moti‑
vator – particularly these days when I try to avoid news reports as much as possible – and 
I particularly hate the repetitive cable channels, whether they are on the left or on the 
right side of the political spectrum. 

The memoir of the synthesizing mind, in tune with your works, argues strongly that 
generating original, valid and inspired ideas is extremely important but it is never enough. 
The creator is defined not just by the value of the ideas, but also by the systematic, reli‑
able, hard, almost neverending work for supporting, clarifying, testing (refuting), cor‑
recting, developing and polishing (like a sculptor of genius such as Brâncuşi), among 
other tasks, of a great Idea. 

HG: Yes, though I also get bored and that is why I elected not to pursue the life of 
the laboratory scientist. Instead, I prefer to leave topics and then return to them later – 
this does not work in experimental science: see the important new book The knowledge 
machine by Michael Strevens.
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In Romania, a philosopher (C. Noica), and a mathematician (S. Marcus) repeatedly 
advised young and not so young creative minds to work systematically on their own ideas. 
By the way, Solomon Marcus had the idea of Mathematical Poetics (Poetica Matematica) – 
and he worked tremendously to develop and disseminate it. The philosopher suggested 
that it is wonderful to “find good ideas while wandering on the paths of mind”, but one 
must toil systematically to bring these ideas to maturity. As a matter of fact, you wrote: 
“The combination of wandering for quite a while, and then sharply focusing – the warp 
and woof of synthesizing” (p. 213). You strongly suggest that synthesizing ideas need 
long‑term disciplined concentric efforts that are also able to travel beyond disciplinary 
borders.

HG: This brings out very beautifully the difference in ‘rhythm’ between the life of 
the bench top scientist and the explorer of big, though not necessarily connected, ideas – 
of course, there are occasional individuals who can do both – the biologist E.O. Wilson 
is certainly an example; perhaps, also, Stephen Jay Gould.

The ability of a creative, synthesizing mind to remain open to new developments and 
fields is nurtured by an epistemic prudence that is, at the same time, ready to dive beyond 
the existing horizon of knowledge. Specifically, I think to your perspective on the algo‑
rithmization process in relation to multiple intelligences. You expressed it long time ago 
(in 1983) in your magnum opus, Frames of Mind, while you considered the possibilities 
of working out algorithms for the seven, now eight, intelligences identified by you: 
“Ultimately it would certainly be desirable to have an algorithm for the selection of an 
intelligence… at present, however, it must be admitted that the selection (or rejection) of 
a candidate intelligence is reminiscent more of an artistic judgment, than of a scientific 
assessment… where my procedure does take a scientific turn is in the making public of 
the grounds for the judgment, so the other investigators can review the evidence and draw 
their own conclusions” (Frames of Mind, p. 63, cited by you at p. 124, italics added). 

Your perspective on algorithms is cautious, ready to search for them and open to 
accept them if they match the task. I think that your perspective is in tune with the 
essential features of the synthesizing mind of a Creator that are revealed by your memoir 
(pp. 216‑220).

HG: I think if I were writing Frames of Mind today, I might search for an algorithm – 
certainly there are computational tools available that would have been unimaginable in 
1980. I am somewhat surprised that no cognitive scientist to my knowledge has attempted 
to undertake such a classification – the idea of a unitary intelligence is so deeply entrenched 
in most scientists, that they are reluctant even to open up that box – that Kuhn might have 
called “abandoning their paradigm”.

I am intrigued, and, as a matter of fact, I feel the need to ask the question: why your 
view on algorithmization is not complemented by an explicit resort to the heuristic pro‑
cesses? Did I miss it? Your creative work questioned well established concepts, theories, 
procedures and algorithms and, at the same time, you searched for new solutions, and, 
fortunately, you provided original and reliable answers. 

