Critically compare one cognitive and one sociocultural theory of moral development.
	Moral psychology is an evolving theory, with two key principles. The definition of morality can descriptively refer to particular codes of conduct that are proposed by society or a group, such as a religion, which are followed and accepted by individuals who choose to behave in a certain way. Furthermore, morality can also normatively refer to a code of conduct, that in certain circumstances, would be put forward by all rational persons (Rawls, 1971).
	Piaget is most recognised for his work on cognitive development, whilst taking a significant interest in how individuals learn the difference between right and wrong. Piaget, as well as Kohlberg, both considered moral development to rely heavily on one’s cognitive development. With an individual’s cognitive framework continuously evolving, Piaget stated that so does their ability to evaluate and reason with the choices they make. Such ability to reason can be applied to any area of everyday life, from intellectual to moral matters (Thomas, 1997). The moral development of children aged between the ages of six and twelve was studied by Piaget, through presenting them with moral dilemmas and observing them through play. In regard to their responses to such dilemmas and the observations made, Piaget identified that children advance from heteronomous morality to autonomous morality. Throughout this process, children undergo three consecutive stages of reasoning. For example, younger children accept and abide by the rules set out by authority figures, such as teachers, parents, police etc. During this stage of moral development, children obey rules on a universal level, without deliberating the particulars of the situation. In time, a child’s moral development begins to evolve, with older children beginning to equate justice with equality, and then with equity. By way of explanation, as children grow older they become able to define moral judgement as abiding by the rules, treating everyone equally, and being able to treat individuals fairly regarding the particulars of a situation (Mitchell & Ziegler, 2013). 
	One criticism of Piaget’s theory includes the emphasis placed on memory recognition, which could be considered to exceed the cognitive abilities of young children. The information regarding either good or bad intent of the story protagonist presents itself early on in the story; although, information regarding the degree of damage caused by the actions carried out presents itself at the end of the story (Parsons, Ruble, Klosson, Feldman & Rholes, 1976). This heightens the possibility that a child’s memory limitations could potentially have a part to play in the process of making judgements. It is possible that the child was only able to successfully recall the information that was primarily presented, which in this case was the degree of damage that was caused. If the possibility is deemed correct, the theory states that the children are considered to have an immature morality; however, due to their lack of cognitive abilities, all it really demonstrates is how the child just obtains a weak memory (Mitchell & Ziegler, 2013). 
An investigation into this alternative explanation, which was conducted by Wimmer, Wachter and Perner (1982), involved constructing a story which followed Piaget’s formula, but involved contrasting details and structure. One side of the story told of how a lazy boy who painted a fence with very little effort, but still managed to paint a large proportion of the fence as he was large in size and using a large paintbrush. In a second version of the story, the protagonist was an enthusiastic boy who put in his best efforts to paint the fence. Nonetheless, due to the boy being small in size and only using a small paintbrush, he was not able to paint very much of the fence. After hearing the story, the children were then asked to award the protagonist with cookies. All the important information delivered to the children was partnered with images, which remained in their view, in order to encourage and strengthen their potentially weak memories. When the experimenter explained to the children how the little boy had worked his hardest, a picture of the protagonist behaving enthusiastically and conscientiously was presented. Alternatively, when the experimenter explained how the larger boy behaved lazily, an image of him being sluggish was presented (Mitchell & Ziegler, 2013). 		
The explanation of the story under Piaget’s theory would suggest that the children would consider the boy who painted more of the fence to be the ‘good’ boy, and would choose to give him more cookies as a reward. Piaget’s predictions would be based on the concept that young children are moral realists, which means they focus on the result of the task, rather than the amounts of effort dedicated to the task in question. However, Parsons et al. considered children to be incapable of memorising the pivotal information presented to them in such stories, which means they are unable to generate morally mature judgements. Notwithstanding, in this case, with the demand for memory recall drastically diminished, the children should now be able to portray their true moral reasoning ability in such circumstances (Mitchell & Ziegler, 2013).  
Lawrence Kohlberg named his theoretical approach to morality and moral motivation ‘cognitive developmental’, as a way to describe his understanding of moral development within both social and non-social cognitive development. While Piaget was a key inspiration for the development of his theory, morality in the cognitive developmental approach attributes to the moral judgement and the calculated evaluation of the values between right and wrong. Advances ahead of the superficial in morality involves undergoing a process of immature and mature stages. The mature stages are established through social perspectives and hypothetical reflection. At the root of the mature stages is optimal moral reciprocity, which incorporates an element of necessity and allows for the development of cognitive motivation. More mature morality infiltrates superficial considerations of immature morality, to evaluate the hypothetical bases for interpersonal relationships or society. An audit of studies conducted in 2007 demonstrated an age trend from immature stages to mature stages across 20 different countries around the world. Due to the overlap between the stages, the order in which individuals progress constitutes only an approximate age trend in the use of more and more mature ways of understanding and engaging with the social world in which we live (Gibbs, 2010). 
