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Morality is a core aspect of an individual’s identity and sense of being as it determines the rules we place upon our thoughts and actions. Morality is psychologically defined as “a system of beliefs or set of values relating to right conduct, against which behaviour is judged to be acceptable or unacceptable” (American Psychological Association, n.d.). This implies that the morality of an individual is highly subjective and is determined by the personal characteristics of the person in question, serving as a means in which to guide a person’s thoughts and actions. However, morality is a complex topic and involves many different interpretations of what it means on a conceptual level. As such, many have sought to understand how one’s morality is shaped and developed, this area of discussion is referred to as Moral Development. Moral development is a large and diverse topic, with many different theories created to explain this process, each originating from a different psychological perspective. As such, there will be focus place upon theories of moral development from two different perspectives, these being a sociocultural and cognitive perspective. In addition to this, comparisons and contrasts will be made between both perspectives, with attention placed upon what these two perspectives acknowledge and what they may overlook when explaining moral development.


	The cognitive perspective of psychology focuses upon the functions of the brain and how this influences a person’s behaviour. Key research for this perspective involves the work of Piaget, in which various stages of development are proposed (Halpenny & Pettersen, 2013). This involved four stages, beginning with the ‘sensorimotor’ stage, the first developmental milestone involving infant awareness (Halpenny & Pettersen, 2013). The second being ‘preoperational’, occurring at two years of age, where children will attempt to seek rational answers to certain events (Halpenny & Pettersen, 2013). The third stage, ‘concrete operational’, occurs between seven and eleven years old and involves the development of internal rules which may be applied to a variety of situations (Halpenny & Pettersen, 2013). The final stage, ‘formal operational’ occurs at approximately eleven years old and involves the development of more precise abstract thought, being that the individual can evaluate and understand information without it being directly presented to them (Halpenny & Pettersen, 2013). Piaget applied this understanding to his observations of children playing games in which he observed how children create and adhere to the various rules of the game (Linaza, 1984). Piaget then suggested that a child’s intellectual development can be bolstered by play activities such as cooperation with others and an understanding of the rules, contributing to the development of the child’s previously mentioned cognitive structures (Linaza, 1984). This observation led Piaget to two discoveries - that children will adhere to various rules set out to them and why they chose to do so, be it the result of obligation to the rules or their own free will, the former choice being heteronomous reasoning and the latter, autonomous (Piaget, 1932).

	
[bookmark: _GoBack]	While Piaget’s research on cognitive moral development is extensive, the primary contributions made in this field are the fruits of Kohlberg’s work. Kohlberg further suggested six developmental stages for moral development, categorised into three levels (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977). This theory was substantiated by Kohlberg’s study (1956), comprised of seventy-two males between the ages of eleven to sixteen years old, and conducted over the course of twenty years. The findings led him to theorise the six stages (Gross, 2015). This first involves the ‘Preconventional Level’ - This is comprised of the first and second stage of moral development (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977). The first stage, ‘Punishment-and-Obedience Orientation’, consists of the child being concerned with the physical consequences that may come as a result of a certain action which determines whether that action is good or bad, avoiding potential punishment as opposed to adhering to moral integrity (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977). The second stage, ‘Instrumental-Relativist Orientation’, focuses upon the positivity of actions being derived from the benefits of self-satisfaction, with the child only providing satisfaction to others if the other individual has reciprocated. This functions more like an exchange as opposed to acting from any sense of justice or loyalty (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977). This would then introduce the second level, the ‘Conventional Level’ - This level is comprised of the third and fourth stage, the third being the ‘Interpersonal Concordance Orientation’ consisting of engaging in ‘good’ behaviours for the sake of gaining approval from their peers, as this approval has become important to the individual (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977). The fourth stage, ‘Law and Order Orientation’, involves the individual now respecting and adhering to the rules of authority for the sake of one’s loyalty and obligation to the rules of social order (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977). The theory then suggests a third and final level, the ‘Postconventional, Autonomous or Principled Level’ - This level is comprised of the fifth and sixth stage of moral development. The fifth stage, ‘Social-Contract, legalistic orientation’, consists of the ‘moral’ action defined by the critical consensus of society (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977). This shares many similarities with the fourth stage, however, where the individual strictly follows the rules in stage four, stage five is differentiated through the individual’s application of personal values and opinions, as while there is an adherence to these rules, the individual can apply rational thinking to possibly change these rules, emphasising their independence (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977). The sixth and final stage is the ‘universal-ethical-principle orientation’, consisting of the individual adhering to their own set of moral rules which they have defined through logical comprehension and are able to maintain these rules consistently (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977). This is to treat individuals with equal respect, to respect their rights and to respect them as their own individuals (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977). However, stage six is often contended as no significant evidence had been found to validate the existence of this stage (Kavathatzopoulos, 1991). The theory overall suggests that an individual’s sense of justice is the prevailing factor that develops throughout these stages (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977). This theory forms the crux of Kohlberg’s main contributions to the cognitive perspective’s understandings of moral development. 