If one looks only to your account of the theoretical turning point marked by the “plu‑
ralization” (pp. 188‑189) of the concept of intelligence, it is obvious that this achievement 
has been possible due to a powerful heuristic orientation. Your theory, as you claim, has 
also the advantage, as most crucial theoretical contributions have, to be presented in a 
laconic way: a lot of substance and a new vision in just a few words. Thinking about it 
more than a few times it did come into my mind Archimedes’ path breaking ideas and 
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his life, from which due to a great physics teacher, I, as many other schoolboys and girls 
(we learned in mixed classes), developed a deep admiration for Archimedes’ mind and 
character.

HG: I am not entirely clear on the distinction between algorithm and heuristic – I 
see the latter as less systematic and more opportunistic, and that is certainly a good 
description of what I do readily – and what I am reluctant to do – in the absence of 
appropriate evidence and tools.

In the memoir I indicate that I am less enamored of the felt need to anchor claims in 
logic, math, or the brain – a criticism of Piaget’s and Levi‑Strauss’ need for formalization.

Later on, under the influence of a gifted architect (Ioana), who was forbidden both in 
Romania, and in the USA, to externalize her abilities, I read in Vitruvius’ masterpiece 
(he, as most of the greatest architects, had a synthesizing mind) the story about the puz‑
zle posed by the King’s crown. At least from a practical viewpoint, the problem and the 
solution have been new. None of the already existing, available algorithms, even for a 
mind that discovered the buoyancy and the lever principles, could be applied successfully 
in order to answer to the King’s suspicion. 

The new challenge asked for a bold and accurate heuristic. We cannot know for sure 
the details of the tragic event that lead to Archimedes’ death, but we are deeply appalled 
by the brutal behaviour of the Roman soldier who has been told by Archimedes: “Do not 
touch my circles”. This did not happen for the first or the last time in human history – 
Creators have been (and are) mistreated with hatred and arrogant ignorance. I think that 
Archimedes, as a Creator, and as a paradigmatic embodiment (naked embodiment!) of 
the heuristic way might serve your argument vis‑à‑vis algorithmization. What do you 
think? 

HG: Alas, there are many people who cannot accept change, and sometimes they act 
violently; we may see some of this in the USA, in the period ahead, though I certainly 
hope not!

Your vision on algorithmization is of great support for my own inquiry, regarding the 
power of action oriented texts, especially when I faced (still facing) not so kind reactions 
(I may say even non‑intellectual attitudes) toward my approach. Due to a historic syn‑
chronicity produced by the public delivery of two action oriented texts (The Manifesto of 
the Communist Party – MPC, published in February 1848, and Civil Disobedience – CD, 
delivered as a lecture on January 26th 1848) I realized that we can encounter, even in the 
field of history, quasi‑experimental situations, that could help to identify major conse‑
quences and must be epistemically seized and exploited. 

MCP and CD emerged separately as the opposite sides of an independent variable, 
while the political leaders who applied them can play the function of a dependent variable. 
We find two historical series: a genealogy of bloody political leaders (Lenin, Trotsky, 
Stalin, Dej, Pauker, Khrushchev, Hoxha, Honecker, Ceauşescu, Castro…) and a genealogy 
of non‑violent leaders (Gandhi, M.L. King, Mandela, Havel, Kyi...). The point is that 
the first text (MCP) dictates a political algorithm, while the second one (CD), takes and 
recommends a heuristic approach for solving painful societal issues. 

During over 25 years, up to present (even a few days ago), I encountered, even in the 
case of some researchers on communism, who are, at the same time, very visible, public 
intellectuals, a fear to and/or a strategic avoidance of considering the opposite political 
and moral legacies of MCP and CD. I am simultaneously deeply puzzled and disappointed 
by this capitulation of some social scientists. 



93Creative Synthesizers: An epistolary conversation...

HG: Yes, I venerate the life of the mind, but that does not necessarily lead to desirable 
behaviour.

