Describe and discuss cognitive explanations of the development of moral reasoning.
[bookmark: _Int_HbV6kvF9]Moral reasoning refers to how we analyse our surrounding and situations to determine what is right or wrong. Three researchers: Piaget, Kohlberg and Gilligan use the cognitive approach to explain the development of moral reasoning. So, how our mind interprets and codes information then the effects of this information on our moral reasoning. Piaget focuses on two types of moral reasoning that shifts based on the complexity of our thinking which differs depending on age. Kohlberg acknowledges this but proposes that the development of moral reasoning is more complex than the distinction between two types of reasoning. Finally, Gilligan acknowledged there is more to moral reasoning than justice, a moral reasoning surrounding the principles of care.
[bookmark: _Int_qyNPavUE]According to Piaget, there are two distinct types of moral reasoning: Heteronomous and autonomous. These develop at various stages of life. He argues that as we get older, our cognitive thinking becomes more complex, so every decision we make involves motivation and intention. This suggests there must be a thought process when making moral or immoral decisions. Piaget goes onto suggest this typically happens after the age of 10 and this is classified as autonomous reasoning, but before that, typically at the ages of 7 or younger, our decisions are egocentric suggesting we have more of an individualistic viewpoint and do things in a way that does not sabotage us, typically by following rules to not get negative consequences. He argues this is a heteronomous type of moral reasoning where our judgment is based on the cognitive scripts we have created, through rules authority figures instil in us. As they are superior to us, thus, must be followed. Children will base their decisions on the rules they were taught. This was supported by his study using the game of marbles to study how children used the games rules. He changed the rules of the game and found, children 7 or younger played by how they were taught, as the rules were seen as unchangeable thus, refused to accept  these new rules. However, after the age of 10, children began to acknowledge rules are socially constructed thus, they can adjust the game, making their own rules. This is explained through understanding that younger children have an inbuilt schema due to their authority figures that a wrong action leads to punishment. However, older people acknowledge that punishment only occurs if they are caught. He also used other studies to support his argument. For example, Piaget would tell the story of the roll and ribbon to children which was where a Albert  stole a roll as for his poor friend, and Henriette stole a ribbon to put on her dress. Younger children's moral reasoning tended to focus more on the quantity that was stolen than the intentions of the theft. Therefore, they would say the child stealing the roll was naughtier as it was a larger quantity. Also, this is based on the fact younger children have heteronomous reasoning, so they were taught stealing is wrong and that is it, so they do not investigate the intentions of the theft. However, older children would acknowledge the reason the child stole the roll and sympathise with that child thus, argue the naughtiest child would be the one who stole the ribbon, as they have an autonomous moral reasoning. This is because according to Piaget older children have a more complex cognitive understanding. Allowing them to acknowledge the girls' intentions where purely for her individual needs, not to help others. There have been many benefits to Piaget's work, one being that it has led to a further understanding of our moral reasoning by instigating the development of further theories such as Kohlberg's theory of moral reasoning, which was based on the Piagetian tradition and provided us with greater knowledge of moral reasoning beyond childhood. However, many issues arise from Piaget's theory, one being that Piaget's focus is on social issues, not moral issues, which are two different rules. Social issues we have seen can be changed. For example, social views on homosexuality since the 20th century have changed. However, morality cannot be changed. Furthermore, studies have been done suggesting Piaget underestimates a child's cognitive ability of understanding immoral behaviour for example, Vaish, Carpenter & Tomasello conducted a study that found if a child previously had observed an adult being immoral to another person, they would be less likely to help them compared to a neutral person who has not done harm (Vaish, Carpenter & Tomasello 2010). This shows despite what Piaget says a child can understand complex phenomenon when it comes to right from wrong.  
Additionally, Kohlberg did go on to mention these two types on moral reasoning. However, in contrast to Piaget he did not argue this shift was so straight forward and disagreed that there were just two types of reasoning. He argues that morality is how we overcome cognitive conflicts; we access the situations around us and think logically and rationally. He used a study called Heinz and druggist to show the difference between young and older peoples moral reasoning. Younger people would simply say stealing is wrong and there is no exception, so according to them Heinz was wrong. However, as older people start to resolve their own cognitive conflicts and think independently, they see that it was rational and logical for Heinz to steal to save his wife. Kohlberg would argue this is all due to a young person not having the ability to think logically or rationally because they have not been exposed to a situation where you have someone's life at stake thus, they cannot reason with Heinz. Kohlberg studied children from various cultures and provided them moral dilemmas which led him to the discovery that people develop moral reasoning through stages, these looked at the different thought processes and influences people have that determine our moral judgement. 
[bookmark: _Int_9m5ayWCp]Level one: pre-conventional reasoning, this stage is believed to be the lowest stage where our moral reasoning is based on rewards and costs which are culturally or socially determined. So, our actions and beliefs are determined by what we assume our consequences will be, due to scripts we have created on how we should behave. Therefore, those in this stage tend to follow authority figures to avoid negative consequences. In stage one you follow others to avoid punishment even if they do not match your moral values. In stage two your reasoning depends on what satisfies your needs whilst still sometimes satisfying those of others. 
