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Moral development is defined as “the transformations that occur in a person's form or structure of thought” (Kohlberg and Hersh, 1977). The contents of values are found to be universal in a developmental sequence across cultures meaning that different cultures have different ways of viewing things. There are many different views on moral development including cognitive and sociocultural theories which try to explain moral development. The cognitive approach to moral reasoning focuses on the way in which individuals gain over time, an increasingly accurate understanding of the nature of moral obligations in complex social systems (Rest 1979). When looking at the socio cultural view of moral development, it believes in the “fundamental role of social interaction in the development of cognition” (Vygotsky, 1978), and believed strongly that the society that we live in can impact on our learning process due to different cultural factors such as language, social norms and social structures. Both of these theories try to explain how a person develops but there is some concern with some of the explanations towards this. Throughout this essay both theories will be considered and critiqued based on the evidence shown.
When looking at the cognitive argument towards moral development, Piaget (1932) believed that there were different stages to cognitive development in children and that there were two type of moral thinking. These included Heteronomous morality in children ages 5-9 which means  morality that is formed out of being subject to another’s rules and Autonomous morality ages 10 plus which is a morality that is subject to its own laws. He was interested in the way children think and how their thought processes progressed to understand different social relations as every individual is different. He found that children all go through a shift from morality of constraint to cooperation (Lickona, T,1994) and that there is a progress to different ways of thinking. 
Similarly, to Piaget’s theory, Lawrence Kohlberg had a high regard for Piaget’s approach to studying children’s conceptions of morality, (Flemming, 2006). Kohlberg measured morality by asking children, 72 boys aged 10 to 16 from Chicago, to think about certain moral dilemmas where situations in which right and wrong actions are not always clear. He was not looking for whether the children decided that certain actions were right or wrong, but at how they arrived at their conclusions. Which is similar to Piaget in the fact that he wanted to understand how a child’s thought process would allow them to come to decisions depending on what they have learned. The story of “Heinz Steals the Drug” is one of his best-known examples (Kohlberg, 1963).  
Findings from this study led to the production of 3 stages of moral development. These include: Pre-conventional, conventional and post conventional morality.  The results of these studies indicate that People are only able to pass through the levels in a specific order and that every new stage will replace the reasoning of the stage before. He also concluded that the order of stages is universal across all cultures. But middle-class children progress quicker through the stages compared to working-class children and it was found that development through the stages is not necessarily influenced by social, cultural or religious differences, even though the progression through the stages can be affected by these (Kohlberg 1963). 
Nevertheless, when it comes to looking at how the study explains moral development, there are issues regarding the gender of the participants used within the study. Firstly, with regard to this issue, the theory is noted as androcentric as it has a strong masculine view of morality. Carol Gilligan (1977, 1982, 1987), pointed out that the primary 1958 study was completed by young American male subjects which Kohlberg then generalized to all individuals which therefore cannot be applied universally as males and females have different reactions to situations. Gilligan also claimed that the stages of development reflect a male definition of morality with regards to rationalism and individualism. A man’s morality is seen to be based on abstract ideologies of the law, whilst a woman’s is based on compassion and care. 
Nevertheless, Kohlberg, Levine and Hewer (1984a, b) replied by stating that any differences found between males and females on the moral development scale were very small and are not of any real importance. Furthermore, when the differences between the two genders was seen to be a considerable amount, they said that this was because the males in question had had a better educational background than the lower scoring females. 
[bookmark: baep-author-id2]Additionally, Kohlberg has been praised for his work, as he extended his study to go beyond middle teens in order to assist in the explanation of moral development.  This was compared to Piaget who ignores post adolescence development, which allows for further insight to how the cognitive approach views the internal processing. There is however an issue regarding the knowledge and understanding of the dilemmas which were presented. Rosen (1980) suggests that most of the dilemmas are unfamiliar to most people, especially children as they have never been married, or in a long-term serious relationship and were never likely to have been in a situation similar to this, as they are of a young age and have no experience of the world as you grow up. So, the internal processes may be restricting an individual's ability to consider all other viewpoints involved, leading to inconsistency in reasoning. (Carpendale, J.I.M, 2000).  This could mean that it is likely they may act differently in a real-life situation rather than a mock situation. 
When looking at the idea of cognitive development in folk societies, it is seen that individuals are capable of meeting the prior condition with internal processing. This means that they can progress onto different stages of moral reasoning (Feldman, Lee, McLean, Pillemer, & Murray, 1974). The individuals thinking is very intricate and Western psychologists are unable to complete the task of understanding the complexity of how they come to different decisions and conclusions. This indicates that Kohlberg’s theory does in fact prove that the internal processing within an individual does progress through a set of stages, but that there is still an issue with regard to looking in more detail as to how people within different societies arrive at their decisions. It is shown that society does play a role within the development of morals, thus disregarding his (Kohlberg’s) ideas supporting more of a socio-cultural view.