You present plenty of evidence that the need for sharp and long‑term focus is associ‑
ated, during the development of your synthesizing mind, with a profound curiosity that 
has been oriented toward various targets and was neither enslaved by disciplinary borders, 
nor limited by your own previous achievements. Your synthesizing mind is, by using 
Csikzentmihalyi’s concept, in love with flow. It seems that your scientific ability to tres‑
pass borders has been supported by your own artistic side (mainly music, but also writing) 
and by your relentless efforts to explore the features of the artistic side of many other 
creating minds. 

In retrospect, it is no surprise that within the dynamic of your cognitive interests, the 
interplay between the artistic process and human development is a major inquiring themata 
(understanding this concept as Holton conceived it). However, there is more than a sur‑
prise, there is a new paradigm, generated by your scientific imagination and synthesizing 
mind: this interplay nurtured the theory of multiple intelligences. 

HG: Yes, Arts have been far more important in my life than in the lives of most of 
my peers in the social sciences (Project Zero has been a home for over fifty years) and 
as I get older, they become even more important, sacred, indeed. But I don’t talk about 
this to most of my colleagues – and, of course, Arts have become so commercialized, 
that motivation of an individual’s interest is often difficult to discern.

Your holistic conception of the artistic process makes explicit that in areas such as 
music and drama, the artistic process involves the relationship between “the four proto‑
typical participants – artist/creator – performer – audience – critic”, “as they centre 
about the performance of a work” (The Arts and Human Development. A Psychological 
Study of the Artistic Process, 1973, pp. 25‑28, italics added). It might be useful to remind 
that you developed a visual representation of this complex interaction for “heuristic pur‑
poses” (p. 27, italics added). I love such ways and goals. 

HG: I wish that I could rewrite that book – the basic ideas had merit, but there was 
almost no relevant research – hence, “Project Zero”, thanks to many investigators, and 
especially to my wife, Ellen Winner, that is no longer the case!

I think that one of the critical and creative ideas developed within your research on 
the artistic process, that seems to me to be highly significant for later on theoretical 
developments, is that your approach dismantles the artificial separation between Science 
and Art, reinforced by the linguistic treatment – that considered the first, as the result of 
intelligence (singular), and the second, as the result of talent – and opens the road for a 
synthesis. Besides the fact that according to your research, the valuable artistic activity 
is marked both by “inspiration” and “disciplined craftsmanship” (p. 268), your approach 
underscores the role of “experimentation” within the artistic process. 

You wrote about Picasso, a view that applies to all Art Creators, that he “does not 
regard the work as a point of stasis, but simply as the most recent, in a neverending 
series of experiments” (p. 269). As a matter of fact, you quote Picasso who said: “Paint‑
ings are but research and experiment. I never do a painting as a work of art. All of them 
are researches”. The artificial separation between Science and Art (we should also regard 
the idea of the “two cultures”, which deals with a widespread, in time and space, reality, 
identified by C.P. Snow) is fundamentally questioned. Other genial artists expressed the 
same idea. I recall Constable who said in 1836: “Painting is a science […] of which 
pictures are but the experiments”. I had the chance to learn it during a short visit, when 
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I spent many hours at Tate Museum, in 1990, in UK, due to an invitation from the Brit‑
ish Council (issued a few years before, i.e., before 1989!). It happened before coming 
to the USA with a Fulbright award, received also a few years before, but blocked by the 
Romanian bureaucracy. At Tate, we, together with Ioana, admired Blake’s artwork. Blake’s 
genius is (intelligences are) expressed both in visual art, as well as in his poetry. The two 
intelligences identified by you are causes of his amazing creations that have universal 
meaning. He was also a powerful iconoclast.

HG: I certainly don’t favour a “two cultures” view, and it is possible and desirable 
to embrace Arts and Sciences, but I do think that they are fundamentally different under‑
takings. Most scientists don’t appreciate what Arts are about or vice versa – we could 
have a long discussion on that issue!