[bookmark: _Int_mhbB93kW]Level two: conventional reasoning, this stage refers to the stage where individuals start becoming aware of their social roles and responsibilities in society thus, they live up to these standards by behaving in a way that’s expected by society and their families Norms. Stage 3 argues behaviour is determined by what you feel will gain others approval, so meeting societies expectations of you and the stereotypes surrounding you. Stage four  correspond with law and order, so morality is determined by what is lawfully right.
level three: post-conventional reasoning, this is the last stage and refers to the idea that individuals recognise a social construct and that we must abide to universal moral standards. But, in this stage individuals are a lot more individualistic and explore their own ethics and moral standards through experience whilst still acknowledging universal moral codes. Stage 5 Individual behaves in a way that is agreed upon by society as good.Stage 6 A individuals behaviour is constructed by acknowledging the university moral standards but also including their own ethical Principles.
[bookmark: _Int_kDsiOTTK]Furthermore, according to Kohlberg morality is also influenced through the discussion method where first you get exposed to an elevated level or moral reasoning which will then conflict with you pre-existing schemas of morality then for this conflict to be overcome the conflicting views on morality must be compared to develop a more complex moral reasoning. 
[bookmark: _Int_0vNt5Va4]It can be argued that Kohlberg's theory is androcentric and reductionist, focusing solely on men, this  was hugely critiqued by Gilligan. Gilligan went on to argue that Kohlberg's theory only considered the justice perspective of moral reasoning not the care. She argued this was due to his research being based on male responses which tends to not consider the emotional part of moral reasoning associated with connectedness and care. However. It could be further argued that Gilligan is not the best researcher to avoid gender bias. As although she criticised Kohlberg for being gender bias against women she focuses only on women. So, there is an issue relating to gender for both psychologists. On the other hand, although there are many criticisms of Kohlberg’s research, he did provide researchers with more understanding of moral reasoning as he developed Piaget's work, using Piagetian tradition but acknowledging that there are variations of reasoning due to cognitive differences in each stage of our life. Kohlberg various stages acknowledged how there are diverse ways we interpret information from the outside world. Suggesting it is not a straightforward distinction between Heteronomous and Autonomous reasoning but based on our growth and ability to create new schemas whilst resolving conflicts with our old schemas. Additionally, according to Zhang and Zhao Kohlberg's theory has led to major reforms to the education system all around the world, by expressing the importance on providing children with different opinions and experiences so they can improve their moral reasoning rather than instilling them with moral norms. This was seen in China where “Yang Shaogang invited German psychologist professor Georg” to a university in China and when students were provided with moral dilemmas their moral judgment competence increased compared to when they were not (Zhang, Q. and Zhao, H. 2017). Lastly, Kohlberg’s stages of moral development have pronged to be universities and his findings have been  consistent in different cultures. Such as Mexico, Taiwan, Turkey, Israel, India and many more. He interviews children in these various countries and his findings suggest people from different cultures go through these stages of moral development (Edwards, 1980). Therefore, his theory can be generalised to many cultures. 
[bookmark: _Int_ncmpEwzb]Kohlberg led to Gilligan's Development of morality of response and care as previously stated because she suggested that Kohlberg's theory did not acknowledge all genders. She proposed that moral reasoning is developed based on relationships and connections formed with others thus, women when making decisions are more likely to look at the context and consider reasons for certain behaviours and accept expectation in situations to ensure relationships are maintained. Whereas, according to Gilligan men are more focused on the justice sector and use the Morals and principles to make decision. Thus, are less likely to accept immoral decisions. Although, Gilligan has shown people the issues with Kohlberg theory and provided another explanation to the development of moral reasoning which has widened society’s knowledge on the several types of moral reasoning. She is still very gender bias as she only used women in her sample and though it was not her intention, she has placed women once again into their socially constructed nurturing roles. Furthermore, Blum argues that although women may have a greater capacity for care there is no crucial difference between genders (Blum, 2001). Thus, Gilligan exaggerates these gender differences.
[bookmark: _Int_kxpTPSha][bookmark: _Int_FEEirHMm]Based on this empirical evidence, I can conclude that Gilligan's theory of morality of response and care stems from Kohlberg's theory by acknowledging there is more to morality than justice. But those of women are influenced by relationships we have and how connected we feel to society and individuals. Both Piaget and Kohlberg's research have provided huge insight into the cognitive explanation of moral development such as how at a younger stage according to Piaget we follow these internal scripts in our head of the rules created by authoritative figures thus our moral reasoning is based on the influence of others; as we get older our thinking is more complex, we become more individualistic and acknowledge we can create our own ideas of morality. However, Kohlberg's research has shown researchers that there is more to moral reasoning than just two distinctive types and that they are not clear cut and separated into different age groups. Kohlberg acknowledges that as we get exposed to more situations in real life our views on morality changes as we base our decisions on what we know. Thus, Kohlberg gives us a more complete, in detail explanation of our development of moral reasoning however, neither researcher acknowledge the social and cultural explanation of moral reasoning and the importance of emotions in moral reasoning. Thus, I can conclude that all three psychologists can explain the mental processes that lead us to develop moral reasoning, but this is not enough to understand the full depth of moral reasoning. 
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