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Robert J. Marks: 

Greetings and welcome to Mind Matters News. I'm your relational host, Robert J. Marks. We've been 
talking with Dr. Eric Jones. He's a professor of psychology at Regent University, and he is an author in the 
chapter, A Case for the Relational Person. This is a chapter in Minding the Brain, edited by Angus 
Menuge, my co-host today, Brian Krouse, and yours truly. We ended the last episode in Brian asking 
some questions. Brian, I'll turn it over to you to continue talking about what you were talking about last 
time. Go ahead. 

Brian Krouse: 

Yeah, yeah, absolutely. Okay. We were just getting through describing these two competing models of 
the person, on the one hand, the atomistic, egoistic model, and then on the other hand, the relational 
model of the person, and how those could be working in the background to either frame or help 
interpret psychology research, social psychology research. I'd like to, if we could, just pick out some 
interesting examples. 

Maybe a good place to start would be if you have some ideas that really highlight this atomistic, egoistic 
view. What would be some good examples of researchers that are either doing research from that 
perspective, or talking about the research from that perspective, that really brings out how that model 
of the personhood is affecting the research? 

Eric Jones: 

Sure. Let me give you a theoretical perspective first, and then that will probably connect us to the 
research a little bit better. Most people aren't real familiar with a lot of social psychological research, 
but most of it is framed through evolutionary psychology. Those philosophical foundations, though 
they're implicit, it's obvious if you read enough of it that it's coming out of materialism and naturalism. 
That's really the key here. 

It's not so much the atomistic and it's not so much the egoistic, it's what's grounding them. To me, this is 
the big problem. There are a couple of people that have taken Maslow's Hierarchy of Need, if you're 
familiar with that, lots of people are, and revised it. One of those people, his last name is Arson, and he 
has revised this hierarchy to fit with his evolutionary psych model. What he tells you in this, it's 
priceless. It's so good. You've really got to look it up. 

What he tells you in this is that most of what you experience in day-to-day life is not what you think it is. 
If you have a sense of meaning, or purpose, or transcendence, anything along those lines, if you have 
afterlife beliefs, accomplishments, reputation, status, all these kinds of things, does that sound familiar 
to you? Any of those? Can we check any of those boxes? Are these typical lived experiences for people? 

Brian Krouse: 

Certainly, yeah. 

Eric Jones: 

Yeah. Okay. Well, I'm here to inform you, via Arson, that those are all delusions. Those are just 
delusions. The idea is that it's some sort of anxiety buffer so that you don't think about your own 
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impending death. What's important here is you get your genes in the next generation. Sometimes we 
have to come up with all sorts of things to keep ourselves diluted, basically, so that we can live long 
enough to reproduce. 

Brian Krouse: 

There's just nothing real about these imagined purposes and motivations. 

Eric Jones: 

Right. 

Brian Krouse: 

It's just a means to getting my genes to propagate more? 

Eric Jones: 

Right, right, survival of the genes. There's another huge area that he talks about that involves all sorts of 
emotional gratifications, and anything that's cognitively or intellectually stimulating. Now, he's talking to 
himself and other academics, I would think, to a large degree with that. Those are all distractions, is 
what he tells us. Even his revised hierarchy then, I think, would fall into that category. Again, distracting 
yourself from ideas of death anxiety. 

Brian Krouse: 

It sounds like he's seeing this, these are sort of common sense things humans run across, but he feels 
some need to reframe that based on the more basic commitments of the evolutionary biology 
framework or some such? 

Eric Jones: 

Yeah, so he's basically, from my perspective, I would say, he's reducing the person down and almost 
reducing all of the person out of the person. All that's really left then is to squeeze out the genes and get 
them in the next generation. That's it. Everything else that you're experiencing in life is probably either 
some sort of just a survival drive, like food and shelter, or it fits into what we just talked about, delusions 
or distractions. There's not a lot left. 

Robert J. Marks: 

A lot of the ridiculousness comes from the silo of materialism and naturalism. If you live in that silo and 
you believe that evolution is true without any guidance, that it just happened by chance, you're forced 
into some of these ridiculous sort of assumptions. 

Eric Jones: 

Yes. 

