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Potential	Benefits	of	Employing	Large	Language	Models	in	Research	in	Moral	Education	

and	Development		

Abstract	

	 Recently,	computer	scientists	have	developed	large	language	models	(LLMs)	by	

training	prediction	models	with	large-scale	language	corpora	and	human	reinforcements.	

The	LLMs	have	become	one	promising	way	to	implement	artificial	intelligence	with	

accuracy	in	various	fields.	Interestingly,	recent	LLMs	possess	emergent	functional	features	

that	emulate	sophisticated	human	cognition,	especially	in-context	learning	and	the	chain	of	

thought,	which	were	unavailable	in	previous	prediction	models.	In	this	paper,	I	will	

examine	how	LLMs	might	contribute	to	moral	education	and	development	research.	To	

achieve	this	goal,	I	will	review	the	most	recently	published	conference	papers	and	ArXiv	

preprints	to	overview	the	novel	functional	features	implemented	in	LLMs.	I	also	intend	to	

conduct	brief	experiments	with	ChatGPT	to	investigate	how	LLMs	behave	while	addressing	

ethical	dilemmas	and	external	feedback.	The	results	suggest	that	LLMs	might	be	capable	of	

solving	dilemmas	based	on	reasoning	and	revising	their	reasoning	process	with	external	

input.	Furthermore,	a	preliminary	experimental	result	from	the	moral	exemplar	test	may	

demonstrate	that	exemplary	stories	can	elicit	moral	elevation	in	LLMs	as	do	they	among	

human	participants.	I	will	discuss	the	potential	implications	of	LLMs	on	research	on	moral	

education	and	development	with	the	results.	

Keywords:	Large	language	models,	Artificial	intelligence,	Moral	reasoning,	Moral	

exemplar,	Simulation	
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Introduction	

One	of	the	most	impactful	recent	developments	in	computer	science	is	large	

language	models	(LLMs)	(Grossmann	et	al.,	2023),	which	implement	advanced	artificial	

intelligence.	Computer	scientists	developed	LLMs	to	predict	the	most	probable	solution	to	a	

given	inquiry	by	training	prediction	models	with	large	amounts	of	language	input	(Zhao	et	

al.,	2023).	LLMs	utilize	large-size	corpora	from	various	sources	to	train	their	prediction	

models.	Now,	people	working	in	fields	other	than	computer	science	are	using	such	LLMs	for	

various	purposes.	For	instance,	ChatGPT	based	on	one	of	the	most	widely	used	LLMs,	i.e.,	

GPT,	has	significantly	influenced	every	aspect	of	human	lives	due	to	its	user-friendliness	

and	versatility	(Mogavi	et	al.,	2023).	People	employ	ChatGPT	to	achieve	diverse	goals,	such	

as	drafting	and	reviewing	paragraphs,	preprocessing	data,	and	generating	source	codes	for	

computer	programing.	They	found	that	ChatGPT	and	general	LLMs	can	produce	high-

quality	products	following	directions	provided	in	human	languages	(Dwivedi	et	al.,	2023).	

Because	computer	science	evolves	rapidly,	I	will	briefly	overview	recent	conference	

papers	and	ArXiv	preprints	addressing	LLMs	to	examine	how	they	work	and	their	

distinctive	functional	features.	Computer	scientists	invented	LLMs	with	large-scale	

language	datasets	to	make	them	capable	of	understanding	human	language	input	and	

producing	plausible	responses	(Zhao	et	al.,	2023).	They	develop	LLMs	by	training	

prediction	models	with	large-scale	corpora,	which	include	demonstrations	and	exemplars.	

Scientists	link	the	exemplar	inputs	(X)	with	labels	indicating	whether	or	to	what	extent	a	

specific	X	is	desirable	(Y)	while	training	LLMs.	In	the	long	run,	LLMs	tend	to	produce	a	

predicted	output	(ŷ)	in	a	given	condition	(x)	that	is	most	likely	and	deemed	most	desirable	

based	on	the	trained	set.	Because	LLMs	include	functionalities	to	interpret	natural	language	
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input	during	the	process,	they	can	understand	x	and	generate	ŷ	in	human	language	(Arcas	

&	Agüera,	2022).	When	they	generate	ŷ	with	low	quality,	it	is	possible	to	provide	feedback	

to	LLM	so	that	they	correct	their	prediction	models	through	human	reinforcement	learning	

(Ouyang	et	al.,	2022;	Srivastava	et	al.,	2023).	For	instance,	when	LLMs	generated	biased	

statements	against	specific	groups,	providing	human	feedback	reduced	the	bias	

significantly	(Ganguli	et	al.,	2023).	

Such	training	and	learning	processes	are	similar	to	what	occurs	among	humans.	The	

abovementioned	processes	induced	by	demonstrations	and	exemplars	resemble	Bayesian	

learning	at	the	behavioral	and	neural	levels	(Friston,	2003).	Each	individual	has	prior	

beliefs	existing	before	experiences.	External	inputs,	such	as	observations,	examples,	and	

instructions,	update	the	existing	priors	into	posteriors	(Mathys,	2011).	Although	the	

Theorem	does	not	predict	the	posterior	update	completely,	the	mechanism	of	Bayesian	

learning	well	approximates	human	learning	processes	(McDiarmid	et	al.,	2021).	Recent	

works	proposed	that	the	Bayesian	learning	mechanism	can	also	apply	to	moral	psychology	

and	development	(Cohen	et	al.,	2022;	Han,	2023a;	Railton,	2017).	

Interestingly,	recent	developments	in	LLMs	demonstrate	significant	emerging	

features	simulating	human	psychological	processes,	which	were	unavailable	in	the	

previous	simulation	models	(Grossmann	et	al.,	2023).	I	would	like	to	review	two	major	

emerging	features:	in-context	learning	and	reasoning	and	the	chain	of	thought	and	

reasoning	that	provide	greater	degrees	of	freedom	and	flexibility	in	cognition	in	simulation.	