I do not have any clue, as far as I know, on why you did not resort for your case stud‑
ies, to Leonardo da Vinci, who Creatively embraced science, technology, visual arts, 
writing (his journal is a remarkable window into this area), and mathematics. Maybe I 
am missing some of your studies, but still, if we look to paradigmatic cases in which two 
or more intelligences are combined in the creative process of one person, then Leonardo’s 
works would be not just a paradigmatic model, but also a great source for further explo‑
rations of some of the MI performed by one person. 

I should disclose that in my childhood, around age 11, under the leading influence of 
an older friend (Florin Bogardo, composer, but he could have been an architect, a sculp‑
tor, or a physicist, similar role as Mark, your friend, played in your case), I learned about 
Leonardo da Vinci. Florin had the bold and crazy idea – we were living under a com‑
munist dictatorship – to form a discrete, rather kind of secret “Leonardo Da Vinci Soci‑
ety” that should’ve been joined by our friends who displayed abilities and attractions for 
various fields (science, literature, visual arts, music…). We discussed it and we had even 
a few gatherings at his home, built by his immigrant (from Italy to Romania!) grandfather.

HG: Yes, my above response does not apply to Leonardo, nor to other giants who 
were involved in both Arts and Sciences – but they are the exceptions; most contemporary 
artists would have no sympathy for the view of the sciences in Streven’s book, and most 
scientists could not appreciate the daily and nightly lives of a Picasso or a Virgnia Woolf.

Especially if we would consider your ideas regarding the features of synthesizing minds 
and that of the combinations among intelligences (you refer explicitly to your own profile 
within this book). Leonardo da Vinci’s works and destiny might represent a great resource. 

Your model, focused on the development of a synthesizing mind that is also experien‑
tially rooted, includes the following elements: “exhibiting wide curiosity”, “assimilating 
and remembering mounds of facts and figures”, “raising questions but also attending 
carefully to answers”, and “setting down answers in some kind of symbolic system” (p. 9). 
You are conceptualizing the spectrum of synthesizing as “a continuum of synthesis”. At 
one end, there is the “conventional synthesis, just bringing concepts and ideas together”, 
and at the other end, there is “the original synthesis” (p. 39, italics in original). Obvi‑
ously most of your work, not just the theory of multiple intelligences, has been achieved 
through original synthesis. As your memoir discloses, you considered and you are still 
considering your synthesizing ability, as a competitive asset. If this potential is considered 
from the perspective of the evolution of scientific knowledge, then a synthesizing mind 
might have both competitive and complementary functions.

HG: I think I am unusual in that some of my initial syntheses were more like text‑
books, but that exercise has been of no interest to me for decades. There is a continuum 
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of syntheses, but we cannot simply decide where to aim – part of that decision will be 
made by those who review and evaluate the synthesis.

The conceptualization process that lead to the construct of a “synthesizing mind” has 
been a developmental one, in Piagetian sense, with roots in your childhood experiences 
and in your own developmental studies, mainly on the artistic process in the case of 
children, as well as through the dialogue between your creative ideas and the ideas of 
other scientists from different fields. Your studies on the function of artistic processes in 
human development lead you to this idea: “As a child evolves into the skilled artist, he 
must maintain the ability to generate ideas and to integrate them into a finish product” 
(The Arts and Human Development, p. 267). 

HG: Good pickup! I had long forgotten it!
What about the genesis of the construct of “synthesizing mind”? Your inquiry brings 

strong evidence that it is not enough to have new ideas, but one must work on them in a 
disciplined way, submit them to various trials and remain open to possible changes, while 
aiming toward a relevant new synthesis. As a matter of fact, you mention that “Murray 
Gell‑Mann [is] the coiner of the term « synthesizing mind », the one who signed a contract 
to write a book, but had enormous difficulty in completing it” (p. 224). 