Robert J. Marks: 

I've always thought, I read The Near Death Experiences recently, and I just wonder how the evolutionists 
would describe how we got an evolutionary development of near-death experiences. I have no idea, it's 
just totally ridiculous. I think that that relates to what you were saying, Eric, but I think that if you live in 
the silo, everything has to fit in your silo. 



You have to explain everything from your presuppositions of materialism and naturalism. If you allow 
yourself to get outside of the silo, I think you have a much more robust area in which to explore and 
explain things. 

Eric Jones: 

Yes, you're right on target. What I think was helpful for me years ago to realize is that these are 
philosophical choices these people have made. Even though they might not recognize them as 
philosophical choices, that's what they are. You can choose otherwise. What Arson has done is exactly 
what you said, Bob. He's incredibly consistent philosophically, and yet I would argue he's completely 
wrong. 

It's great that he's philosophically consistent. Honestly, I give him high praise for that, because so many 
people are not, they jump from one bandwagon to the next and you can't get a read on them, but he's 
sticking with what he started with. It's just, I would say, it's completely inaccurate. It doesn't reflect lived 
experience, or the research in the field, honestly. 

Brian Krouse: 

It's interesting too how he seems, just from this description, it seems like he is getting there, not based 
on really looking at the data of the field he's studying, the psychology or the social psychology data, but 
it's just really coming from the outside, and that if you are trying to pick a model of the person that fits 
more naturally with the data, you might just go a totally different direction, which is, I think what you're 
suggesting with this relational model. It's got richer kind of framework or richer ontology maybe in order 
to explain the data more naturally. 

Eric Jones: 

Yes, exactly. I would say that these philosophical pre-commitments that people make, again frequently, 
they're not very consistent with them, but he is, and certain other evolutionary psych people are. 
Unfortunately, when you're philosophically consistent with those commitments, you end up with some 
terrible outcomes and some things that are just not very compelling, in terms of the research, or when 
your average person reads them. 

I can tell you when students see these things, they just shake their heads. They're like, "Who comes up 
with this?" I said, "Well, you kind of have-" 

Robert J. Marks: 

It's ridiculous. 

Eric Jones: 

"... To be an academic to think of something this crazy." I think we're all familiar with that, right? 

Robert J. Marks: 

Yeah. We are. 

Brian Krouse: 

Well, okay, so I was just going to see if we could delve into the research that seems to you to be more 
supportive of the relational model. If I remember right, in the chapter, you had the research grouped 



into different categories. One was getting into the research around the development of a person, so 
developing from an infant to an adult, and growing into a mature, healthy person. 

Then you had another category that had to do with probably as a mature person, just the ongoing lived 
experience, what makes people happy, have a sense of wellbeing, this sort of thing, satisfied. Then there 
was another area that had to do with research around the structures, and the dynamics of community, 
and social bonds and things like that. Maybe these overlap and interact. Maybe we could go through 
some examples in each of those areas? 

Eric Jones: 

Absolutely, yes. Shall we start with the developmental part? 

Brian Krouse: 

Yeah, I'd like that. Let's do that. 

Eric Jones: 

Okay. Yeah, the idea here is if you think about the person as relational, then what you would expect is 
that a person can't even become a person, in other words, develop into a full person without other 
persons, that we're so essentially dependent on others that we can't even become who we need to 
become without a lot of other people. Now, most of us are surrounded by other people our whole lives, 
so we don't really have a good stark contrast to a person being raised by themselves. That sounds so 
odd, doesn't it? 

Brian Krouse: 

Is there like a Jodie Foster movie about that, or something like that? Do you remember what it was? Oh, 
Nell. 

Eric Jones: 

Probably. 

Brian Krouse: 

Yeah, anyway, popped in my head from the past. Anyway, the user can check. Continue. Go ahead. 

Eric Jones: 

Yeah, so the idea here is that all of our development is dependent largely and centrally on others. Now, 
you can look and read through all the developmental psychology you want, and we have almost a 700-
page book that we torture our undergrad students with in developmental psych. If you read that whole 
thing, even though they don't frame it this way in the textbook, I could tell you it could be very easily 
reframed using this idea of the relational person. 

You could go through chapter by chapter, and topic by topic and talk about the essential nature of 
others for this particular aspect of development, whether it's different areas of development, like social, 
or cognitive, or even physical. Our physical development depends on others to a large degree, or 
whether you're talking about different points on the lifespan, it's all telling the same message, and that 
is, we are essentially dependent on others. 