First,	the	most	up-to-date	LLMs	can	conduct	in-context	learning	(Dong	et	al.,	2023).	Unlike	

simple	machines	designed	to	provide	specified	responses	to	specified	inquiries,	LLMs	can	

learn	from	a	set	of	contextually	relevant	exemplars	and	demonstrations	(Dong	et	al.,	2023;	
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Zhao	et	al.,	2023).	Then,	they	can	solve	problems	within	a	similar	context	even	if	they	are	

not	directly	identical	to	the	examples	used	for	training.	The	in-context	learning	is	a	feature	

that	emerged	from	the	large-scale	and	complex	network	constituting	LLMs,	which	was	not	

available	in	the	past	when	available	computational	resources	did	not	allow	the	

implementation	of	large-size	prediction	models	(Dong	et	al.,	2023).	At	this	point,	in	the	

domains	of	learning	and	problem-solving,	LLMs	can	behave	more	similarly	to	human	

beings	than	the	previous	simulation	models	because	they	can	exercise	contextual	training	

and	prediction	with	enhanced	flexibility	(Moor	et	al.,	2023;	Wu	et	al.,	2023).	

Second,	recent	LLMs	show	emerging	capabilities	of	the	chain	of	thought	and	

reasoning	(Wei	et	al.,	2023).	Previously,	computers	could	only	provide	direct	answers	to	

problems	without	elaboration	on	the	process	of	problem-solving	(Zhao	et	al.,	2023).	For	

instance,	once	we	ask,	“Corgi	has	two	retriever	puppets.	She	purchased	two	more	boxes	

with	two	puppets	in	each.	How	many	retriever	puppets	do	Corgi	have?”	they	could	say	“8”	

without	explaining	any	rationale.	Unlike	the	previous	computational	models,	LLMs	can	

explain	the	process	of	thought	and	reasoning	and	can	even	learn	from	the	explanation	of	

such	a	process	provided	by	humans.	In	the	case	of	the	abovementioned	inquiry,	LLMs	can	

explain	their	rationale,	such	as	“Corgi	started	with	two	puppets.	Three	boxes	of	two	

puppets	each	are	six	puppets.	2	+	6	=	8.”	Providing	the	chain	of	reasoning	significantly	

improved	LLMs’	performance	in	math	problem-solving	(Wei	et	al.,	2023).	Likewise,	in	the	

case	of	the	bias	correction	study,	when	researchers	provided	additional	feedback	

accompanying	the	chain	of	reasoning,	LLMs	showed	significantly	more	decreased	bias	than	

when	they	gave	the	models	simple	factual	corrections	(Ganguli	et	al.,	2023).	Like	humans,	

LLMs	can	improve	their	prediction	models	more	effectively	by	learning	from	the	examples	
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of	thinking	and	reasoning	processes	(Huang	&	Chang,	2023;	Zhao	et	al.,	2023).	In	addition	

to	the	capability	of	in-context	learning,	the	chain	of	thought	capability	suggests	that	recent	

LLMs	can	exercise	rudimentary	forms	of	reasoning	with	contextual	flexibility	(Huang	&	

Chang,	2023).	

Such	advanced	emerging	features	of	LLMs	suggest	LLMs	might	be	able	to	simulate	

rudimentary	human	moral	functioning.	Related	to	human	morality,	several	previous	

studies	examined	whether	LLMs	are	capable	of	morality-related	cognitive	faculties,	such	as	

the	theory	of	mind	(ToM)	and	reasoning	(May,	2018;	Young	et	al.,	2007),	thanks	to	the	

newly	emerging	features.	Although	the	evidence	is	equivocal	(Shapira	et	al.,	2023),	some	

demonstrated	that	most	up-to-date	LLMs	showed	rudimentary	forms	of	ToM	equivalent	to	

what	seven-year-olds	may	perform	(Kosinski,	2023).	One	study	reported	that	ChatGPT	

could	generate	philosophical	statements	mimicking	those	by	Daniel	Dennett,	an	

experimental	philosopher,	that	non-expert	participants	could	not	accurately	distinguish	

from	his	original	ones	(Schwitzgebel	et	al.,	2023).	Furthermore,	one	previous	study	

examined	whether	LLMs	can	correct	their	bias	against	marginalized	groups	(Ganguli	et	al.,	

2023).	In	the	study,	when	researchers	provided	the	models	with	feedback	for	correction,	

LLMs	reported	a	significant	decrease	in	discrimination	against	minority	groups.	Of	course,	I	

admit	that	these	are	insufficient	to	support	arguments	that	LLMs	are	fully	equipped	with	

the	cognitive	faculties	that	humans	possess,	so	whether	we	should	consider	them	moral	

agents	and	whether	they	can	perform	moral	functioning	as	human	beings	are	still	

controversial	(Chalmers,	2023).	Hence,	I	intend	to	focus	on	the	potential	practical	values	of	

LLMs	while	considering	their	current	technological	limitations.	
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Current	Paper	

In	this	paper,	I	propose	that	LLMs	can	eventually	assist	our	research	on	moral	

education	and	development,	particularly	those	involving	empirical	and	practical	

investigations	notwithstanding	current	limitations.	I	will	examine	how	LLMs	can	contribute	

to	research	in	moral	education.	Philosophers	are	primarily	interested	in	addressing	the	

potential	ethical	impacts	of	LLMs	or	how	enhanced	artificial	intelligence	based	on	LLMs	

will	change	philosophical	inquiries	about	cognition	and	psychology	(e.g.,	Hosseini	et	al.,	

2023).	In	educational	research,	researchers	started	considering	the	educational	

implications	of	LLMs,	particularly	those	related	to	teaching	and	learning,	such	as	how	they	

will	change	ways	to	teach	and	learn	writing,	search	for	information,	etc.	(e.g.,	Kasneci	et	al.,	

2023;	Milano	et	al.,	2023).	Unlike	these	previous	works,	in	this	paper,	I	will	explicitly	focus	

on	how	the	development	of	LLMs	will	influence	empirical	and	practical	research	in	moral	

education	with	concrete	points.	Hence,	the	abovementioned	issues	related	to	the	ethical	

and	educational	implications	of	LLMs	are	out	of	the	scope	of	my	paper.	

