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Abstract

Mortality salience effect is one of the most assumptions of terror management theory. It suggested
that the reminder of individual’s own death can elicit worldview defense to buffer existential an-
xiety. It has been found that mortality salience led to improved attitude towards ingroup members
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comparing to outgroup members, i.e., ingroup bias. The current study tested the mortality salience
effect on intergroup trust of university students, suggesting that mortality salience on intergroup
trust was moderated by individuals’ general trust. Ingroup bias of trust increased after mortality
salience in those high in general trust, and decreased in those who were low in general trust.
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1. 5|15

NEH =5t REWDH NREBAERTTULE CRZET:, (H2JLFERRE, BN AN EIRAA
LB A K . VRS FEFLE (Terror management theory, TMT)IA N, AMTESLSFEFER T —&H
SIS R G, BRI I B PR BT R AR S TE RN 2 Ak o SR MRS EE B BB,
AN 2 SN B0 7 SR E AR R R, A RIUAT ARSI, XHR TN R AL
I (mortality salience effect, Rosenblatt et al., 1989). T W7t K IAET ™ & H S ECMAEXT T A B R 7
RS BERIPEAN AR T MR A, BIBEBRAS BE 1) A BE A 4 (Pyszezynski et al., 2015). T A6 T2 ™ 6 T HE B
B AT (P 58 U] 16 A B i

1.1. BTOEMA

RUREF IS AN AL T S0 (cultural worldview) Al (5 25T NGB T 45 lE A 5 AR, MAcmid i
FARNEAT A SO SRARAE B 5 T LOBERAE T, T B R AN T B B A7 85 SOt FOUAR SRR BE R P
¥ (Greenberg et al., 1990). MAMARARE]H S HIBET ARG, N T S22 F= A A e AERE, MAM
15 B & St SO R A TER TR ZI LG58, 5T 3CRE B 5 SOt FORL fl N BRI SR S AR, %1
1B B B ST SR A N B S S SR NV AR, IR R G Bkt S B (Arndit et al., 1997).

T B, SRR EE E TN EASIRET, AMAR AR R 5 B AL S
A, RN BA TR AR R, Wi/ R SOt AT B 5 2 AR, A BRoC R BRI ;
R PE BB T A F R AN I 5 TS5 Y AR B SR B VPAR SR B B St 0, Sk N BRIBess,
PRTEE A 2 1) N BEAR (R B (ingroup bias). BIANA I RN, ZEFETMRE, FEBRER AN T RN
FEVR R ) VP B3 B TR N (UM R 1), T ELAE T 42 i 1% BRI VAN, TR AR 1 X4k
BRI PP . Harmon-Jones 45 (1996) FH 5 i B A 2R3 1 ZE T Xt T-HEPRAS BERIEm, A IR #E
PR 03 2 A SE R B A B Bh & )7, fEAET N 5 AR B T P BE A R LT -

12. BbMEE

BAER—FEBEMRER TR, XN T &M e B T A B REMIER . 2 AEFEEAMUK
FEENGNZIE], WRAELETE SRR 8] 24t B s R0 6 T R 7T, 07 sk ik
SO T MEAT I R B R 3R . I Fh 32 BT XU B & 0 SRR BB (r 2 K5, 2013).
H A2 5505 TREBME AR I AN —BU1 € X, WHeEARys B & 1Bk 7a /5 2RI TR & e, Bl
BRAS AT A& N L5 — AN AR AR 52 5 2 I AR AR AR 7] (Y amagishi & Yamagishi, 1994), X3 %tT4MNERAT N
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i VR DI (Lewicki et al., 1998), Sk MBEVAK 53— BV SS /1 BHE AR ST FLRSRIFT 1 243
PRI Ax(Ferrin etal., 2007). Bl A& FIHBEBREE MFAAE S TOERATI: MK B SRR 7
AR BRI ST AT T30, MO PAY, DL SMEE PR 078 B RAT o B T

13. BT OEBM AN EREERNEE

EA XTI B SRR RIOWE T, KZARTCICT N B T2 2SR, st T Py A sk 7
RGN S A BB RS /72575 THI A (Harmon-Jones et al., 1996; Nelson et al., 1997; Fritsche et al., 2008),
B LB JR O AT 555K 2 450 A AN I AS 22 5 (Tam et al., 2007). A 22 & N REE ST NI R B NS
VI, AR R TR A EAPE (Tam et al., 2009), ARMTAET: M Xt T REBR S AT M0 M RS EHE T -