When we don't have good connections, our development of all sorts goes into a tailspin. You can see 
this easily in people you know and people you hear about and read about. It's not hard to understand 
once you start thinking from this perspective. 

Brian Krouse: 

Isn't attachment, that attachment theory or something like that, that's in this neighborhood, isn't it, 
where infants don't quite have reliable caregiver, and has long-term effects on their mental health? 

Eric Jones: 

Yeah, yeah. Attachment theory is one of the largest theories in psychology, and sort of taken a life of its 
own over the last 40 years or so. Basically, what it says is you have an attachment when you're an infant 
to your primary caregiver, and that attachment with your primary caregiver establishes somewhat of a 
framework for relationships that you expect moving forward. This framework, or attachment style, as 
they call it, is persistent unless there's some significant external factors that influence us in a different 
way. 

In other words, you could have an attachment style that's established when you're six to nine months 
old, and it could still be with you when you're 30 or 40 years old. This framework or expectation for 
relationships is pretty persistent with us. Just think about that, that one relationship then early on can 
color the way we do relationships for the rest of our life. It also has a lot to do with many, many other 
things. 

The research on attachment theory is wide-ranging. It has implications for cognitive styles, and how 
much we persist on task later in life, and just all sorts of things, our romantic relationships later in life, all 
kinds of things are connected to this. It seems odd if we're individuals that we would have such wide-
ranging and long-lasting effects by one connection when we're nine months old. 

Brian Krouse: 

Yeah, absolutely, that it's actually affecting whether you can develop into a normal functioning person, 
that's got that long of an impact. 

Eric Jones: 

Yes. 

Brian Krouse: 

That's really interesting. 

Eric Jones: 

Yes, we could spend multiple episodes talking about attachment theory, but we won't. 

Brian Krouse: 

Well, anything else in this developmental category that you want to use as an example? 

Eric Jones: 

Yeah. While that one is wide-ranging, and there's a hundred different areas you can go with attachment, 
there's some more narrow examples, I think, that are really interesting. One's called the Michelangelo 



Effect. This was by a researcher named Carol Rusbult back in the '90s and early 2000s. She came out 
with all this theory and research. 

Basically, what it says is in close relationships, we actually sculpt each other, just like Michelangelo took 
a large block of marble and chiseled out some amazing thing, a statue of a person, or an angel, or 
something like this, she argues that over time in close relationships, this is what we do with each other. 
While most of us might recognize that once we start talking about it, most of us don't think about it. 

You can tell this, because many people are not very intentional about the effect or the sculpting effects 
that they're having on their partner. There's lots of interesting stuff here. Again, why would this be the 
case if we're individuals, but if we're relational, this makes perfect, it's exactly what you'd expect is that 
we're having these significant effects on each other. 

Brian Krouse: 

It's another example where if you were just to look at how a person's been shaped, whether he had 
attachment issues when he was young, or maybe out of the product of some of these partners' 
sculpting, you just wouldn't be able to understand that individual very well without reference to these 
social psychology forces, I suppose you could call it. 

Eric Jones: 

Right. 

Brian Krouse: 

You just wouldn't be able to account for the individual that's there. 

Eric Jones: 

That's right. 

Brian Krouse: 

He's so formed by these social forces. 

Eric Jones: 

Yeah. To go along with that, there's other research by Art Aaron, who again, in the '90s, started this idea 
of what's called inclusion of other in the self, or self other merging, which I think is fascinating stuff. He 
basically represents this by overlapping circles, and they become progressively more overlapping the 
closer a relationship is. He's basically giving us in visual form this idea of the relational person, that we 
are becoming one with another. 

Brian Krouse: 

We actually, when we think of ourselves, we're actually partially including the other in our own concept 
of ourselves. 

Eric Jones: 

Yes. The closer the relationship gets, the more overlap there is. To the degree that we get to a point 
where it's hard for us to distinguish boundaries between my self-concept, and this other person, and all 
sorts of things. To me, this is fascinating. The only nitpicky thing I have about it is why is it inclusion of 



other in the self and not the formation of a new thing, or inclusion of the self into something larger? 
That's not the way we think. 

Brian Krouse: 

Right. You could actually talk about the system as an entity. 

Eric Jones: 

Right. 

Brian Krouse: 

Interesting. 