I learned about Gell‑Mann’s idea on synthesizing mind from your inquiry. Indeed, his 
view on synthesizing mind and his assessment of the vital function of such minds, now 
and for the future, are deeply instructive. You cite Gell‑Mann: “In the twenty‑first cen‑
tury, the most important kind of mind will be the synthesizing mind” (p. 216). Yes! 
However, within the social and political contexts – at national, international and worldwide 
levels – the vital (most important resources/features) are many times neglected and some‑
times, their spreading in the public forum is strategically denied. Please, can you provide 
the source where Gell‑Mann expressed his view?

HG: I heard Gell‑Mann says this, but when I google it, I just find my quotation! As 
you may know, he was the guiding force behind the Santa Fe Institute, which does just 
the kind of cross‑disciplinary work that we both admire.

You explore the major features of synthesizing minds, being open to their varieties, 
but at the same time, your approach underscores that at the heart of the issue, there is 
the relation between creating and synthesizing. Creativity “presupposes both some disci‑
plinary mastery and some prior synthesis” (p. 219). As your argument suggests, one must 
prove that she/he excels in a given field (mastery and innovation) and, at the same time, 
must develop an innovative synthesis that trespasses disciplinary borders and epistemic 
conventions in a meaningful way.

HG: Yes, but I don’t think that the order is preordained. We might try to synthesize 
knowledge and then realize one needs more disciplinary expertise – just today I was writ‑
ing about AI and I realized I either had to do more research, or find a co‑author!

Resorting to my own research experience on intellectuals (scientists, visual artists, 
composers, writers…) and on the motivation of the creative inquiring processes, I studied 
many sources. I carried out this search within an environment where the terrible depriva‑
tion of necessary material goods was actually overpassed by the deprivation of information 
(censorship, lack of sources, hurdles to travel…). 

I will mention only two sources that I think are highly significant for the theoretical 
construct of synthesizing minds and the associated empirical grounds. (By the way, your 
criticism on the narrow way to understand experimentation is extremely relevant and use‑
ful). One is the research carried out by I. Mitroff, a physicist by training, and a Creative 
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epistemologist, on Apollo Moon scientists, in 1974 (The subjective side of science. A 
philosophical inquiry into the psychology of the Apollo Moon scientists. Amsterdam: 
Elsevier). The other Creative mind, C.G. Jung, is well known to psychologists and not 
only. I specifically have in mind his work, Psychological types (published in English in 
1971 in The Collected Works of C.G. Jung. A Revison by R.F.C. Hull of the translations 
by H.G. Baynes, Volume 6, Bollingen Series XX. Princeton: Princeton University Press). 

Mitroff, explicitly working upon Jung’s typology, developed a description of the fol‑
lowing types that have been empirically investigated on a sample of excellent scientists, 
all engaged in an inquiry adventure without precedent in the history of science. These 
types are: the hard experimentalist, the abstract theorizer, the intuitive synthesizer, the 
humanistic scientist. Here is just a brief description of the intuitive synthesizer, as used 
in Mitroff’s research: “He/she takes extreme pride in one’s ability to synthesize and intuit 
the meaning of a wide variety of experimental and theoretical facts and ideas”. I am 
attaching one of my papers on this issue that has the details.

HG: Thank you for these references and for the paper(s).
I decided to carry out a study using the same typology as Mitroff’s, but taking into 

account a personal question on the dynamics of the quantitative side (force) of motivation 
(valence, expectancy and instrumentality – the last one, re‑defined as agency, to be able 
to consider both intrinsic and extrinsic motives) and the qualitative side of motivation 
(12 intrinsic and twelve extrinsic components). My project, at the Research Centre for 
Youth Problems, Bucharest, faced harsh opposition. I have been able to complete only 
two phases of a longitudinal project that was conceived to have at least four stages. On 
the top of the hurdles, something hard to believe happened: the prints from the computer 
centre (by those times, punched cards were used and long tables, provided) have been 
literally thrown to the garbage bin (located outside the building), as I have been announced 
with a cynical smile, by two colleagues, that “a custodian took your tables to the garbage”. 
I did run out and I recuperated the “tables”. 