	As with any theory, there have been several critiques since its conception. One positive example of the theory would be its significant contribution to current understanding of moral development. However, there are several problems found in this study. An example of criticism would be the suggestion by Habermas (1990) in which he states that the theory is concerned with the internal rational structures of the individual and, as such, causes difficulty in attempting to empirically prove or disprove the theory. The most notable of these critique’s would be Gilligan, who suggested that a gender bias underlies the theory since the sample used was comprised entirely of males. Thus, this represents a male pathway for moral development (Gilligan, 1982, 1993, cited in Gross, 2015). With this, Gilligan suggested that while Kohlberg’s theory had laid out ‘justice and law’ framework as a pathway for male morality, she differentiated female morality with the principles of ‘compassion and care’ framework (Gross, 2015; Gilligan & Attanucci, 1988). As demonstrated by Gilligan, this poses a significant drawback to Kohlberg’s theory as it is presented as a universal path to moral development while the sample to form the basis of the entire theory had consisted of merely one group of individuals. However, further research contended Gilligan’s suggestion of a morality difference because of gender as a study by Johnston (1988) found that males were also able to use the ‘care’ framework whilst females were able to use the ‘justice’ framework when pressed to do so (Gross, 2015). Haste et al (1998) suggests that based upon these findings, there is validity in Gilligan’s suggestion of a second moral framework, however, this does not entail that these frameworks are gender exclusive (Gross, 2015). Overall, Kohlberg’s theory does present a strength due to its empirical validity because of the study conducted by Kohlberg, with the additional strength of its research beyond teen years, suggesting this development is an ongoing process. However even this is contended as it is an internal development. Compounded with Gilligan’s criticisms of gender bias, the theory does not take certain factors into account. However, Johnstone’s findings (1988) somewhat negate Gilligan’s suggestions as males and females were able to interchange the two frameworks when pressed to do so (Gross, 2015). Thus, while Gilligan’s suggestion of two frameworks still maintains validity, it may subtract from her claims of a theory being gender-biased as males have also been demonstrated to display a ‘care’ framework alongside a ‘justice’ framework. 


	In contrast to the cognitive perspective, the socio-cultural perspective also provides its own understanding of moral development. Much like Piaget, Vygotsky’s suggestions had contributed significantly to a socio-cultural understanding of moral development. An example would be Vygotsky’s ‘concept formation’ theory in which he suggested that children will engage in higher cognitive functions to form their own meanings through engagement with language (Vygotsky, 1978, cited in Wu, 2015), entailing that children will develop moral meaning because of their language and thinking skills (Tappan, 1997). Crawford (2010) suggested that Vygotsky’s theory shares similarities to moral development as the individual develops their own understanding of meaning independently from predetermined behaviours in Vygotsky’s theory (Crawford, 2010) This is to say that Vygotsky’s ‘concept formation’ theory may be applied as an understanding for the development of moral ability to be a present-centred process, entailing that the process focuses upon the social contexts of the here and now as opposed to following a strict guideline to how a person morally develops over a period of time (Crawford, 2010). 