Eric Jones: 

Yeah. 

Robert J. Marks: 

We were together, Eric, and when we were having coffee together, I drew a little, I don't know, a 
diagram, if you will, a little circle in which I put you, and then a bunch of other circles that were 
connected to it, kind of like a spider. That defined you, and you said, "No, no, no, that isn't the way to do 
it." You drew a big circle. Do you remember this? 

Eric Jones: 

Yes. 

Robert J. Marks: 

You drew a big circle, and then inside the circle, you didn't put the circles in the outside, you put the 
circles on the inside. You said, "No, this is you." Okay. I would have the big circle, which was me, and 
then I'd have another circle connected to it, says your mother, and your father, and your best friend. 

You said, "No, no, no. Make it a big circle. Inside that big circle, put a little circle, and that little circle 
would have your father, your mother, your best friend, et cetera." I thought that was very insightful, and 
I think that relates to what you're talking about. 

Eric Jones: 

Yes, absolutely it does. It's too bad we don't have a visual of that, because that is a great distinction 
between this idea, the individual, the atomistic person, and the relational person, because the atomistic 
person sees themselves as a separate entity, and while you can be connected to others, they're separate 
from you. Whereas the relational person says, "These other people actually co-constitute me. They're a 
part of me." This is why it's so painful when certain people leave or are gone, their absence. 

People say things like, "It's like a part of me is missing." Well, it's not like, it is. It's a part of you missing. 
It's a part of you missing. This is what it is. That's why it feels that way. It's not like it, it is it. These 
people are part of us, they've co-constituted us. It can be very difficult when we lose a part of ourselves. 
Of course. That makes perfect sense. It's not fun when you chop your hand off either, I bet. 

Robert J. Marks: 



In fact, I'll never know. 

Eric Jones: 

Let's hope. Yeah. 

Robert J. Marks: 

Yeah. I'll never know. My initial thought was some of these circles inside the big circle, which is you, 
some of these circles are bigger than the others, but you're talking about actually taking one of these 
circles that is inside you that kind of defines you, and losing it. I have an acquaintance whose sister was 
murdered, and it totally destroyed her. It was this little circle being taken out of her big circle. 

She had such a close relationship, she turned to alcohol, and that one lacking circle just destroyed her 
life. She became an alcoholic after that because she couldn't deal with the feelings of losing the little 
circle inside her, which helped define her. 

Eric Jones: 

Yeah. If we're like Lego pieces, if we're these atomistic, self-contained entities, why would that have 
such a strong influence? 

Robert J. Marks: 

Exactly, yes. 

Eric Jones: 

If it's part of us, then it makes perfect, it's exactly what we would expect. 

Brian Krouse: 

That's very interesting. 

Eric Jones: 

Yes. 

Brian Krouse: 

Okay, so let's try out another category of the research, overlapping, I'm sure. Let's say, so you've 
developed as a person, now you're living as a person, and you've got questions about what leads to a 
meaningful, lots of wellbeing, satisfied life. This is a subcategory of the research you address too. 

Eric Jones: 

Sure. Yeah. Yeah, once you've had hundreds or thousands of people help you develop into a person, and 
hopefully that went pretty well, then we have lived experience. What is it like to live as a relational 
person? Well, as you might imagine, it's highly dependent on your connections with others. When you 
look a lot of the research, you see this over and over and over and over and over again. One of the 
things I talk about in the chapter is this idea of the need to belong. 

This is one of the most highly cited papers in social psychology, maybe psychology as a whole. It's where 
Roy Baumeister and Mark Leary go through an extensive literature review and talk about all the ways 



that belonging is an actual need, which is a pretty high bar. This is not just like it's important, it's an 
actual need for us. If we don't get it met, bad things happen. 

I won't go through the entire article, because it's rather lengthy, but I will say just briefly, that it's not 
hard to imagine belonging as a need after we have all just gone through COVID. That wasn't a lack of 
belonging. That was just a somewhat reduced level of belonging. In other words, it didn't eliminate all 
our belongings. Not like all of us were in complete isolation for a year and a half. It was just reduced 
some. We just collectively, we just fell apart with even a reduction in it. It didn't go well. 

Robert J. Marks: 

I notice that when I'm feeling kind of melancholy, I notice that when I'm around people and have 
pleasant interactions, I become happy. It's this relational thing, which is really, really important. That's 
what you're speaking of? 