This research has been complemented by a set of in‑depth interviews (between 
2‑4 hours) I conducted. I recorded (with a cheap Aiko tape recorder), transcribed, and 
typed all interviews and returned the text to each interviewee to check it. One final copy 
remained with the participant and we agreed that any probable publication (the probabil‑
ity was extremely low before 1989) of our dialogue must match the final copy. Nobody 
was entitled to add or remove (censor) any part... There is one more misery about this 
project. I entrusted, as a researcher awarded with a Fulbright scholarship, the hardcopies 
of interviews to two American friends. 

One of the copies reached a researcher in the field of personal and social relationships 
who is a member of the same scientific organization as I am. When I had the chance to 
see him face to face, in Iowa City, in 1991, he said that he lost them! The other provided 
a similar answer regarding the research documents of a Fulbright scholar, who made 
explicit that he needs them for continuing his research. These justifications are hard to 
imagine, but are bitterly true. However, the main obstacle has been, and still is, by iner‑
tia, the repression on the freedom of thinking and expression, back then, led by the com‑
munist regime and its ideology. Obviously, my experiences are located to the opposite 
pole of your journey. You state: “as a scholar in a country and at a time when there were 
no « thought police », I have had the opportunity to follow up issues that interested me, 
to synthesize my « data » in ways that made sense to me, and to write them up in appro‑
priate formats” (p. 234, italics added).
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HG: I wrote this at a time when the evil and danger of Trump were less clear to 
me – so many, including you, have been far less fortunate.

Coming back to Mitroff’s wonderful idea and research (that challenges also Kuhn’s 
view and the works of other epistemologists by going into the fields without missing the 
abstract) and, also, to Jung’s typology, I wonder if you did know their works? Did the 
reviewers (formal and informal) of your book mention the ideas of Jung and Mitroff on 
this issue? Regarding Jung, it seems to me that his conception on “individuation” can 
be exploited both in relationship with Creating and Synthesizing minds. I think that the 
two minds (sometimes re‑united in the minds of Creative Synthesizers) are enriching and 
accentuating the individuation process that becomes, through these two types, more relevant 
at universal level. 

HG: Of course I knew something of Jung’s work, and not on Mitroff’s. While I am 
more of a Freudian than a Jungian, I think that Jung was far more sensitive to artistic 
ways of knowing, and much less insensitive to the mental lives of women than (Sigmund) 
Freud was – I fear that the artist Lucian Freud took after his grandfather in that respect!

As your memoir documents and advances, your idea on synthesizing minds is rooted 
in your childhood experiences and it played a significant role in the theory of multiple 
intelligences development, and, as well, in other projects (art processes, good work, for 
instance). But this idea, in various ways, is at the core of your becoming, as you state: 
“Thanks to the accidents of family, culture, the historical moment, and, yes, genes. I have 
had the privilege of being able to lead a life of the mind and to put forth syntheses that 
make sense to me, and, at least at times, to others, as well” (p. 233, italics added). 

Pluralization of the construct of intelligence is moving us away from a fragmentation 
toward a higher theoretical integration of mind processes and potentials. Do we face here, 
at a new level of understanding, some of the questions that marked the dispute between 
localizationism and functionalism? 

Combinations of different intelligences, as revealed through your studies on paradig‑
matic Creating minds, as well as through your self‑analysis, indicate different ways for 
synthesizing minds to emerge. The relationship between synthesizing minds and multiple 
intelligences, according to your inquiry, represents a challenging question: “Is there a 
separate intelligence for synthesizing, or is the capacity that I am describing adequately 
explained by one or more of the several intelligences” (p. 222). You leave the answer 
open for inter‑subjective testing as you express your inclination toward the existence of 
this mind, while you provide a set of paradigmatic examples. 

HG: I did an interview about the book and the interviewer asked me about whether 
the synthesizing mind was a new intelligence. I said “not by my definition, but you are 
welcome to call it that”. Trying to be a “thought policeman” is futile, especially in a 
social media society!

