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Individual Differences		
Compare and contrast two theories of cognitive development
Introduction:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Cognitive development theories cultivate the logic that prime behaviour in humans refuting the idea that it's the behaviour itself, which make it right or wrong (Gross, 2010). The mechanisms of knowing, understanding, mental embodiment, thinking and recalling all contribute to the comprehension of cognitive development. These processes all transition through infancy and early childhood (Pettersen, 2013). Jean Piaget and Lev Vygotsky’s cognitive approaches are primarily focused on how the child thinks and develops. Both of their theories diverge majorly. Their approaches contribute to the understanding of the structure of a child’s development. However, although Piaget’s approach expands on moral development, it has been confronted by other theorists as being too hard. Lev Vygotsky introduces the social aspects to the child’s cognitive development to balance the intellectual behaviour and the social factors (Gross, 2010).

 Main body: 
Jean Piaget’s approach was interested in how children’s cognitive processes develop and how each child’s thinking course diverse from each other. He highlighted how children learn actively by using a constructivist approach. Actively learning provides a continuous change and progression in thinking (Pettersen, 2013). He explains how intelligence evolves in children by linking the interaction of innate capacities with environmental surroundings. He states that in this development, a series of hierarchical, qualitatively different stages are experienced. According to Piaget, his approach is universally applicable, stating that all children pass through each stage of his approach; sensorimotor, pre-operational, concrete operational, formal operational. 
The fundamental cognitive structure that continuously advances is the schema; the most significant aspects of this basic building block are assimilation, accommodation and equilibration. The schema is seen as a mental framework that formulates past experiences to help aid the understanding of new future experiences. From birth, there are simple schemas already being established. An example being a baby sucking and grasping. Assimilation comes into play by categorising new information into existing schemas. The process by which a current schema is readjusted to, in response to a new experience is accommodation. Equilibration initiates a substantial understanding by balancing assimilation and accommodation (Gross, 2010). 
Conservation plays a role in the preoperational stage where the child only has the ability to pinpoint a physical factor regarding any quantity. Until the child can decentre or conserve, they won't have the competence to analyse qualities logically or systematically because their thinking is believed to be dictated by the perceptual nature of objects.  One particular task that Piaget proved this theory with is called the conservation task. It requires the child to understand that any quantity can remain the same, no matter what physical alteration occurs. Piaget believed that only children in the concrete operational stage grasp the concept of reversibility. Once in this stage, they are adequate enough to implement logical classifications (Gross, 2010).
Egocentrism is another part of being in the pre-operational stage. A test that supports this theory is the ‘Swiss mountain scene’. It refers to the notion that children in this stage can only see the world from their own perception and don’t have the capacity to see from another point of view. The results were that 4-year-olds were only aware of their own position as they only represented what they saw rather than what another point of view might be (Gross, 2010). 
These two operations that Piaget outlined are considered as essential element of cognitive development. The developmental perspective is a crucial part to understanding the mental operations. Similarly, Lev Vygotsky also regarded the developmental perspective as a decisive factor when studying cognitive development. Although, there are fundamental differences between the two theorists. Vygotsky’s dogma was that children must interact collectively, with adults in particular, in order to develop cognitively and Piaget’s argument was that all children develop their knowledge in an asocial interaction but he has stated that the individual; could not reach complete conservation and reversibility without any kind of intercommunication (Lourenço, 2012). 

The zone of proximal development (ZPD) is a major element of Vygotsky’s theory. It is the tool for those functions that haven’t yet been learned but are in the process. The ZPD finds the distance between the ability to work independently and the requirement of assistance of an adult or experienced peer. The advantage of the ZPD is that it encourages the child whilst also challenging them. If the guidance is too low, the child will not improve on their learning and if it’s too high then they will be discouraged and won't achieve the task. An example where the ZPD can be used is in Mathematics, a child who is given the same test every week will not improve in the subject, however if the child is given a test that exceeds his level of maths then he will be upset and furthermore, discouraged, making him not want to continue doing maths. Scaffolding is an aspect of the ZPD where it administers support and navigation for the child to reach achievement (Gross, 2010). Vygotsky’s work has a significant effect of today’s paradigm in education. It is culturally applicable that can be used in any classroom. Educators that follow Vygotsky’s foundation in teaching find it pragmatic when examining the internal rationale of growth in cognitive development. According to these educators, they found it complacent, stimulating and alluring for the teaching environment (et al, 2007).