Despite this, main contributions to a socio-cultural perspective of moral development derive from the works of Turiel, much like how Kohlberg had contributed to his own perspective. An example of this would involve Turiel’s (1983) ‘Social Interactional’ theory in which he offers an alternative explanation of moral development in opposition what has been suggested by Kohlberg (Schweder, Mahapatra & Miller, 1987). While theory bares some similarity to Kohlberg’s three levels of moral development, Turiel, Nucci and Smetana propose an alternate set of domains, these being personal, conventional and moral (Schweder et al., 1987; Turiel, 1983). These stages are distinguishable to children as it is suggested that children between three to five years old have had experience with both forms of moral quandaries and therefore, are able to distinguish between what is a moral and what is convention (Schweder et al, 1987) The caveat of this theory being each of these three levels independent of each other, each developing in complexity regardless of the other’s influence, this is to suggest that they co-exist as opposed to being interdependent upon each other’s development (Schweder et al., 1987). The theory suggests that the difference between what is moral and what is convention is defined by the qualitative difference in social interactions, with different classifications of these social events resulting in different developments in the individual’s social knowledge (Smetana, 1983, cited in Schweder et al., 1987). The theory suggests that moral understandings entails an objective sense of justice, rights, welfare of others and harm, with these being affected as a result of the individual’s actions such as physically harming another individual, an event which may be objectively observed by others (Schweder et al, 1987) which bares similarity with Kohlberg’s aforementioned suggestions of an inherent understanding of justice, albeit developed through different means. Convention serves to contrast with this notion and is the differentiating factor between this theory and Kohlberg’s as this is to morally determine something based upon the social conventions of the given culture such as wearing clothing intended for the opposite gender (Schweder et al, 1987). This is to suggest that these actions are not inherently ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ but are judged upon social context (Schweder et al, 1987). The personal stage serves to act as the individual’s personal lens into these situations as this consists of their personal tastes and preferences for any given situation, these also being a factor of influence for the individual. (Schweder et al, 1987). 


	There also comes critiques for Turiel’s theory, one of which would include the critique by Schweder (1987) in which he suggested that a potential strength of the theory is its suggestion that children are able to distinguish between moral obligation and social convention between the ages of three to five, entailing that children will develop a sense of morality at a young age. This contrasts with Kohlberg’s study sample of adolescents in which he had determined that the stages of moral development occurred during an individual’s adolescent years as previously discussed. However, Schweder (1987) also offers drawbacks for the theory, one of which would include its disregard for conventional events being tied to moral implications because of the social meaning they may have. Schweder et al (1987) then suggests that this may be due to the arbitrary means in which Turiel et al has decided to define morality, this being that moral violations involve harming someone through certain kinds of harm, this generally being physical, psychological or any other form of overt harm. With this, Schweder et al (1987) then questions the theory’s validity on the grounds of how it may classify potential issues with examples such as failing to perform funeral rites for deceased parents, demonstrating that the theory does not take every moral quandary into account (Schweder et al., 1987). 


	In conclusion, both cognitive and socio-cultural perspectives, specifically Kohlberg and Turiel, offer detailed understandings of how someone may develop their ethical properties. Despite the differences in perspective, they share some similarities in their theories through the notions of justice and rights being involved in the developmental process, however, as mentioned earlier, the key distinction between the two is Turiel’s focus upon social conventions as opposed to focus upon the internal thought processes. There also comes the previous suggestion that aspects of Kohlberg’s theory are empirically difficult to prove because of the theory’s focus upon the internal processes, as opposed to the external which proves to be more tangible and measurable by comparison. Overall, while both theories may have drawbacks which may limit their validity, they offer descriptive and detailed understandings moral development which have had a significant influence upon research in the area and set the groundwork for further work to continue in the future.
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