It seems to me, and I am in tune with your choice, that if we would take into account 
that within one and the same person, who might potentially excel in more than one intel‑
ligence, there is a dynamic between the manifest intelligences (performance and recogni‑
tion) and the latent intelligences of one and the same person, at least two questions are 
invited: 1) how is the combination among intelligences – within one and the same person – 
influenced, when his/her latent state did not reach the same manifestation stage as other 
intelligences of the same person?; 2) Can the quality and the force of the motivation to 
synthesize of a person be activators of the latent intelligences? My answer to the two 
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questions is positive. But this answer is just a starting hypothesis that should be tested by 
field, historical, experimental, and theoretical work.

HG: Interesting thought.
I got the powerful feeling and the understanding that your quest for mind goes far 

beyond the borders of what is considered to be cognitive studies, and the “empire” of 
cognitive revolution. Your theory of MI has its roots mostly in the cognitive revolution, 
and logical inquiries, as that of Fodor’s. MI theory strongly suggests that a synthesizing 
mind is a tool for integrating knowledge from many fields within a unitary explanatory 
system. At the same time, your inquiry strives to take into account the good (moral) and 
beauty (aesthetic) dimensions alongside that of the truth. The ancient ideal (Greek and 
Roman) to achieve these three goals is reactivated at a new level. Gandhi himself considered 
that the truth must be reached only through love’s ways. Thoreau did have a similar view. 

HG: This is territory that is increasingly appealing to me. Twenty years ago I tried 
to ply the three virtues apart. Now, in recent work, I have tried to reconnect them!

You make crystal clear that intelligences, all of them, can be used either in good or 
evil ways. This fertile and pragmatic perspective is deeply associated with your work of 
synthesis, carried out together with M. Csikszentmihalyi (I had the privilege to meet him 
a couple of times) and W. Damon on Good Work. Even Creative synthesizers are not a 
guarantee that their abilities are directed toward good goals and are resorting to good 
means. As the creativity, intelligence and strong motivation could serve good works, they 
could serve evil goals, too. The imagination of evil is able to grow, too. Maybe this is 
one of the reasons why Theophrastus, Confucius, La Bruyère, B. Franklin, Gandhi, M.L. 
King and many others stressed the vital role of cultivating (institutional cultivation and 
self‑cultivation) strong and good characters. By the way, a masterpiece on The Strengths 
and Virtues of Character by Peterson and Seligman, is most of the time neglected by 
psychological textbooks, which have a terrible tradition of neglecting the concept of char‑
acter (one could find a series of Intros to psych textbooks without this concept!).

HG: I think that this is changing, and I have some optimism that the understanding 
and cultivation of character are being taken more seriously in psychology and education, 
and that is also the motivation of The Good Project.

Your conception on the good use of the multiple intelligences becomes more important 
if we think to the rapid development of the tools available to put in practice the ideas 
generated by different intelligences, and by the possible uses of AI. At the same time 
history provides examples of highly intelligent persons who, unfortunately, worked toward 
terrible goals. Let us think only to Napoleon Bonaparte. 

The conception developed by you, which does not reject algorithmization, remains 
one open to changes. This is considered vital by you in the case of moral dilemmas: “Not 
am I by any means ready to turn over moral or ethical decisions to an algorithm, no 
matter how intelligent or even « multiply intelligent » it is declared to be” (p. 232, italics 
added). Your prudence is justified also by the fact that humans may react to moral deci‑
sions in ways that are not always predictable, so the automatic application of an algorithm 
may generate more difficult issues. At the same time, I think that your prudence is, at 
least implicitly, in favour of the heuristic road. Even very intelligent individuals might 
become captive to the algorithms they have worked out. When this happens, they open 
the social gates toward appalling consequences. This is one basic feature that separates 
the algorithmic character of MCP by Marx and Engels from the heuristic character of 
CD by Thoreau. 
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HG: Yes, I was writing about this today, with reference to an essay on the Palantir 
corporation. I will try to remember to send it to you when it gets posted – in a week or two.