In	the	first	section,	I	will	briefly	test	LLMs’	capability	to	conduct	moral	reasoning	

with	ethical	dilemmas.	Then,	I	will	examine	whether	LLMs’	in-context	learning	and	

reasoning	and	the	chain	of	thought	and	reasoning	features	can	facilitate	revisions	of	moral	

reasoning	with	contextual	information	and	feedback,	which	are	closely	associated	with	

moral	educational	activities.	Furthermore,	I	will	also	examine	whether	the	stories	of	moral	

exemplars	can	elicit	emotional	and	motivational	impacts	in	LLMs.	Because	moral	reasoning	

alone	cannot	accurately	explain	the	mechanism	of	moral	motivation	and	behavior	

(Kristjánsson,	2010),	I	planned	to	employ	the	moral	exemplar	intervention,	which	

primarily	targets	moral	emotion	and	motivation;	moral	educators	tend	to	utilize	the	



8	

intervention	to	generate	affective	and	motivational	impacts	rather	intuitively	(Kristjánsson,	

2017;	Sanderse,	2012).	Given	demonstrations	constitute	the	basis	for	the	learning	

mechanisms	of	LLMs	(Zhao	et	al.,	2023),	I	expected	that	this	moral	exemplar	intervention	

might	also	produce	similar	outcomes	in	LLMs	as	among	human	participants.	Based	on	the	

concrete	experimental	outcomes,	I	intend	to	discuss	the	implications	of	LLMs	on	research	

in	moral	education	and	development.	Finally,	I	will	overview	the	limitations	and	future	

directions	with	concluding	remarks.	

The	Behavioral	Defining	Issue	Test	

I	examined	how	LLMs	address	moral	problems	to	acquire	insights	about	whether	

they	can	exercise	some	aspects	of	moral	functioning,	especially	moral	reasoning,	like	

humans,	based	on	the	abovementioned	functionalities,	i.e.,	in-context	learning,	and	the	

chain	of	thought	and	reasoning.	Thus,	I	briefly	tested	how	ChatGPT	(May	24	version)	solves	

ethical	dilemmas	in	the	behavioral	Issues	Test	(bDIT).	The	bDIT	is	a	simplified	version	of	

the	DIT	that	assesses	individuals’	development	of	moral	reasoning	in	terms	of	

postconventional	reasoning	(Choi	et	al.,	2019;	Han,	Dawson,	et	al.,	2020).	I	employed	the	

bDIT	instead	of	the	original	DIT	due	to	its	simple	structure,	which	can	be	feasibly	

implemented	in	the	ChatGPT	environment.	Because	I	used	the	free	ChatGPT	

(https://chat.openai.com/),	I	assumed	that	only	the	general	corpora,	which	were	not	

specific	about	moral	philosophy	and	psychology,	were	used	to	train	the	GPT	model	(Guo	et	

al.,	2023).		

First,	I	entered	the	dilemmas	and	items	asking	for	moral	philosophical	rationale	

supporting	behavioral	decisions	quoted	from	the	bDIT.	The	bDIT	presents	three	dilemma	

stories,	i.e.,	Heinz	and	the	drug,	Newspaper,	and	Escaped	Prisoner.	For	each	dilemma,	I	
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asked	ChatGPT	to	evaluate	whether	a	provided	behavioral	solution	(e.g.,	“Should	Heinz	

steal	the	drug?”	in	the	case	of	Heinz	and	the	drug)	was	morally	appropriate.	Then,	I	asked	

eight	questions	about	the	most	important	rationale	supporting	the	decision	per	dilemma.	

For	each	question,	I	presented	three	options	corresponding	to	three	reasoning	schemas,	

i.e.,	personal	interest,	maintaining	norms,	and	postconventional	schemas	(Rest	et	al.,	1999).	

Following	the	bDIT	scoring	guidelines,	I	calculated	the	postconventional	reasoning	(P)	

score	indicating	the	likelihood	of	employing	the	postconventional	schema	in	all	24	

questions.	For	instance,	if	ChapGPT	selected	the	postconventional	options	for	12	questions	

out	of	24,	the	resultant	P-score	became	12	/	24	x	100	=	50.	

The	resultant	P-score	from	the	trial	with	ChatGPT	was	45.83	(see	

https://osf.io/ryq5w	for	the	complete	conversation	transcript).	I	compared	this	score	with	

the	P-scores	calculated	from	a	large	dataset	collected	from	undergraduate	participants.	I	

reanalyzed	the	dataset	primarily	collected	by	Han	(2023b).	Han	(2023b)	collected	

responses	from	1,596	participants	(85.37%	women;	mean	age	=	21.85	years,	SD	=	5.88	

years)	via	Qualtrics.	The	Institutional	Review	Board	at	the	University	of	Alabama	reviewed	

and	approved	the	original	study	(IRB	#:	18-12-1842).	I	used	a	customized	R	code	to	

calculate	their	P-scores	(all	data	and	source	code	files	are	available	via	the	Open	Science	

Framework:	https://osf.io/j98p4/).		

Interestingly,	when	I	calculated	the	scores,	the	P-score	reported	by	ChatGPT,	45.83,	

was	slightly	lower	than	the	median	P-score	among	the	undergraduate	participants,	50.00	

(mean	=	52.61,	SD	=	21.74).	45.83	was	equivalent	to	the	40th	percentile	of	the	whole	

undergraduate	student	group.	Despite	potential	caveats,	the	result	might	suggest	that	
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ChatGPT	possibly	demonstrates	moral	judgment	and	reasoning	compatible	with	those	

among	undergraduate	students.	