Eric Jones: 

Yes. That's sort of a big broad answer, but even in a lot of the specific research, there's been a lot of 
research in the last 20 years on gratitude, and it's almost become a meme at this point that, "Oh, say 
three things you're grateful for every night before you go to bed, and your life will be better." 

I'm not knocking that or trying to mock it necessarily, but we've kind of missed the idea. The idea is that 
gratitude actually helps build the bonds of relationship. That's the point. Sitting by yourself, being 
grateful- 

Brian Krouse: 

I see. Rather than gratitude serving yourself directly, it's actually strengthening you through. 

Eric Jones: 

Yeah, if you sit by yourself and are grateful, that's better than being angry or grumbling, but the idea is 
the best, that's okay, but even better is actually being grateful to someone. What a concept, maybe 
thank them. Yes. It's the social part. 

Robert J. Marks: 

I read a psychological experiment where there was this long line of people, and a guy went and got, this 
was the psychologist doing the testing, he bought two sodas. He came up to a guy in line and said, 
"Look, I got these two sodas. I can't take them both. Would you like one?" The other person took it. 
Then he would ask them later, "Look, man, I lost my wallet. I need five bucks for a cab. Can you help me 
with this?" 

The people that accepted the soda as a gift were much more reactive to the request for $5 as opposed 
to when he went up to somebody that he'd never talked to before and asked for five bucks. 

Eric Jones: 

Yeah. 

Robert J. Marks: 

This is this idea of gratitude that you're talking about. 



Eric Jones: 

Yeah, gratitude and reciprocity, and again- 

Robert J. Marks: 

Reciprocity. 

Eric Jones: 

Yeah, reciprocity is again, why would you expect reciprocity and all sorts of versions of it, like the one 
you described, and many others, if we're not relational? Why would we feel obligated in any way if 
we're self-contained entities, and we're trying to get our genes in the next generation, and all this kind 
of stuff, then wouldn't we take advantage of someone doing something for us and not give back? 
Wouldn't that be the smart move is to take and not give? 

Brian Krouse: 

That's interesting. Where does the talk of things like improving kids' self-esteem, or maybe adults more 
to speak of self-actualization, this kind of talk, is that all just squarely within the egoistic model, or how 
does that work? 

Eric Jones: 

Well, it depends on how you define it. Self-esteem is an interesting area because in the '60s, '70s, '80s, 
even into the '90s, there were a lot of people pushing self-esteem programs in public schools, which are 
still going on. We're spending lots of money on that. In the late '80s, early '90s, the best researchers 
realized we've sort of run the course, and self-esteem is not a causal factor for anything. It's diagnostic, 
but it's not causal. 

Robert J. Marks: 

Could you unpack that a little bit, because that's very interesting. 

Eric Jones: 

Sure, yeah. What we thought was if we can boost kids' self-esteem in school, then we would get better 
grades and fewer behavioral problems in the classroom. All the bad things would go down, all the good 
things would go up. What they found after decades of research is we don't see evidence of any of that. 
It's correlational, but there's no causal evidence. What they found was that's not really the thing we 
should be looking at. 

Again, with our very self-oriented culture, individualistic culture, that was just, of course, the first thing 
in everybody's mind. What they found out was self-esteem is actually diagnostic for social inclusion. At 
least that's one of the big things that it's diagnostic for. In other words, if you have low self-esteem, it's 
almost like your gas tank being low on gas. It's a gauge. 

It's like you don't artificially move the needle and get more gas. It's telling you something you should 
know. That's what self-esteem seems to be doing to some extent is telling us our social inclusion isn't 
very good. 

Brian Krouse: 

If you improve your ... 



Eric Jones: 

Yeah, improve your relationships, not fiddle with the needle. 

Brian Krouse: 

Yeah, which might involve what, just more time with others, but maybe also more giving and receiving, 
helping others, being helped by them, this kind of thing? 

Eric Jones: 

Giving and receiving, yeah, maybe you need to increase your social skills, all kinds of things. The idea is 
you need to work on improving your connections, those connections. Again, that's sort of the key 
component of this relational view is the connection with others. If those aren't great, then it's going to 
show, and this seems to be what self-esteem is telling us, to some extent. Anyway. 