DA FE S I, BET 0 S 32 S o s B2 1) A B A4 i - (ingroup bias),  BIVXT P B A4 B2 7 PRI PFATY
REMTAINERR G, IS HEW o] GETERESR B R AP AR U ZE S, RIBE T . S OGS o B
R PEAT = T AR A . RIS HARE R B 1 SR R5 X 5 B A S A E L EAEF——FE
FETTN AR, AMAT PR B RS AT RO SN A B 53 154 1 22 S (N TR AR Ol e ) 48 o T4 1) 2% - 1
Yamagishi %5(2015) 4 HAS AT AR AT T HoAb A A5 B AR, BIEE(S & (trust belief), A& A
A B ARAT N B D () K, BB AR 1 (trust preference). AN I — FcA AT M0 1) 2 5 AT g 2 R 5 46 T
MR T RERRME AT AR, R RS 20 FET 0™ S T 5 AT PR AA i 4 () B2 i 52 BANMA — A5 AT Y
WA, CAEBFRBIE TN EnsR st S50, RIZET ™ B2 R AR N B A 72— SRR T
(Simon et al., 1997), i —MBASAFMFI B IA A 2 —FhoErL R, JEEAE AR 515 B BIME
fEo FrUAENTESE T RS, M T — BAEAERARHAMAE,  — RS AEB A S IA g B % R E
FHEE, P DAHENT— SRAEAR A 2 1) N AR P v T — IR B AR UK

2.
2.1. #ik

T XA SRR I K 2F22E 95 N, “FI4ERY 20.11 %, FReEZE 1.59. f KAERS 28 %, dR/ME
18 %, HepBEME 20 A, @M T75 Ao #RHA RO 2EE 224,

22. TH
221 ZLOMESEREEBIIMR
SRS (2014), A8 PN TF IS ) AR BT S A A ZEL 0 B shdd k). FET 0 B 461 TR it

BEEMANS B SIETA KRR 1) EERIRBHIE T —FIoEE @B, VR4 a8 T —
ANAIIN T ARB BRI A Ay BUR S5 PR, ARBEZI A4 T RS R 45132 7 2) RN, FERIEE R AISET:
ZJa S R AR AL ? TP AT T AR R AN S R R R R 1) TSR
W, WG #EEAT U R R HOREERRDR E AT — R, IRIEZI A T EREIR LS
HIRZ? 2) RN, TERECE BHFERERITF R 58 UG G k23 K AR ARAE, 2

222, REFHEER

S R AR IS ) B PP A WU I (L7507, Vet 2018)Kewle ikl 7 BIA FIRE A 2, 6
SRR AT FE b A ORGSR, B iR AR, g A &R AR G A
e 45 3| 60 A5, B SE A THEST Ja R PR S ILREALE BRI a6 25 2R, A58 B Ja R # BE AL
el —FRE R, a2y i A ARG PIREER . OB R “mAliE T A ARl
FENAE S B AIEE ST R B3 2 57
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223 TENE

FORAE G . SO, EI0T R 2 a5 il R K 5 7 A 175 8% & & (Positive And Negative
Affection Scale, PANAS){E A 43U fE %5 (filler task) . K FH D MREEAS T 1) S0 Fig AR B 17 T A 17 e 48
(2008), FEFIL 18 NIIH, oAl E R F I H SRS RN %6 94, RAM 1 (FER R
MEGEA) RN 5 (FEE RN T, A RS 4 3K Cronbach’s o = 0.89, JHIRIEL &%
Cronbach’s a.=0.86.

—ASAE. A Yamagishi 55(2015) g1 i) — M5 4E &K (Inclusive General Trust Scale, IGTS). &3
H9ANIIH, H 12 5 BIMRGEEESTER, MEMOIA AR TEER I 6 3] 9 T AL
BT 3R, MEANRTE A 2 B AR PG AT BIta . BrA O H 52RO 1 RS AR 7 3E
TR E)C PR . BEIRSEE H &SR Cronbach’s o= 0.80.

