1701414		Development and Individual Differences
Compare and Contrast Two Theories of Cognitive Development
In this essay Piaget and Vygotsky's theories will be contrasted and compared upon their capacity to explain cognitive development, firstly both scholar’s fundamental assumptions will be explored. Piaget and Vygotsky were constructivists; although, Vygotsky was considered a social constructivist. Constructivism is the hypothesis of how individuals learn, however, social constructivism is the hypothesis of learning through communication with others (Schreiber and Valle, 2013). This essay additionally concentrates on the capacity of Piaget and Vygotsky's theories to clarify cognitive development. Cognitive development is the perceptions and feelings developed through past encounters during life (Flavell, 1992). It is vital to investigate theories of cognitive development to comprehend the most ideal approach to teaching children and to understand what can cause people to act in the manner they do. 
Piaget's (and Inhelder, 1967) hypothesis’ introduced four major phases of cognitive development. From zero to two years of age children are in the Sensorimotor stage, which means the child’s schemas determine their cognition. Matured two to seven year old children are in the Pre-operational stage meaning in spite of the fact that they may find it difficult to order objects, they do have an emblematic comprehension of solid items. Children who are in the vicinity of seven and twelve years of age are in the Concrete stage this implies they now comprehend the connection between solid items and hence can arrange them. Finally, the Formal Operational Stage, twelve years of age to adulthood implies the individual can think in conceptual terms and partake in hypothetico-deductive thinking. Piaget did however understand that all children are different and may progress through the stages at different rates not specifically as they reach a certain age. It is critical to understand that Piaget thought that education and development were isolated and that children cannot cognitively develop through teaching although can develop through activity. Development in children occurs through three biological propensities, Organisation, which implies the individual can coordinate their current schemas. Assimilation – the capacity to make new encounters fit old schemas and Accommodation, altering existing patterns to fit another condition or circumstance (Piaget and Inhelder, 1967). 
Vygotsky's hypothesis contrarily to Piaget’s theory suggests that without effective teaching legitimate cognitive development is not possible (Daniels, 2014). Vygotsky highlights the significance of social communication, peer to peer communication and adult to child connections to enable cognitive development. Between zero and two years, children are developing and exploring, after two they start to learn and comprehend culture, for example, dialect. Vygotsky suggested that thought is unimaginable without language and that development happens through situational reorganisation (Daniels, 2014). 
Albeit both Piaget and Vygotsky's hypotheses deliver an understanding of cognitive development, there are numerous resemblances and contrasts which should be addressed and explored to elect the most feasible theory to explain cognitive development. An important distinction amongst Piaget and Vygotsky’s theories is that Piaget's hypothesis is viewed as individualistic, implying that the child controls their thoughts, intellect, and schemas on their own (Bruner 1997). Although Vygotsky's hypothesis is thought to be collectivistic, this implies the child requires devices, social co-operation and signs to empower cognitive development (Stetsenko, 2004). As Piaget's theory is considered individualistic it implies that there is next to no accentuation on the impacts of social interaction on cognitive development (Cohen, 1983). This means that Piaget's theory could be considered as reductionist and simplistic which restricts the hypothesis’ capacity to explore and to explain cognitive development. Although, as Lourenco (2012) clarifies Piaget mentions that without social interactions he would not have the capacity to arrange his operations reasonably and thusly his operations would simply be an arrangement of thoughts. Vygotsky on the other hand, placed a large amount of attention upon social and cultural communication resulting in numerous different considerations of cognitive development not being represented in his theory. For instance; emotional considerations (Feldman and Fowler, 1997). This likewise to Piaget, proposes there are constraints to Vygotsky's hypothesis which influence its capacity to explain cognitive development. 
Social interaction is essential, and Piaget confined his theory by not underlining how indispensable it is. An example of how imperative social communication is, is the case of Genie Wiley. Genie was a girl who languished extreme disregard, abuse, and neglect for the beginning thirteen years of her life, she was locked in a room and never communicated with. Because of this disregard, Genie didn't advance through Piaget's phases of cognitive development (Curtiss, 2014). According to Piaget’s theories, Genie would have been trapped in the preoperational stage, this caused her to become egocentric and prevented her from understanding theory of mind. As Genie did not encounter any social connections she did not generate dialect abilities or comprehend how the world functions (Curtiss, 2014). Piaget neglected to clarify how need social communication would affect the child and in this way his theory does not explain cognitive development thoroughly, as it is clear from Genie's case that social interaction is a vital consideration for cognitive development theories and it is not feasible for children to encounter cognitive progression without it (Brown, Metz and Campione, 1996). 

There are however a few similitudes amongst Piaget and Vygotsky's speculations. The two analysts suggested that the rate an individual cognitively develops reduced with age, which means the older an individual grows, the less their cognition progresses (Eggen and Kauchak, 2013). They additionally concurred that cognitive development is caused by cognitive conflict and maturation, when a child’s experience does not line up with current schema constructions they will fit the event to a newly constructed schema. The consequences of this result in the child’s understanding becoming more complex, this outlines cognitive development (Eggen and Kauchak, 2013). However, if a child’s schema can clarify what it can recognise around it, it is said to be in a state of equilibrium, which therefore will not enable further cognitive development (Bormanaki and Khoshhal, 2017).
Both Piaget and Vygotsky studied children playing and understood that children are dynamic throughout their learning. Piaget and Vygotsky asserted that children learned through investigation of their environment, which, therefore, shapes the child's intellect and cognitive development (Mayer, 2008). Through research Piaget and Vygotsky recognised that through theoretical play enabled children to develop skills which allowed them to duplicate individuals and recreate their occupation in civilisation e.g. postman or parent, known as role play (Gaskins and Goncu, 1988). 