Brian Krouse: 

Interesting. I suppose maybe they could decouple those because they could see how much self-esteem 
can you have if you're just sort of by yourself doing your own thing, thinking highly of yourself, versus 
you're healthily embedded in social reactions and community. By virtue of that, you have healthy self-
esteem. 

Eric Jones: 

Yes. In fact, other researchers, Jennifer Crocker, one of the lead ones, did some work on long literature 
review on the pursuit of self-esteem. When people try to do these sort of momentary, immediate 
bumps in self-esteem by bragging or presenting themselves in particular ways to feel good, right then, 
what happens is long-term, it undermines our competence, and our autonomy, and our relationships, 
which are sort of the three of the most core areas of human experience. 

You might feel better right then, but you're going to pay for it in the long run. If you do this chronically. 
You see this with people all the time, they're chasing all kinds of things to feel better about themselves 
and to try to look better to other people. It doesn't go well long-term. It just doesn't. You know these 
people. 

Robert J. Marks: 

Yeah, I give advice to young people to not do what they want to do, but rather to do what they should 
do. 

Eric Jones: 

Yeah. 

Robert J. Marks: 

If you do what you want to do, and you just take it to the extreme, you'll end up in an alley somewhere 
with a needle in your arm. Man, that feels good right now. If you do what you're supposed to do, you'll 
have a much more fulfilling life. 

Eric Jones: 



Yes. That's the word right there for me is fulfilling, right? What's that quote attributed to Einstein? 
Everything's attributed to Einstein. It's something like, "Don't try to be a person who's a success, try to 
be a person who's valuable." 

Robert J. Marks: 

Yes. 

Eric Jones: 

That fits very well with this relational view, where we should think of ourselves as resources for other 
people, and therefore, we want to be valuable. I'm not here to try to be a success and get all I can and 
look great. That's just not the point. I'm the hand. I'm here to serve the rest of the body. 

Brian Krouse: 

It's interesting, how on the relational ontological model, the claim is, it is this way because that's how 
we're made. It's something about our being. If you try to do it otherwise, if you try to just be all about 
the me and the individual, you're like a plant that's cut from the rest of the... A branch cut from the tree, 
you're going to wither. 

Eric Jones: 

Yes. I think that's the part I think a lot of people don't get is they don't make that connection back to our 
core nature, our core relational nature. They just see the social stuff and say, "Hey, it seems like the 
more of this we do, the better we are." It's like, "Yes, but why?" If you connect the why, you have a 
much stronger foundation, and you get a lot more clarity on what social stuff is best, and you can give 
priority to certain things. It all just makes much more sense. 

Brian Krouse: 

Yeah, it makes sense. Well, there was one other study that you talked about in the chapter that I 
wonder if you could go into a little bit. It sounded really interesting. It sounded like it was the Harvard 
Grant Study. 

Eric Jones: 

Oh, yeah. 

Brian Krouse: 

It was a long term big cost study. It sounded like it was just very carefully done, but also had strong clear 
results. Could you give us an overview of what that one was all about? 

Eric Jones: 

Sure, yeah. That is one of my favorite studies because it's different than most studies. Most studies in 
social psychology and other areas are what they call cross-sectional studies, which is one moment in 
time. Occasionally, you'll get something that's longitudinal, and they might measure things at three or 
four or five points in time. Rarely do you see something like the Harvard Grant Study, which started in 
1938, and I don't know if it's still running, because it was following cohorts of men who were 
sophomores in college in 1939, 1940, and 1941. 



I'm not sure how many of them are alive, but they're following them until they're all gone, basically. 
They did all sorts of quantitative and qualitative research on this. Lots and lots of data, just reams of 
data on this. They looked at physical, cognitive, emotional, and developmental data. They talked to their 
peers and family members, just decades of research and thousands of data points. 

They spent, well, when the book was written by George Valiant, who's a huge name in psychology, they 
had spent over $20 million already at that point. It's a fascinating study because of how deep and rich 
the data are. Basically- 

Brian Krouse: 

Let me guess, it was the guys with the nicest cars were happiest. 

Eric Jones: 

You're right, Brian. Yes. The ones who tried to artificially boost their own self-esteem were losers, 
actually. 

They were losers. Yeah. It's funny, because you'd expect that would be really complicated outcomes of a 
study that collected that much data. George Valiant says that the whole conclusion of this study, are you 
ready? Happiness is love. That's it. 20 million bucks, decades of research. 