Second,	I	collected	more	qualitative	responses	to	examine	further	details	about	the	

reasoning	process.	I	again	presented	the	three	dilemmas	and	asked	ChatGPT	to	elaborate	

on	their	supporting	rationale.	First,	I	asked	about	the	rationale	supporting	ChatGPT’s	

response	to	Heinz	and	the	drug:	Heinz	should	steal	the	drug.	Consistent	with	their	answers	

to	the	bDIT	items,	ChatGPT	presented	several	points	corresponding	to	postconventional	

reasoning,	such	as	the	principle	of	preserving	life,	moral	duty,	compassion,	and	

consequentialist	perspective.	Second,	in	the	case	of	the	Newspaper	Dilemma,	ChatGPT	

argued	that	the	principal	should	not	stop	the	newspaper.	Like	the	case	of	the	Heinz	

dilemma,	when	I	asked	for	a	rationale,	ChatGPT	provided	several	points	relevant	to	the	

postconventional	schema:	freedom	of	expression,	student	engagement,	and	education.	

Third,	when	I	presented	the	escaped	prisoner	dilemma	to	ChatGPT,	they	said	Mrs.	Jones	

should	report	Mr.	Thompson	to	the	police.	ChatGPT	provided	themes	corresponding	to	the	

maintaining	norms	schema,	such	as	upholding	the	law,	accountability,	fairness,	equity,	and

	 preserving	the	integrity	of	the	justice	system.		

ChatGPT	could	provide	the	rationale	coherently	supporting	their	responses	

corresponding	to	each	reasoning	schema.	The	results	suggest	that	ChatGPT	can	generate	

moral	decisions	based	on	a	reasoning	process	similar	to	humans.	Although	the	evidence	at	

this	point	is	rudimentary,	it	may	open	the	door	to	the	possibility	that	ChatGPT	engages	in	

the	chain	of	moral	reasoning.	In	addition,	we	should	note	that	only	the	general	corpora,	not	

corpora	designed	specifically	for	moral	philosophy	or	psychology,	were	used	to	train	

ChatGPT.	That	said,	ChatGPT	is	also	capable	of	in-context	learning	and	cognition,	and	they	
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could	use	exemplary	demonstrations	learned	from	the	general	corpora	in	the	context	of	

moral	problem-solving.	ChatGPT	did	not	merely	provide	fixed	responses	to	the	questions	

like	classical	machines;	instead,	they	demonstrated	flexibility	to	render	their	decisions	

based	on	reasoning	with	contextual	information.		

A	Brief	Experiment	to	Test	LLMs’	Advanced	Learning	and	Reasoning	Capabilities	

In	addition	to	gathering	information	about	the	reasoning	process,	I	examined	

whether	ChatGPT	could	learn	moral	messages	from	material	that	did	not	directly	address	

the	presented	dilemma	(see	https://osf.io/zcfvq	for	the	complete	conversation	transcript).	

I	focused	on	whether	ChatGPT	possessed	advanced	mental	capabilities	with	a	task	

demanding	additional	flexibility	and	sophisticated	reasoning.	I	tested	whether	ChatGPT	

could	update	their	response	to	the	story	and	the	rationale	behind	their	response	based	on	

the	messages.		

To	test	this	possibility,	I	started	with	the	escaped	prisoner	dilemma	that	ChatGPT	

argued	one	should	report	the	prisoner	to	the	police	based	on	themes	relevant	to	the	

maintaining	norms	schema.	I	conducted	a	brief	intervention	to	examine	whether	ChatGPT	

could	update	its	decision	and	rationale	based	on	indirectly	relevant	contextual	information.	

Given	moral	psychologists	have	regarded	Letter	from	Birmingham	Jail	authored	by	Martin	

Luther	King,	Jr.	as	an	exemplary	work	demonstrating	postconventional	reasoning	(Rest	et	

al.,	1999),	I	requested	ChatGPT	to	read	and	extract	moral	messages	from	the	letter.	

ChatGPT	properly	presented	the	moral	lessons	from	the	letter	that	they	learned,	such	as	

the	moral	obligation	to	fight	injustice	and	civil	disobedience	and	the	rule	of	law.	As	shown,	

these	themes	were	consistent	with	the	postconventional	schema.		
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When	I	asked	ChatGPT	to	solve	the	escaped	prisoner	dilemma	again	while	

considering	the	moral	lessons,	they	altered	their	behavioral	decision:	one	should	not	report	

the	prisoner	to	the	police.	Furthermore,	when	I	requested	them	to	elaborate	on	the	

rationale	supporting	the	decision,	they	provided	their	answer	corresponding	to	the	

postconventional	schema,	such	as	the	need	for	rehabilitation,	consideration	of	potential	

benefits	to	society	and	community,	and	balancing	justice	and	mercy.		

The	result	from	my	brief	experiment	with	the	escaped	prisoner	dilemma	may	

suggest	that	ChatGPT	possesses	advanced	learning	and	reasoning	capabilities;	it	might	be	

consistent	with	what	I	preliminary	found	from	the	abovementioned	result	from	the	initial	

dilemma	test.	ChatGPT	could	learn	moral	lessons	from	the	letter	and	then	apply	them	to	

another	context,	the	escaped	prisoner	dilemma	(in-context	learning	and	problem-solving).	

They	were	also	able	to	exercise	moral	reasoning	to	support	the	altered	behavioral	decision	

based	on	the	ethical	themes	of	the	letter	(chain	of	thought	and	reasoning).	These	

demonstrate	that	ChatGPT	not	only	can	answer	moral	dilemmas	based	on	rationale	but	

also	can	engage	in	moral	learning	with	flexibility.	Even	if	MLK’s	letter	does	not	directly	

address	any	issue	related	to	the	escaped	prisoner	dilemma,	ChatGPT	could	modify	its	

behavioral	decision	based	on	the	contextually	relevant	information,	i.e.,	the	moral	

messages	learned	from	the	letter.	Furthermore,	related	to	the	chain	of	thought,	they	

showed	the	capability	to	update	the	reasoning	process	to	render	the	modified	decision	

accordingly.		