Though both theorists saw how imperative play was for a child, they separately created distinctive speculations clarifying why it was crucial. Vygotsky suggested that children required representative play and fantasy circumstances since they are unable to comprehend their present inclinations and wishes (Gaskins and Goncu, 1988). Vygotsky consequently, documented that play allowed children to enter the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) which enabled the child to progress cognitively and fulfill wish satisfaction (Gaskins and Goncu, 1988). Piaget however, recommended that children need representative play as it allows assimilation, to permit new encounters to fit previous schemas (Gaskins and Goncu, 1988). Piaget speculated that emblematic play enabled solidification of schemas for circumstances the child may not yet comprehend and accordingly through representative play children can recover and reconstitute past encounters (Gaskins and Goncu, 1988). Both Piaget and Vygotsky’s theories clarify the cognitive development of a child, although, it can be argued the degree they are dependable and significant. 
Numerous critics assert that Piaget thought little of the age that children were capable of completing tasks and logically comprehend them (see Donaldson, 1987; Siegal, 1991). They additionally suggested that Piaget neglected to recognize the difference between competence and execution, which prompted his research being founded on evaluating the execution of the child and not considering that they may be unable to comprehend the task itself (Siegal, 1991). Analysts (Brainerd, 1978) have disentangled the Piagetian assignments and have discovered that children are able more often to finish the task with the more simple requests and in this way have demonstrated that Piaget overestimated children' competency (Siegal, 1991). However, Piaget explained this phenomenon as horizontal decalage, he believed children were unable to use acquired knowledge immediately (Kreitler et al, 1989). Although Piaget’s theory of horizontal decalage may have a high face validity, Brainard (1978) produced significant results which Piaget’s theory did not, meaning that his theory lacks reliability as it does not measure performance accurately, this also means that the theories ability to explain cognitive development is severely limited.
Vygotsky's hypothesis, however, is additionally restricted in his clarification of cognitive development. Vygotsky presented the possibility of ZPD, this however, is vague and does not represent numerous parts of cognitive development, for example, what children require to gain knowledge, the child's available capacity and a child’s motivational inspirations (Chaiklin, 2003). The ZPD simply measures the width of child’s zones, although it does not gauge this metrically or by utilizing a common measurement, this makes ZPD extremely complex to generalise. The ZPD additionally does not clarify what cognitive development is or the procedure of progression and development (Chaiklin, 2003). The vagueness of Vygotsky's ZPD hypothesis seriously impacts Vygotsky's capacity to clarify cognitive development. 
An additional difference between Piaget and Vygotsky’s theory is their suppositions to explain how a child constructs their knowledge. Piaget explains that a child constructs their own knowledge and that social interactions have no effect upon how they cognitively develop in this respect. On the other hand, Vygotsky argues that a method known as scaffolding supports the child in knowledge construction. Scaffolding theorised by Vygotsky explains the concept of an older member of society or an individual who is more acquainted with a particular tasks ability to support a child with the construction of knowledge within that task (Woodfolk, 2004). For example; a mother or a father of a child may teach the child to ride a bike or to make toast. Piaget would, therefore, assume that the child does not yet have the capacity to problem solve or learn new tasks at certain ages whereas Vygotsky would encourage the child to attempt the task and offer strategies to assist with this in the form of scaffolding. Although Vygotsky’s theory has a high face validity it could be suggested that he does not consider the effect of age on a child’s ability to learn and perform a task. This can be explained by while the child is learning the task he is also growing older, which may be the reason that he or she can perform the task, which is essentially what Piaget is suggesting.
It is additionally useful to consider that Piaget and Vygotsky had distinctively contrasting research techniques. Piaget regularly utilized a clinical interviewing system, through inquiries during his conservation tasks, collected qualitative data enabled the construction of his theory (Gillen, 2000). This is an advantage and disadvantage to explaining the capacity of his theory to explain cognitive development, through utilizing this strategy Piaget had the ability to gather contemplations and emotions that he would not have possessed the capacity to gather through perception. Nonetheless, it additionally gave Piaget's participants (often his children) the chance to overstate or give erroneous responses, which means the information may not have been reliable. Vygotsky in contrast, relied upon experimental strategies to gather his information, for the most part observation (Gillen, 2000). Observation additionally has its qualities and constraints; this strategy empowers the analyst to gather raw information about how the participants are behaving. Observation research ought to be led covertly, enabling Vygotsky's participants to act in a natural way. The information gathered would be subjective, Vygotsky interpreting it could cause biases or cause data to be misinterpreted. Both philosophers, Piaget and Vygotsky, have strengths and weaknesses relating to their research methods, however, observational strategies enable more reliable data to be gathered. 
In summation, Piaget and Vygotsky have both excluded imperative factors that could support and further develop their hypotheses to viably clarify cognitive development. Piaget excluded the effects of social communication throughout his theory, people are social animals, therefore, this is an extreme limitation. Vygotsky put such a great amount of accentuation on social communication his hypothesis did exclude numerous thoughts on the impacts of feeling or how children advanced throughout cognitive development. Although both Piaget and Vygotsky’s theories can be perceived as restricted, Piaget's hypothesis is additionally inconsistent and unreliable, a significant part of his speculations have had to be adjusted to adequately explain cognitive development due to the overestimation of a child’s competency. Vygotsky has a more credible and valid hypothesis and clarifies cognitive development to a much more thorough extent than Piaget, explaining the role of social communication, cultural influences, and language progression. However, Vygotsky’s theory does not have the capacity to completely explain cognitive development alone, his research method provided no explanation of why children behave in a certain way, which Piaget did ask during his conservation tasks. Therefore, due to this and many other factors previously explored, Vygotsky’s hypothesis ought not be utilized as a complete and final clarification of cognitive development as it is vague and difficult to generalise. 
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