Kohlberg requires ample acknowledgment for supporting and elaborating the subjects of the cognitive developmental approach, by relating moral psychology to philosophy and vice versa, highlighting moral judgement development ahead of the childhood years and establishing the importance of reflection and contemplation in the attainment of moral judgement of maturity (Gibbs, 2010). Despite the contrary, whilst stage theory has further evolved, it progressively distorted primitive moral judgement development and maturity. In Kohlberg’s theory, the construction is confused with internalisation and inherent understanding with rationale that is able to reflect philosophical training. Adults who are capable of envisaging their morality and construct ethical values have not constructed a new Piagetian stage. However, such individuals have been involved in a developmental process of existential inquiry with the desire to live ethically (Gibbs, 2010). 
A review conducted by Rest (1983) discovered that moral development does progress in the way Kohlberg has suggested, with the progression through the stages remaining the same throughout a variety of different cultures and backgrounds worldwide. However, the progression through such stages has been considered to be biased towards a Western society, where an individual’s independence, rights and freedoms and greatly respected. However, this may not be relatable in more interdependent, community-based environments where people are viewed as a group, rather than viewing the person as an individual. In cultures where this is the case, an individual’s moral reasoning may go against the values of the community as a whole; which may present the idea that their moral development is undeveloped. It has been suggested that Kohlberg’s theory applies to the moral development of children within a Western society, and albeit there are a number of significant moral values in cultures across the world, but some values and beliefs are not so easily transferable. Even though Kohlberg’s theory has made substantial contributions to our understanding of moral development, his theory cannot be held accountable for the explanation of moral development worldwide (Gibbs, Basinger, Grime & Snarey, 2007). 
	Carol Gilligan is well-known for her criticisms of Kohlberg’s theory of moral development. Gilligan argues that she helped in creating Kohlberg’s caricature; however, doesn’t consider herself as a critic of his work. Many people consider Gilligan’s theory as an additional development to Kohlberg’s theory, rather than an attempt to discredit his work. Furthermore, some argue that Kohlberg chose to embrace her work. Nonetheless, a number of academics disagree with the fundamental aspects of Kohlberg’s theory, and Gilligan has become known as the key figure to lead and supported this idea. Gilligan initially questioned the methodology that Kohlberg used in order to construct his theory, due to her disagreement that hypothetical moral dilemmas were an accurate representation of how individuals went about advocating between what is right and what is wrong on a day-to-day basis. Despite the fact that Kohlberg understood an individual’s want for justice, it was Gilligan who highlighted their moral vulnerability, by recognising the personal moral self as being accountable for nurturing relationships (Lapsley, 1996). 
	In contrast, the sociocultural approach to moral development was founded by Vygotsky’s. Vygotsky’s theory explored the developmental relationship between speech and cognition. The theory focused on the semiotic mediation of moral thinking through internal speech as a method of moral dialogue, the social roots of moral functioning and the sociocultural principles of moral development. This theory was able to address the unanswered questions regarding the stems of moral sensibility and consider the differences in moral functioning (Tapan, 1997). 							
Turiel founded a structural-developmental-relational approach to moral development. Turiel’s theory suggests that young children develop concepts and ideas about justice, rights and the welfare of others, which are interlinked with a range of emotions, such as affection, sympathy and empathy. Along with the ability to make moral judgements, children develop a way of arranging their judgements in the domain of social convention, including consistency within social systems, and the personal domain, by involving their understandings of legitimate choices, freedoms and autonomy (Turiel, 2015). Furthermore, this theory understands that individuals cannot be divided into groups of people who are committed, and those who aren’t, regarding issues of welfare, rights and justice. Almost every individual is committed to these issues in some regard, with the majority of people failing to consider the matter or morality to be the only social concern in their lives, due to the concern of their own person goals likewise. A large proportion of people in numerous social settings are concerned with social goals such as interdependence and efficiency in the dynamics of social relationships (Turiel, 2002). 
	A key criticism of moral domain theory would be that the researchers failed to take into account a child’s inability to evaluate intention. Similarly to the criticisms made in regard to Kohlberg’s theory, not all children have the cognitive capacity to be able to make informed decisions and carry out an analysis regarding other people’s intentions. Furthermore, in some cultures across the world, there are blurred lines between manners and morality. For example, a dress code that is considered acceptable for woman living in the United Kingdom, may not be accepted by society for woman living in the Middle East. Likewise, a greeting or way of saying goodbye in one country could be seen as rude or inappropriate in another country. This demonstrates how there is not a universal theory of moral development, as it all depends on the society and type of environment where an individual was raised (Campbell & Christopher, 1996). 
	in conclusion, there are numerous explanations about our moral development. Whilst Piaget began the fundamental structure to explain our moral development, posing an interest in how we learn right and wrong, Kohlberg went on to build on the theory to establish the cognitive-developmental theory. In contrast, Vygotsky established a sociocultural approach to understanding our moral development, where Turiel later developed the social domain theory.
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