Moral	Exemplar	Experiment	

In	addition	to	the	moral	reasoning	tests,	I	also	conducted	an	experiment	utilizing	the	

stories	of	moral	exemplars	to	examine	whether	LLMs	can	generate	affective	and	
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motivational	reactions	toward	presented	moral	exemplars.	One	point	regarding	moral	

reasoning	that	we	should	note	is	that	reasoning	alone	does	not	necessarily	predict	moral	

motivation	and	behavior	(Blasi,	1980).	That	said,	we	need	to	consider	additional	factors,	

including	affective	and	intuitive	aspects	of	morality,	in	an	integrative	manner	to	explain	

motivation	and	behavior	accurately	(Kristjánsson,	2010).	The	results	of	the	experiments	

involving	moral	reasoning	might	be	insufficient	to	demonstrate	the	full	potential	of	LLMs	in	

moral	education,	which	should	also	consider	non-reasoning	aspects	of	morality.		

Hence,	I	decided	to	utilize	the	moral	exemplar	intervention	as	an	additional	example	

in	this	paper.	Moral	educators,	including	moral	psychologists	and	virtue	ethicists,	have	

suggested	that	the	stories	of	moral	exemplars	can	be	powerful	and	efficient	sources	for	

moral	education	by	promoting	motivation	for	emulation	(Sanderse,	2012).	The	

foundational	learning	mechanism	of	LLMs	also	supports	that	the	proposed	test	with	moral	

exemplars	is	legitimate	(Zhao	et	al.,	2023).	Given	LLMs	learn	patterns	and	train	prediction	

models	with	a	series	of	demonstrations	(Zhao	et	al.,	2023),	I	deem	that	moral	exemplars	

demonstrating	moral	paragons	with	concrete	contents	are	also	likely	to	elicit	significant	

changes	and	responses	from	LLMs	like	the	cases	of	the	moral	reasoning	experiments.	

Interestingly,	one	recent	paper	in	computer	science	demonstrated	that	LLMs	are	capable	of	

emotional	inference	(Li	et	al.,	2023).	So,	it	might	be	worth	examining	whether	exemplary	

stories	cause	the	abovementioned	affective	and	motivational	responses.	

Research	has	demonstrated	that	moral	exemplars	can	elicit	affective	reactions	

associated	with	moral	motivation	and	behavior	intuitively	among	participants	(Haidt,	

2000;	Kristjánsson,	2017).	For	instance,	in	social	psychology,	researchers,	especially	those	

interested	in	moral	intuition,	have	reported	that	being	presented	with	others’	exemplary	
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moral	behavior	produces	moral	elevation	(including	uplifting	sensation)	(Haidt,	2000),	and	

finally,	prosocial	motivation	and	behavior	across	various	domains	(e.g.,	Algoe	&	Haidt,	

2009;	Schnall	et	al.,	2010;	Silvers	&	Haidt,	2008;	Vianello	et	al.,	2010).	Additional	studies	in	

moral	education	have	shown	that	the	perceived	relatability	and	attainability	of	the	

presented	exemplars	positively	predict	such	affective	and	motivational	outcomes	(Han	et	

al.,	2022;	Han	&	Dawson,	2023).		

Based	on	the	abovementioned	previous	research,	I	tested	whether	ChatGPT	could	

demonstrate	responses	similar	to	those	from	human	participants	when	I	presented	moral	

exemplary	stories.	I	focused	on	whether	ChatGPT	can	report	moral	elevation	as	an	

emotional	response;	then,	I	also	examined	whether	the	LLM	successfully	differentiated	

responses	depending	on	the	relatability	and	attainability	of	the	presented	stories.	As	Han	

and	Dawson	(2023)	reported	with	their	data	collected	from	human	participants,	I	

anticipated	that	ChatGPT	could	report	stronger	affective	and	motivational	responses	when	

the	presented	exemplars	were	relatable	and	attainable	(vs.	unrelatable	and	unattainable).		

I	used	three	exemplary	stories	initially	developed	and	tested	by	Han	et	al.	(2022).	

The	three	stories	included	relatable	and	attainable,	relatable	and	unattainable,	and	

unrelatable	stories	(see	https://osf.io/qwtbd	for	the	three	selected	stories;	and	

https://osf.io/jqxv3	for	the	complete	list	of	stories	used	in	Han	et	al.	[2022]).	As	shown,	

relatable	stories	demonstrated	moral	behaviors	by	Ron,	a	hypothetical	college	student	in	

the	United	States.	The	unrelatable	story	presented	prosocial	behavior	performed	by	

Federica,	a	CEO	of	a	large	Italian	corporate.	Han	et	al.	(2022)	adjusted	the	attainability	of	

the	two	stories	by	presenting	two	different	exemplary	behaviors.	In	the	attainable	

condition,	Ron	stayed	next	to	a	victim	of	a	traffic	accident	until	paramedics	arrived	at	the	
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scene.	In	the	case	of	the	unattainable	story,	Ron	visited	the	hospitalized	victim	for	two	

weeks.	Han	and	Dawson	(2023)	reported	that	participants,	American	college	students,	

could	evaluate	the	perceived	attainability	and	relatability	of	the	stories	as	initially	

intended.	Furthermore,	as	introduced,	they	showed	that	relatability	and	attainability	

positively	predicted	elevation.	

