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	To enable the critical comparison of one cognitive and one sociocultural theory of moral development, it will be firstly prudent to establish what is meant by moral development, secondly where cognitive and sociocultural theories of moral development were both founded and developed. Once this has been established it will then be possible to critically compare, not only the difference between the two but to also critique within the two sides as well and discuss whether morals are affected by an individual’s position on Maslow’s hierarchy of needs.
	Moral development is, according to Colman (2015), “The formation and maturation of a sense of right and wrong…” (p. 477), during the course of, typical cognitive development within children. Cognitive moral development was first developed by Piaget (1932) and later developed by Kohlberg (1958) who devised the “cognitive developmental approach” (Gibbs, 2014, p. 39), these approaches are seen as “structural approaches” (Turiel, 1983, p. 130). Whilst the sociocultural theory that was developed by Turiel (1983), a “non-structural approach (Turiel, 1983, p. 130), from Vygotski’s social developmental theory (1934). 
	Kohlberg (1958), in his cognitive developmental approach, agreed with Piaget (1932), in that morality was developed in stages, and put forwards six stages of development in three distinct levels. Level one being the Pre-conventional morality – where individuals do not have a personal moral code, but one that is influenced and shaped by significant adults and authority.  This consists of stage one, obedience and punishment orientation; in that an individual will do good to avoid punishment and that if someone is punished, they must have done wrong, and stage two, individualism and exchange; here individuals realise that there can be more than one viewpoint. Level two, conventional morality, where most individual adults and adolescents begin to internalize moral standards, the two stages are Good interpersonal relationships – here the individual is good to be seen as good so as to receive approval of others - and maintaining the social order – becoming aware of societies wider rules, and therefore obeying laws to avoid guilt. Finally level three, post conventional morality - a more abstract level, where self-chosen principles and moral reasoning are based on justice and the rights of the individual and , consisting of, again, two stages, namely, social contract and individual rights for stage  - this is where individuals become aware that rules and laws exist for the good of the majority but can fail on individual levels, and universal principles being the final stage – where individuals own moral guidelines exist that may or may not fit the law, and these principles apply to everyone. 
	Kohlberg had developed scenarios to pose moral dilemmas to people and would judge by the responses at which stage the individual was at. These dilemmas were considered by Rosen (1980) as both hypothetical and artificial, thereby invalidating what Kohlberg was discussing. One big criticism from within the field of cognitive development came from Gilligan (1977), who said that Kohlberg had only used heterosexual white males, so showed a gender bias thus invalidating his work.  Gilligan then went on to work with females, this would then show gender bias again, and neither Gilligan or Kohlberg took into consideration the moralistic values of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender or queer. It was also said that Kohlberg’s research design was poor and cross sectional (Colby, Kohlberg, Gibbs, & Lieberman, 1983). Colby et al., (1983) conducted a study using Kohlberg’s original study, on 58 participants six times over twenty-seven years.
	Kohlberg, like Piaget, had said that the stages, once reached, were fixed and would lead naturally onto the next. Rest (1980), established that one in fourteen individuals slip back (morally) which weakens the evidence for distinct stages. this criticism was also developed by Bee (1994), who believed that moral judgement and moral behaviour did not necessarily go hand in hand, though Kohlberg himself, had never claimed a one to one correspondence between acting and thinking, but only suggested a link. Bee did suggest that moral behaviour is only partly to do with moral reasoning and that people, over time, develop habits, change their perception of situations, submit to peer pressure and examine the costs and benefits of a given situation. This links to Maslow’s (1943), hierarchy of needs which explains that to achieve the next level, the current level must be satisfied., Thus, if there is a change in fortune, then, individuals that are or very near to self-actualization have the luxury of a higher moral compass, whereas, Kohlberg’s (1958) sixth stage – that individuals have their own moral values that may be outside the rules of society, will if falling a level on Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, change their moral judgement. An example of this could be a homeless man stealing food to survive, whereas, a rich person steals because he can.
	Gibbs (2014), critiques Kohlberg, by saying that it is not necessary to wait until the “meta-ethical struggles of [the] adult years” (Gibbs, 2014, p. 93) and that an adolescent of above average intelligence can rise above the basic moral level. Adults in Kohlberg’s theory not only develop ethically based judgements, but existential reflection. and that his three levels of prior, “existential and ontological reflection” (Gibbs, 2014, p. 94), who further adds, which can be found amongst adolescents of type-B personality as early as stages three and four, and therefore pose such questions as the relativity of morals, this then links back to Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, where the individuals moral stand is dependent on their level of the pyramid.
Another criticism levelled at Kohlberg’s theory, was by Rest (1980), was that it showed only white, American moral values, thus, setting them as being superior to any other culture or society, thus showing that Kohlberg’s theory had no universal validity, as different cultures and societies have a variance of different norms and values.
	Thus, we now move onto how moral development is examined through the non-structuralist approach of Sociocultural theory, that stemmed from Vygotsky’s (1934) social development theory, which differed in number of ways from Piaget’s cognitive approach, firstly, Vygotsky place more emphasis on the cultural affects of cognitive development, hence, assuming cognitive development has cultural variations, whereas, Piaget stated that cognitive development is only ‘mostly’ cultural. Secondly, stated that social interactions from guided learning within a zone of proximal development as individuals co-construct with partners, thus, the environment in which one grows up will influence the individuals thougt processes and ideas. Thirdly, Piaget maintained that language depended on thought for development, where as Vygotsky believed thought and language were two individual systems that merge to produce verbal thought, and internalization of language. Fourthly, in Vygotsky’s theory, adults are the most important source for the development of cognition, whereas Piaget believed it was peers. One of the first criticisms that can be levelled at Vygotsky is that it has not received the intense scrutiny that Piaget did as his work was behind the iron curtain in Russia. Rogoff (1990), denies that Vygotsky is universal, as the concept of “scaffolding” which is verbose, may not be as effective as observation and practice that some cultures develop for certain skills. 
	This work of Vygotsky was used as the basis for Turiel (1983), observed that individuals as children encounter firstly, moral rules that are concerned with the privileges afforded to the individual, and then secondly, rules of social conventionality (Dien, 1997), and further adds, they learn that anything that is classed as a moral transgression is always wrong, no matter what it is, Whereas, social conventions can be broken if there is no specific rule relating to it. The difference is learnt early in childhood due to seeing the victim’s reaction to moral transgression. Dien (1997), further explains that there has been empirical evidence for these observations by Smetana (1981; 1985) and Smetana, Schlagman and Adams (1993), and that Turiel’s claim that children everywhere learn at an early age to differentiate between the two. An example of this was the work of Shweder, Mahapatra and Miller (1990) who found no meaning in rules pertaining to social conventions and that only morality affected Indian children, where as American children were more interested in social conventions than moral conventions.
	This assignment has looked at the definition of moral development and where both the cognitive and sociocultural theories have their roots and beginnings. It then moved on to examine and critique the work of Piaget, Kohlberg, Vygotsky and Turiel, with the aid of various authors and linked to how morality depends on an individuals standing in Maslow’s hierarchy of needs and that it is neither cross-cultural, universally cultural, and that it is not as rigid as structural cognitive theorists state, but that there is some fluidity as the non-structural sociocultural theorists believe. Overall there appears to be no hard and fast rules to the way individuals develop morally, there are good and not so good points put forward by both sides.
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