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Abstract

The term and concept of “immortality” has garnered a considerable amount of attention worldwide. However,
research on this topic is lacking, and the question of when the mind of a deceased individual survives death has
yet to be answered. This research investigates whether morality and mind perception of the dead correlate with
immortality. Study 1 measures the perceived immortality of people, who were good or evil in life. The results show
that the perceived morality is related with the perceived immortality. Moreover, participants indicated the extent to
which each person had maintained a degree of morality and agency/experience of the mind. Therefore, morality
and mind perception toward a person are related to perceived immortality. In Study 2, participants were asked to
read three essays on robots (good, evil, and nonmoral), and had to indicate the extent to which each robot maintains
a degree of immortality, morality, and agency/experience of the mind. The results show that good spirits of a robot
are related to higher scores of mind perception toward the robot, resulting in increasing tendency of perceived
immortality. These results provide implications that the morality of humans and robots can mediate the relationship
between mind perception and immortality. This work extends on previous research on the determinants of social

robots for overcoming difficulties in human-robot interaction.
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Fig. 1. Perceived immortality across morality condition (Study 1)



Table 1. Means and correlations between morality, mind perception, and immortality (Study 1)

Mean(SD) Correlations
Variables 2 3 4
1. Morality 3.30(1.77) .603%* 254 .248*
2. Mind perception (agency) 4.33(2.05) .592%* 217*
3. Mind perception (experience) 4.22(1.55) 261%*
4. Immortality 3.64(1.34)
Note. *p < .05, **p < .01
Table 2. Multiple regression using immortality as the criterion (Study 1)
Predictor B S.E. ¥ t Fit
Morality 345 .073 293 2.381* F=4 444%%
Experience .296 114 315 2.594* R=171
Agency 424 242 208 1.751 Adj R=.132
***p < .001, **p < .001
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st 2o mYA 2ol weh rhgA| el A Aol PE A0 T QAELE BHR| 7 [ B H4E
7 UehbEA S RS Rl AelA 22w weres mojzn) old)] uls) nkgAZte] FEAS 2
554 WERA S Sk 1 A% A ZRWM . o] Bzl §o)8 98-S 7)Aotk BEx)
=337, SD = 114y ost ZR(M =194, SD = 1.03)°]  zpo| A A 2ie] JES O 07 ASHE Ao
U SAz7e] THA Z2E(M =267, SD = 93)HEt}t A 7psl 2, A A e dToe] i 2 H|ES A st
Table 3. Means and correlations between morality, mind perception, and immortality (Study 2)
Mean(SD) Correlations
Variables 2 3 4
1. Morality 3.02(1.90) 258%* 273* 586%*
2. Mind perception (agency) 2.86(.91) 574%* A438%*
3. Mind perception (experience) 2.66(.86) ST74%*
4. Immortality 2.71(1.28)
Note. *p < .05, **p < .01
Table 4. Multiple regression using immortality as the criterion (Study 2)
Predictor B S.E. B t Fit
Morality 305 073 454 4.154% 5 F=193] %
Experience 1.043 377 791 2.766%* R*=.491
- p2_
Agency -562 353 -465 -1.593 Adj.R=466

wHxp < 001, **p < 001
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