I	requested	ChatGPT	to	imagine	that	they	were	a	young	college	student	in	the	United	

States	to	make	them	perceive	Ron’s	stories	as	more	attainable	(see	https://osf.io/eaxvm	

for	the	complete	conversation	transcript).	After	entering	each	story,	I	asked	three	

questions	to	examine	the	perceived	relatability,	attainability,	and	evoked	elevation.	Here	

are	the	three	questions	from	Han	et	al.	(2022):	

How	similar	do	you	think	your	cultural	and	social	background	is	to	the	person	

described	in	the	story?	(Relatability)	

How	difficult	do	you	think	it	would	be	to	do	the	same	things	as	the	person	

described	in	the	story?	(Attainability)	

Did	the	story	make	you	feel	morally	elevated	(warm,	uplifted	-	like	when	seeing	

unexpected	acts	of	human	goodness,	kindness,	or	compassion).?	(Elevation)	

When	I	presented	the	three	stories,	ChapGPT	could	accurately	compare	the	perceived	

relatability	and	attainability	of	the	stories.	They	reported	that	Ron’s	behavior	in	the	

attainable	story	was	significantly	more	replicable	than	that	in	the	unattainable	story.	Also,	

ChatGpt	said	that	Ron	was	deemed	more	relatable	than	Federica.	Finally,	when	I	examined	

the	evoked	elevation,	ChatGPT	responded	that	Ron’s	story,	which	was	perceived	as	more	

relatable	and	attainable	than	Federica’s	by	them,	might	be	more	elevating	from	a	US	college	

student’s	perspective.	Interestingly,	while	responding	to	the	questions,	ChatGPT	explained	
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the	rationale	of	their	responses	instead	of	merely	providing	short	answers.	Such	a	

capability	to	elaborate	in-depth	reason-supported	responses	was	similar	to	what	I	found	

during	the	moral	dilemma	experiments.	

Potential	Implications	for	Research	in	Moral	Education	and	Development	

From	the	previously	reported	interactions	with	ChatGPT,	I	found	that	LLMs	can	

potentially	address	moral	problems	with	advanced	learning	and	reasoning	capacities.	

Although	developers	did	not	train	the	models	with	morality-specific	datasets,	the	models	

trained	by	general	corpora	could	successfully	answer	ethical	questions	with	contextual	

information	and	flexibility.	Moreover,	while	solving	the	problems,	instead	of	merely	

providing	determined	answers,	they	could	elaborate	on	the	chain	of	reasoning	constituting	

the	basis	for	their	decisions.	Finally,	models	could	demonstrate	an	ability	to	update	their	

reasoning	process	and	eventual	decision	based	on	indirectly	relevant	sources	of	

information	via	in-context	learning.		

Furthermore,	I	demonstrated	that	LLMs	can	predict	affective	and	motivational	

outcomes	when	I	presented	the	stories	of	moral	exemplars.	ChatGPT	could	accurately	

report	how	relatability	and	attainability	are	positively	associated	with	moral	elevation	and	

motivation	among	human	participants.	Such	results	are	consistent	with	the	foundational	

learning	mechanism	of	LLMs,	which	are	supposed	to	train	their	prediction	models	with	a	

series	of	concrete	demonstrations.	Also,	with	this	additional	example,	I	assumed	that	LLMs	

have	the	potential	to	emulate	human	psychological	processes	related	to	various	aspects	of	

moral	functioning,	including	reasoning,	emotion,	motivation,	and	intuition.	

These	features	of	LLMs	may	suggest	they	can	contribute	to	research	in	moral	

education	and	development	in	several	ways.	First,	they	can	provide	data	about	how	
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learning	in	moral	domains	occurs	and	how	it	influences	our	moral	functioning.	As	I	

explained	in	the	introduction,	LLMs	can	learn	from	a	set	of	demonstrations	and	exemplars	

(X)	associated	with	labels	(Y)	to	update	their	prediction	models	(Dong	et	al.,	2023;	Zhao	et	

al.,	2023).	One	of	their	functional	features	that	warrant	our	attention	regarding	this	point	is	

in-context	learning	and	reasoning	(Dong	et	al.,	2023;	Huang	&	Chang,	2023;	Wei	et	al.,	

2023).	Unlike	conventional	prediction	models	developed	to	predict	outcomes	with	input	in	

a	specific	context,	LLMs	can	improve	their	models	with	data	from	indirectly	relevant	

contexts	(Dong	et	al.,	2023).	I	demonstrated	that	an	LLM	trained	with	general	corpora,	

which	were	not	directly	relevant	to	moral	contexts,	i.e.,	ChatGPT,	could	solve	ethical	

dilemmas	and	update	its	reasoning	process	based	on	contextual	information,	e.g.,	MLK’s	

letter.	ChatGPT	could	also	examine	the	relatability	and	attainability	of	presented	exemplars	

and	how	the	stories	elicited	elevation	and	motivation.	The	conversation	records	indicate	

that	ChatGPT	could	explain	the	rationale	supporting	which	stories	might	more	effectively	

promote	moral	emotion	and	motivation,	instead	of	merely	providing	short	answers	to	my	

questions.		

Hence,	moral	educators	can	examine	how	educational	input,	e.g.,	exemplar	stories,	

reasoning	demonstrations,	etc.,	across	diverse	contexts	generate	potential	changes	before	

implementing	them	among	human	populations.	Although	several	previous	simulation	

studies	examined	how	educational	interventions	change	behavioral	outcomes	within	moral	

education,	they	designed	their	simulation	models	to	predict	specific	outcomes	within	

designated	contexts	(Han	et	al.,	2016,	2018;	Han,	Lee,	et	al.,	2020),	so	the	models	could	not	

perform	in-context	learning	and	reasoning.	In	addition,	it	is	also	noteworthy	that	it	is	

possible	to	train	LLMs	with	large-scale	language	datasets	collected	from	people	with	
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diverse	backgrounds	from	diverse	sources	(Grossman	et	al.,	2023).	Thus,	unlike	the	

conventional	simulation	models,	LLMs	will	enable	moral	educators	to	predict	the	potential	

impacts	of	contextually	various	input	materials	among	general	populations	on	a	large	scale.	