FEBRMEAT . 2% 1 21 LA (2015) %, R cudm i) G AR R Ta . sl mnBE R “ %
SERCET TR R 5 W AR B AR R (PR ARV E N “He2 T, IR BT
ANAl o BRI AR X7 #3K 45 10 Jodt<r, “HR#FH7 WERERGH 10 oiis “HxHE” , W
SIEPERE T, W2 T DO R —— ) “# 8387 11530 20 o, siEARR—— “HBEE” W&
AR o WERRS LT 10 Uk, Hoh BRI R RSN R VE N “Be52 387 2 5 IR Bl
P2 AREAAR 5 D3 AN A A4 B 03 (R BV S N BB AT A AN BE RS AT IR A5

2.3. SEIRHRIE

Bk e OB SR s F R . SRR /R N s S R e B R R IR i
TEART W46 _EE AT AR T ™ R sl I S B, € RS 78 FRLIG L adnt i) 5 B R AR AR A T e R . 2
JE {8 python /£ PsychoPy3 (Peirce et al., 2019) 4w il IFE 7 AT S R HEAR 0 R o FUE AT I 2/E 55 . 23058
W5, ER AR R ALK B B — 3 HE R, R R R A HoAth i
2.4, BIESTHE

i1t o0 Hr7E R4.1.2 (R Core Team, 2021)F1 RStudio (RStudio Team, 2020) 1 5 . f# F R 193 & 44 Imed
(Bates et al., 2015)#E47) X £k I 1R &1 (generalized linear mixed-effects model, GLMM)#& %, interactions
(Long, 2019)3E17 AR KK L, ggplot2 (Wickham, 2016)HI{ESt it

3. ER
3.1. BTMEXNEEREENER
AR S A R R AE S AT 825 op e PR 8 (R VR B B AR 22 5 1.

Table 1. Investment in trust game under different conditions

F 1 TEFHTHAAEFEEREDEEREIRE

WA SR
M SD M SD "
T 2.92 1.50 2.74 1.58 50
il 3.18 1.35 2.53 1.67 45
Bit 3.04 1.42 2.64 1.62 95
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BEAT 2 (BETCMN R FETCIN R vs 5HI4H) x 2 (OTRF RS 3. WEEIR vs SMNEFIR) IR & 07 2001, SEBR
A AR R R 3R, X7 BER S i B A R R, 45 R AR 20 SR B E RN AR, F(L, 93) = 0.02,
p =0.903; X5 HEAR B3 (1) E RN L2 5 %, F(1, 93) =3.07, p=0.083; X HAEHAE®, F(1,93)=0.97,
p=0.326. X4 RASCHFIRK 1.

Table 2. ANOVA of investment in trust game
T2 FEBEDPRESTHHFENNR

MS MSE df, df, F p n; [90% ClI]
FETN 0.03 2.06 1 93 0.02  0.903 0.000 [0.000, 0.014]
XF 75 FEAR Sy 8.05 2.62 1 93 307  0.083 0.032 [0.000, 0.111]
TN x X5 REAR S 2.55 2.62 1 93 097  0.326 0.010 [0.000, 0.069]

3.2. —fRISERATHN

Z O SR (Robinson, 2020), R 58 45 PR AR A UK 25 k#5245 SN A ) KL
MZAERFR PR A BRI KK/ . LN E AR Rl i Az B, L— S AR (bREAL K IGTS 20 %k 5E
TR 0. WAL, 10 SETSN ) R HAZ AR VR T AL et AT 2Rk (B 73 Ar o [l R B DA R I 25 P AL
* 3,

Table 3. Linear regression of ingroup bias

3. MEHARFHEAS LR

b PR t p

B 0.736 0.324 2.270 0.025
AT -0.524 0.447 -1.172 0.244
—RAEAE -1.086 0.329 -3.301 0.001"™
FETTME x — ST 1.512 0.450 3.362 0.001"™

"p<0.05 ":p<0.01, " p<0.001.

TR S —RAETAAE B ML HAEH, p=0.001. #% F(3,91)=4.64, p=0.005 R*=0.132,
BIEfG R?=0.104, A TN B 5 — RS EAEAB, a7 epb et .