He says, "Happiness is love." It all comes down to the quality and depth and duration of these long-term 
relationships that we have. If we don't have good relationships, which require all sorts of cognitive and 
social abilities, then we just don't have much. 

Robert J. Marks: 

Boy, that sure sounds like the teachings of Jesus Christ, doesn't it? 

Eric Jones: 

It's almost like that, yeah. 

Robert J. Marks: 

Almost like that. 

Eric Jones: 

Now we have data, so now we know. 

Robert J. Marks: 

Now we know that Jesus was right. Okay, great. 

Eric Jones: 

Yeah, it's got to be quantified. 

Robert J. Marks: 

I'll tell you a little bit an interesting story. The people that take your blood are called phlebotomists. I get 
in a conversation with them because I get nervous around needles and stuff, but I ask them, "What kind 
of people wimp out when they give blood?" Two of the, I don't know, maybe five that I interviewed, this 



might be a good psychological study, by the way, Eric, two of them said, "It's the guys that come in with 
the big muscles and the tattoos. They're the ones that wimp out." 

They have tried these big muscles and these tattoos in order to build their self-esteem, but when they 
come out, their true character comes through, and they're kind of wimps. It's very interesting. 

Eric Jones: 

Wow, yeah. They're trying to compensate for what they really need, and they don't have it. 

Robert J. Marks: 

They don't have it. 

Eric Jones: 

It shows when they see a needle. 

Robert J. Marks: 

It shows when they see, yeah, exactly. Exactly. 

Eric Jones: 

Hey, I can tell you something. Do I have a second? Just tell you one last thing about that? 

Robert J. Marks: 

Sure, yeah. Yeah. Definitely. 

Eric Jones: 

There's some other research that didn't make the cut for the paper, the chapter, but it is so interesting 
to me. If we do another chapter, I'll squeeze it in there. There's some research that talks about, people 
think about this. They're looking at a hill in front of them, an actual hill outside, and then there's other 
people with another person looking at the hill, same hill. 

We've got two conditions: alone, with another person. If the other person is someone you know and 
you hold hands with them, you perceive the incline of the hill to be less than if you're by yourself. 

Robert J. Marks: 

Seriously? Wow. 

Eric Jones: 

It's as if when you're connected with another person, you have more resources available to handle 
whatever's coming on, which I would argue is, of course, because that's the way we're made. We're not 
made to do it by, we're not self-sufficient in any respect. That recognition that we do have someone else 
connected with us, that's more of a natural state, and that's the way we should be. When we're by 
ourselves, all of a sudden, things look difficult. 

Brian Krouse: 

What an interesting physical analogy there. You're with someone, and so you feel hopeful. That's kind of 
this abstract idea, but here, they're actually seeing the slope as less. 



Eric Jones: 

Yes. The mountain is not as high to climb. 

Brian Krouse: 

That's neat. Wow. Okay. Well, that's probably a good spot to stop. It's a ton of research in these 
different categories, and there's a lot more in the chapter for people who are interested. That'd be a 
good place to go if they want to follow up on the footnotes, or get more research examples. There's a 
lot in there in each of these categories. 

For our next episode, maybe we can talk a little bit more about the philosophical foundations of these 
two different views, and that would tie into some of the other topics in our anthology, which is 
considering different philosophical models of the mind and the brain in general. How does that sound? 

Eric Jones: 

Sounds great. 

Robert J. Marks: 

Yeah, it sounds great. We've been talking to Dr. Eric Jones. He's a professor of psychology at Regent 
University, and he's author of the chapter, A Case for the Relational Person. It's a chapter in Minding the 
Brain. My co-host, Brian Krouse, is a co-editor of the book, along with Angus Menuge and myself. We're 
going to continue this conversation, which I'm finding is incredibly fascinating. Until next time, be of 
good cheer. 

Announcer: 

This has been Mind Matters News with your host, Robert J. Marks, explore more at MindMatters.ai. 
That's Mindmatters.ai. Mind Matters News is directed and edited by Austin Egbert. The opinions 
expressed on this program are solely those of the speakers. Mind Matters News is produced and 
copyrighted by the Walter Bradley Center for Natural and Artificial Intelligence at Discovery Institute. 

 