Second,	moral	educators	will	be	able	to	simulate	how	educational	input	influences	

one’s	reasoning,	emotional,	and	motivational	processes,	not	simply	their	behavioral	or	self-

reported	outcomes,	thanks	to	LLM’s	feature,	the	chain	of	thought	and	reasoning	(Volkman	

&	Gabriels,	2023).	As	shown	in	the	moral	correction	study	and	my	brief	intervention	

experiment,	LLMs	can	dynamically	update	their	training	set	and	adjust	prediction	outputs	

following	learning	inputs	in	a	real-time	(Ganguli	et	al.,	2023;	Zhao	et	al.,	2023).	The	moral	

correction	study	and	my	brief	investigation	reported	how	human	reinforcements,	i.e.,	the	

rationale	supporting	bias	correction	in	the	moral	correction	study	and	the	

postconventional	moral	messages	from	MLK’s	letter	in	my	experiment,	interact	with	and	

update	the	chain	of	thought	and	reasoning	leading	to	output	(Ganguli	et	al.,	2023;	

Srivastava	et	al.,	2023).	Moreover,	in	the	case	of	the	moral	exemplar	experiment,	ChatGPT	

demonstrated	capabilities	to	simulate	emotional	and	motivational	outcomes	(e.g.,	

elevation)	similar	to	human	participants.	They	could	also	elaborate	on	the	rationale	

supporting	their	answers	regarding	moral	elevation.	The	result	is	consistent	with	what	Li	

et	al.	(2023)	reported	in	their	study,	LLMs’	capabilities	to	conduct	emotional	inference.		

Although	several	previous	studies	in	moral	education	have	developed	and	tested	

simulation	models	predicting	intervention	outcomes,	they	could	only	demonstrate	

simulated	behavioral	or	group-level	results	(Han	et	al.,	2016,	2018;	Han,	Lee,	et	al.,	2020).	

Unlike	LLMs,	they	did	not	have	any	ability	to	emulate	the	reasoning	process	inside	

individuals	and	how	external	demonstrations	and	exemplars	as	input	influence	such	a	
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process.	Because	LLMs	possess	the	emerged	chain	of	thought	and	reasoning	feature,	their	

unique	benefit,	the	models	will	allow	moral	educators	to	examine	internal	reasoning,	

emotional,	and	motivational	processes	within	moral	domains.	By	doing	so,	moral	educators	

will	gain	additional	information	and	insights	about	how	their	educational	input,	such	as	the	

presentations	of	sophisticated	reasoning	exemplars	as	originally	suggested	by	Blatt	and	

Kohlberg	(1975),	impacts	the	internal	processes	among	diverse	populations	before	testing	

them	with	human	subjects;	and,	in	the	domains	of	moral	emotion	and	motivation,	

educators	can	test	how	different	types	of	exemplary	stories	differently	influence	students’	

psychological	processes	associated	with	emotion	and	motivation.	

In	conclusion,	thanks	to	the	newly	emerged	features,	i.e.,	in-context	learning	and	

reasoning,	the	chain	of	thought	and	reason,	LLMs	will	provide	practical	benefits	to	

researchers	in	moral	education	and	development	interested	in	the	potential	impacts	of	

educational	input.	Even	if	they	cannot	perfectly	emulate	human	behavior	and	cognition,	

they	can	still	be	versatile	simulation	tools	for	improving	education	with	the	functional	

features	unavailable	in	prior	ones	(Volkman	&	Gabriels,	2023).	For	example,	in	biological	

science	and	engineering,	large-scale	simulation	models	based	on	deep	learning,	which	also	

constitutes	the	computational	basis	of	LLMs,	such	as	the	AlphaFold,	are	changing	ways	to	

develop	materials	in	the	whole	field	(Chan	et	al.,	2019).	Previously,	biological	scientists	and	

engineers	were	mandated	to	spend	more	than	months	to	years	exploring	protein	materials	

that	will	become	candidates	for	potential	pharmaceutical	development.	Now,	with	

AlphaFold,	they	can	identify	the	best	candidate	materials	within	less	than	a	few	days	(Chan	

et	al.,	2019).	Although	the	tool	per	se	can	only	simulate	structural	aspects	of	the	candidates	



20	

and	cannot	perfectly	emulate	how	they	work	in	living	organs,	extracted	information	can	

effectively	inform	follow-up	in-vitro	and	in-vivo	experiments	(Samorodnitsky,	2022).		

Likewise,	in	the	case	of	LLMs	and	moral	education,	moral	educators	can	conduct	

preliminary	simulations	to	predict	how	their	educational	materials	and	activities	influence	

students’	cognitive,	motivational,	and	behavioral	processes.	Then,	as	outputs	from	

AlphaFold	inform	further	in-vitro	and	in-vivo	investigations,	the	simulation	outputs	can	

provide	researchers	and	educators	with	insights	on	how	to	conduct	their	experiments	and	

how	to	implement	their	educational	activities	with	students.	It	might	be	a	significant	

advantage	because	even	a	brief	educational	intervention	might	produce	non-trivial	long-

term	impacts	(Yeager	&	Walton,	2011).	Thus,	gathering	information	to	predict	potential	

outcomes	in	advance	would	be	helpful	for	researchers	and	educators	(Han	et	al.,	2016,	

2018).	

Conclusion	Remarks	

I	reviewed	recent	updates	in	LLM	research	and	considered	how	LLMs	might	assist	

research	in	moral	education	and	development	in	this	paper.	In	the	process,	I	tested	a	

widely-used	LLM,	ChatGPT,	with	ethical	dilemmas	presented	by	the	bDIT.	I	also	examined	

whether	ChatGPT	possessed	the	chain	of	thought	and	reasoning	capabilities	to	update	its	

moral	decision	with	an	alternative	moral	philosophical	rationale	suggested	by	MLK’s	letter.	

Interestingly,	ChatGPT	demonstrated	moral	reasoning	and	the	capacity	to	modify	its	

reasoning	process	while	solving	the	presented	dilemmas.	Additionally,	I	also	tested	

ChatGPT’s	emotional	and	motivational	capabilities	by	presenting	different	types	of	moral	

exemplars.	They	could	report	the	perceived	relatability,	attainability,	and	elevation	similar	

to	human	participants.	Also,	ChatGPT	provided	the	rationale	of	their	responses	regarding	
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moral	emotion	and	motivation	in	addition	to	short	answers.	Although	the	resultant	outputs	

might	only	support	the	presence	of	rudimentary	reasoning	abilities	and	emotional	and	

motivational	capabilities,	ChatGPT	demonstrated	its	potential	in	simulating	moral	

functioning	and	its	improvement	via	interventions.	Based	on	the	outcomes,	I	briefly	

discussed	how	LLMs	might	help	moral	educators	better	conduct	research	in	moral	

education	and	development,	particularly	those	related	to	simulating	moral	psychological	

processes	and	educational	outcomes.	