T BAARE MG B8 (1) 7 925 32 A 1%k AT Johnson-Neyman 32:(7 72545, 2015). 36 f V23 o 176 B 5 4
MIEAIE & — Az, RIEAT RN IXEE F A TR SHARENRRE S, (HREE AL
HAELRIAR: 1) WA LR R mES S0, AR S 3ME, M ELhrE22) il REARE T 1A &
(S PR BUE DX TA] N, 0459 21 10 1] B A28 0 BT 48 SRR 3 2) 1k RO BN 450 B FEA RS S 4
(sample specific), A [RIFEA I B IRE AR B SSME ABR1E 22 0] BEAFAE R 22 57, U T SR AP 3R A B0 (1 285 SR A
—H: 3) M AERBRIEEUE BRI ALCES 2~3 4N), MHWE 1321015 B8 . 1fi Johnson-Neyman 2 7] LA
A AT ESREEXREH G BEACFRRT R R SYE, DR AR E SRR RS R BE WA
EIVEX ], B0E A AR R SR S 1S . PR AR 77 4555 (2015) 1, {3 Johnson-Neyman
TEHEAT AT AR BRI, AR HE A 1) — R AB AT AR R T T AR B SRR T AL T B RUSAE — MRS AT A F P 1 &
=M, SRIE L
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Johnson-Neyman plot
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Figure 1. Slope of MS on trust ingroup bias by IGTS
1. AR—RIEEKFE LR TOENEERBERFHRIE

Johnson-Neyman 73T 45 S BoR,  AniE i — (S EAK T-0.26 5i& T 1.32 B, ZET-MM B 5 A A
TRIFIIR R, p<0.05, 1M 4PrfEAb ) — B SIEE[-0.26, 1.32] X [RI P, ZET- N0 5 N BRI 19
RARBRNG R KF . BIK-0.26 1 1.32 1ENIX MME—MAS AR = — A AEAMER RS, bkl
1 — M EAECT-0.26 MBHRIEN “MR—MAE(EA” . & 1.32 MPRIEN “m—MEEH” . FE 2
NP AR RO T N S R ) A 2R T X6 P B ARRT AN EAAR B I PRI AT

W — A5 4E (+1.30SD) f&— M54 (-0.32SD)
5 /

Xt J5 R 5 4
& PyEEk
A Sk

xR AL XA Pl AL
Figure 2. Intergroup trust of high and low general trust individuals
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FETEZE R RS

G

1

0

4. g

AT ST B 47 B 235 A 209 SRR A0 T B T REBRAS AR5 o 45 S R AEAET
B2 TR PRI R RSB (R AN E B 2 5, BB T I 1 S AR I P R TR F
X5 R B — RS A BE T ™ BARAE AN, — AR A5 AR AR ZE R T ™ 5 () o B R 4
TEHIEY, — RS BRI AMARAETE T 5 0 PR SR T4 e -
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FEB, M RS ERAT Y. R R 1 R E AR A A T A 2 AR, A N B R
SRMIASHT FURIL, FESET )G, —RUE R AT 5 MBI R R il SHAMERA R AR AR £
P& F, FE SRR TR, AORTUER . Bae. BULEESRE R, IR
IRTIF TS 2T B SR N 7 NATIX 2y “F287 A “Ah N7 HIKYE, BILAEAR S ANBR EAE BRI, SvE
BB RN RI B0, TR AT RE IR AL S AR SLAN I

SRS Z 5 H DR N E, R BRI 2 Bob, i HER s mtiidEd, 58
FERE X T 2HAL AT AN BRBEAEAFAERN,  RZAEREAS T NI — B AR W] e LRI R
1M BAS AR ZRAE 08— M SEIAE 55 5 S 2 AT 2 B ZEFRBOR, SREIT R IR A A S RE MEE
METHERARR A M E AR TT .

5. &g

FET 0 B R A A A R 0 52 2R — SRR, — SRR s AR BT ™ e AR A D
G, T RS AR BRI MR ESE T B 5 A R 4 MK

B oM

SRR ] A 2R 2 M R T R 27 B 2 B0 AT T S A ) S
E&WHE

R Aok 54 RIH (Y5 : 52WB1972).
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