Jean Piaget and Lev Vygotsky’s input into cognitive development have striking contributions to today’s society.
A resemblance between the two theorists is that both of them share the implication that the cognitive development’s framework cultivates over time so that their environment and thinking abilities can increase to the development stage of the child (Gross, 2010). 
Another correlation that they both contribute to education today is that children are actively inquisitive and keen to explore. Their studies explain that the root of abstract thinking comes from “active experience and concrete mental operations” (Gross, 2010).
Nonetheless, Vygotsky’s theory disregards the importance of emotional factors in development. There is no emphasis on the struggles or frustrations of defeat or feelings of achievement, success and happiness. This revives us of the cold context in Piaget’s theory, as Vygotsky’s work seems to be just as distant. Many of Piaget’s stages that he set out only establish what children cannot do rather than can do. This created a very negative stigma around childhood (Gross, 2010).

However, they also both divert considerably from each other. They both have various limitations and findings even though they studied the same area of cognitive development.
Vygotsky’s theory reimburses Piaget’s work on asocial cognitive development and growth. Vygotsky introduces the concept that one must have social interactions in order to flourish their mental capacity. Piaget’s approach does not take into account the importance of the social role in cognitive development (Gross, 2010).
Although Piaget stated that it is impossible for one to develop their language if they are completely divorced from their social environment, he still fails to expand on this. Undeniably, thinking could not be acquired without language (Gross, 2010). This is supported by the American feral child, Genie, who experienced severe neglect and social isolation, leading her be critically delayed in cognitive development. The story of Genie proves the imperative need of social interaction in childhood in order to advance any kind of cognitive growth (D. A. Balota, 2004).  Vygotsky’s belief is that culture, and language in particular, play a fundamental role in cognitive development, he stated that the child’s development cannot advance or even be understood without the social connection (Gross, 2010). 
There are many other theorists that refute Piaget’s theory of egocentrism, it is said that Piaget undervalued children’s ability to employ another perspective. More recent work by Donaldson (1978) has updated his work by making the task more relevant, proving that children between the ages of 3 and a half and 5 completed the perceptual egocentrism task correctly rather than Piaget’s notion that it wasn’t until approximately 7 years of age that they begin to see from another person’s perception. In relation to communicative egocentrism, Piaget also believed that the child was incapable of thinking logically or critically. However, further research has said that the ‘Swiss mountain task’ has only given the child the space to imagine another person’s perspective in that particular situation and not giving them the opportunity to express themselves independently in a different environment (Pettersen, 2013).
According to Piaget, morality was developed during childhood through to adolescence. However, the idea of morality is implicitly different between the two stages of youth. Morality was not conferred as a form of cognition but in the frame of reference of affects and feelings (Gross, 2010). Piaget studied children’s games as a way to discover how moral intellectuality adjusts with age. The game of marbles was what Piaget focused in on as it constituted a wide range of rules even though there were no adults involved. This is in direct association with the fact that all morality lies in a scheme of rules (Piaget, 1932, cited by (Gross, 2010)).
Contrastingly, Vygotsky’s paradigm of human cognitive development was primarily influenced at three levels; phylogenetic, historical, ontogenetic. His dogma on predicting what stages the children were in were based on their biological age, this can then be directly linked to the key psychological problem of the child. The three levels he introduces explains the prognostic changes in cognitive development. Phylogenetic is the development of human species through evolution with the use of tools such as language. The historical level focuses on developmental sequences in cultures over time. Ontogenetic explains diversity in individual development across cultures. However, limitations to Vygotsky’s work is that there is scientific value to his theory missing unless another theorist has developmental theory that can directly relate to the ZPD (et al, 2007).
Conclusion:
Both of Piaget and Vygotsky’s theory is supported by experiments and detailed analysis. Piaget’s theory is more concrete with its scientific studies providing more of a foundation when explaining a child’s cognitive development. There is ecological validity behind each stage of development as the examples are done in the real world where children are more likely to encounter these tasks rather than in a science lab. Each stage contains rich detail and opens new guidance for research and education. There is also a wide extent of information that explains the cognitive states affluently.  Miller (2002) found these four decisive strengths within Piaget’s work. Despite these significant strengths in his theory, there are many limitations. As mentioned previously, Piaget was seen to be harsh in his theory by underestimating children. Further studies have shown that children are more cognitively proficient than he perceived. He also does not expand on how the child transitions from one stage to another such as moving through the concept of assimilation, accommodation and equilibration.
Correspondingly, Lev Vygotsky also has durability in his approach because it is a testable theory as the ZPD is a practical model. The ZPD is an excellent factor of his theory still today as it is continuously being adopted in the classrooms across all cultures. Although his theory could have more ground work in scientific studies, he theory is more applicable to this day in the modern society. Because ZPD and scaffolding has illustrated a great amount of achievement in teaching and also working in pairs, it offers a more effective theory as it helps children to maintain their concentration (Gross, 2010). 
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