Although	LLMs	possess	the	abovementioned	practical	benefits,	several	limitations	

warrant	our	attention.	First,	at	this	point,	we	cannot	ensure	that	LLMs	can	perfectly	

simulate	human	cognition	and	behavior.	Some	scholars	argue	that	even	if	LLMs	might	

perform	rudimentary	philosophical	reasoning	and	ToM	tasks	(Kosinski,	2023;	

Schwitzgebel	et	al.,	2023),	they	could	be	philosophical	zombies	that	conduct	their	behavior	

according	to	what	they	learned	from	large	corpora	(Chalmers,	2023).	According	to	the	

critique,	their	human-like	behaviors	are	mere	products	of	prediction	models	trained	by	

linguistic	data,	so	whether	they	emulate	human	cognition	or	sentience	is	not	ensured	

(Arcas	&	Agüera,	2022).	Instead	of	relying	on	LLMs	without	reservation,	until	the	further	

development	of	technology,	we	may	utilize	LLMs	as	testbeds	for	moral	psychology	and	

education	without	assuming	that	they	are	perfectly	emulating	humans.	Similar	to	the	case	

of	biotechnology,	in	which	scientists	use	AlphaFold	before	in-vivo	experiments	

(Samorodnitsky,	2022),	researchers	may	use	LLMs	before	conducting	experiments	with	

human	subjects	to	gather	additional	information.	

Second,	we	need	to	be	aware	of	the	issue	of	hallucinations.	Because	developers	

trained	LLMs	primarily	with	large-scale	general	corpora,	which	may	include	false	
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information,	LLMs	might	produce	untrustworthy	output	when	we	enter	inquiries	into	

them.	They	developed	LLMs	as	generative	prediction	models	based	on	trained	corpora	

while	paying	less	attention	to	their	veracity,	so	people	now	consider	hallucination	one	of	

their	severe	limitations	(McKenna	et	al.,	2023).	That	said,	moral	educators	should	carefully	

check	the	quality	of	products	generated	by	LLMs,	such	as	the	chain	of	thought	and	

reasoning	outputs,	so	that	the	products	do	not	contain	significant	false	or	unreliable	

information.	One	alleviating	fact	is	that	users	can	address	such	problematic	products,	

including	biased	responses,	by	providing	human	reinforcements	and	chain	of	thought	and	

reasoning	inputs	(Ganguli	et	al.,	2023;	Srivastava	et	al.,	2023;	Zhao	et	al.,	2023).	In	the	long	

run,	how	LLMs	correct	the	falsehood	and	incredibility	in	their	products,	particularly	those	

in	moral	domains,	through	interactive	feedback	processes,	can	also	be	an	interesting	

research	topic	for	moral	educators.	Insights	from	such	correction	processes	can	further	

inform	moral	education	intending	to	address	biases	and	misinformation,	which	has	become	

a	crucial	topic	after	the	COVID-19	pandemic	(Blackburn	et	al.,	2023;	Gover	et	al.,	2020).	

Third,		most	current	LLMs	can	only	utilize	language	corpora	as	input,	so	they	might	

not	be	able	to	perform	simulations	with	diverse	modalities	of	input,	e.g.,	visual,	tactical,	and	

visceral	information,	unlike	human	beings	(Chalmers,	2023).	Thus,	limited	linguistic	

information	constitutes	input	for	simulations,	so	the	models	might	only	imperfectly	

emulate	moral	functioning	that	uses	diverse	modalities	of	inputs	and	involves	embodiment	

(Narvaez,	2016).	One	good	news	is	that	engineers	are	now	developing	devices	supporting	

multiple	modalities	for	data	input	and	output	(Chalmers,	2023;	Mu	et	al.,	2023).	

Researchers	can	simulate	moral	functioning	with	multimodal	data	obtained	beyond	human	
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language	once	such	devices	become	available.	The	enhanced	simulation	models	will	allow	

researchers	to	examine	human	moral	functioning	more	realistically.		

Due	to	the	same	reason,	I	could	only	investigate	the	limited	domains	of	moral	

psychology	and	education,	e.g.,	moral	reasoning	and	moral	exemplar	intervention,	in	this	

paper.	Although	moral	reasoning	is	one	fundamental	factor	predicting	moral	motivation	

and	behavior	(May,	2018),	it	could	not	be	a	sufficient	condition	for	them	(Darnell	et	al.,	

2022).	Also,	moral	educators	utilize	various	educational	methods	other	than	moral	

exemplar	intervention,	such	as	service	learning.	Once	multimodal	input	and	output	are	

supported,	we	will	be	able	to	examine	various	functional	components,	such	as	moral	

identity	and	empathy,	which	constitute	the	complex	network	of	moral	functioning	(Darnell	

et	al.,	2022;	Han,	2023b),	and	educational	methods.	

Despite	the	limitations	of	LLMs	at	this	point,	I	suggest	LLMs	are	noteworthy	in	

research	on	moral	education	and	development	in	the	long	run.	Recent	developments	in	

computer	science	have	enabled	LLMs	to	possess	emerging	features	central	to	simulating	

human	psychological	processes,	such	as	in-context	learning	and	reasoning,	the	chain	of	

thought	and	reasoning,	reasoning-based	correction,	and	ToM	capabilities,	which	were	not	

available	previously.	Given	the	abovementioned	novel	capabilities	constitute	the	basis	for	

moral	functioning,	it	must	be	interesting	to	see	how	LLMs	evolve.	Once	they	acquire	

additional	functionalities	to	simulate	human	cognition	more	accurately	(Arcas	&	Agüera,	

2022),	moral	educators	will	get	more	insights	into	their	research.	Until	then,	we	should	pay	

keen	attention	to	novel	findings	and	updates	regarding	LLMs,	particularly	those	closely	

related	to	human	morality.	
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