It would be wonderful if your well supported, well integrated and well oriented warn‑
ing regarding the danger of neglecting the possibility that high intelligences can do evil 
works would be assimilated by experts, by politicians, educators, and common people. In 
spite of my optimistic nature, my guess is that it will take some time, much longer than 
would be necessary for a good social learning, until your idea will be comprehended by 
the people in power and by those who have the resources to help its application. 

It’s been a long time since I first observed that when experts refer to empathy, they 
also imply that high levels of empathy will lead, almost automatically, to good behaviours, 
to helping others, to enhancing, and to altruistic orientation. This assumption and its 
practical expectations are wrong. 

Let me share with you two cases. To a conference of ARR (Association for Relational 
Research – it previously had a different name, focused on personal and social relation‑
ships) at the University of Wisconsin, Madison, in 2004, two outstanding researchers, 
who have crucial contributions to the theory, experimental and pragmatic approaches to 
attachment and other critical topics, presented an excellent study. 

However, the authors, P. Shaver and M. Mikulincer, worked under the widely accepted 
assumption that high empathy has automatically positive consequences. During the break 
I expressed to them my view that empathy is just a tool, evolutionary and culturally 
improved, which can be used for good or evil actions. Both have been surprised by this 
possibility, which I presented in my book The Gandhian way of becoming (written in 
1992, published in 1998) that I sent, later on, to both of them. 

HG: Yes, Paul Bloom has written perceptively about the lack of connection between 
empathy and right action, particularly, once one ventures outside small circles. Like the 
intelligences, empathy can be used to torture. I feel your pain.

I observed that this assumption (empathy leads automatically to good behaviours) is 
widely spread by media, politicians and it is still supported by experts. For instance, Arlie 
Hochschild, in her brilliant book Strangers in their own land – as a matter of fact, you 
refer to this book in your memoir – comes with the inspired idea of “empathy walls”. She 
states that “an empathy wall is an obstacle of deep understanding of another person, one 
that can make us feel indifferent or even hostile to those who hold different beliefs or 
whose childhood is rooted in different circumstances” (p. 5). 

Hochschild’s view, implicitly, but obviously, accepts the assumption that empathy is 
generating good social effects, has good consequences and therefore, “empathy walls” 
must be overcome. In some cases empathy walls might provide chances of survival, espe‑
cially while one who is considered a sure pray blocks the predator’s ways to feel how 
she/he feels. As a matter of fact, Hochschild maintains this assumption on the empathy 
in her entire book. She also asks “it is possible, without changing our beliefs, to know 
others from inside, to see reality through their eyes, to understand the links between life, 
feeling, and politics: that is to cross the empathy wall? I thought it was”. It is necessary 
to ask: with what intentions, for what goals one attempts to cross the empathy wall? 

Thank you for suggesting to me the work of Paul Bloom (Against empathy) which I 
did not read yet. I know there are small chances that a paper like mine, even though 
presented to the World Congress for Psychology (Berlin 2008), could travel far away and 
be known by people who work in the area of empathy. However, I wonder what might be 
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the reaction after such an expert receives the paper, having the chance to know the con‑
struct and its empirical support.

I know that many of my students, enrolled in some of those over 220 courses I taught 
(especially those who took a class of developmental psychology), have been fooled by 
expert mind readers, persons with great empathy such as car dealers, for instance, who 
used it for serving their own interests. Sometimes, great empathy is not only devoid of 
sympathy, but it is associated with destructive intentions toward the target. By the way, 
in late ’70s, by an experimental research, I found that people involved in mutually rejec‑
tive dyads (identified by sociometric tests conceived by Moreno) had much better perfor‑
mances in reading the motives of their opponents than people involved in mutually 
attractive relations.

HG: Interesting finding.
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