The socio-cultural approach can also provide critique towards the cognitive approach. Vygotsky provides the fundamental approach within the theory and he believed "learning is a necessary and universal aspect of the process of developing culturally organized, specifically human psychological function" (Vygotsky,1978, p. 90).  This statement indicates that social learning will therefore come before development. Consequently, when Kohlberg says that the cognitive theory is universal, the socio cultural will argue against this, as depending on where you live or are brought up, it is likely that your morals would develop differently.
Turiel (1983) provides a socio-cultural view of moral development with regards to moral and conventional rules. He suggested that moral rules are universal. On the contrary, even if these rules are universal it doesn’t mean that everyone will follow them. Different cultures and individuals will have their own morals regarding different rules. Although Piaget (1960) regards rules as fixed and believes that authority is always right, Turiel (2002) implies that with the change of age there can be a reversed view of authority and a change of relationships. This therefore can be a factor in the change or influence of morals, and new and different social interactions can result in an individual ignoring authority. This could mean that even though the universal rules are set in place by a higher authority people may not follow them due to collective contradictive view on the topic within their own culture. 
However, in contrast to this Shweder, Mahapatra and Miller (1982), say that there is a clear distinction between morality and conventions across cultures, for example in India, there is no set of moral rules which are followed but there are moral codes which are viewed as socially valid. Consequently, in challenging Turiel, as there are many differences between individual’s beliefs and cultures, it cannot be said that moral rules and conventions are universal. Different parts of society have different views on how rules should be followed. As a result of this, people are both taught, learn and evaluate what is right and wrong differently.
Additionally, there is a high regard to attitudes of religion within this theory. It is believed that if different cultures follow different moral rules and conventions then children will be brought up in a different way to those of another. In a study conducted on those supporting Hinduism, it was found that after a set of interview questions, individuals were able to provide an understanding of their responsibilities within their religious practice. This showed the differences between the conventional rules of an individual (Shweder, Mahapatra and Miller 1982). 
Supporting this, is a study by King and Furrow (2004), as they conducted a study to show how social interaction, trust, and shared ideas allow for social bonds within religious practices to influence moral behaviour. Findings reveal that religious influences show that participation on moral outcomes are created through trust and communication with adults, friends, and parents who have similar views of the world. This then shows that relationships play a considerably large role in moral development and hence with relation to Kohlberg’s cognitive theory when he suggests that everyone morally develops the same due to processing in the brain, it contradicts this as it is shown by different theorists that relationships and society play a role with regard to development and that everyone uses their own different moral rules individually. 
When looking at both the cognitive and socio-cultural explanations of moral development, Piaget and Vygotsky both believe that Children learn different amounts of complex information gradually as they get older but one difference to look at between them is how they believe moral development occurs. Piaget believes that cognitive development is motivated by the internal thoughts to adapt to new experiences, while Vygotsky said that cognitive development is determined by social interaction. Meaning that the cognitive approach ignores the role of interaction when a child is learning, but it thinks that social interaction is a result of the internal thought processes. It was found that it is not clear why the social requirements of postconventional moral reasoning have not been accomplished by the associates of different societies. Each comes across conflict, such as dealing with neighbouring groups. The community leaders must be able to resolve conflicts regarding the needs and rights of both groups. Know is what is morally right but own beliefs or traditional ways of their culture do not allow them to conform to these, (Snarey, 1985). Therefore, supporting the socio-cultural view of how different cultures follow different principals of moral reasoning and that Vygotsky’s principals are correct.
However, with the sociocultural approach there is criticism of Vygotsky’s socio-cultural theory as it neglects to look at the role of the individual, but takes into account the collective. Vygotsky stated that the mind is not separate within a group setting and thus, does not recognize that individuals can proceed against social norms due to capability to allow for personal understanding (Lui & Matthews, 2005).
But it has been seen in recent research there is support for the understanding that there are cognitive and social basics for the development of mature moral reasoning (Snarey, 1982).
To conclude, when looking at moral development, it is seen that there are different views on how an individual develops in terms of morality. When looking at the cognitive approach, Piaget and Kohlberg both used the same ideas which were there are different stages of cognitive development and these cognitive thought processes play a part in how children morally develop. These internal processes are said to have impacts on this due to one’s own rules and those of outside influences. However, on the other hand the socio-cultural theory takes a view of how social interactions and different cultures can be a part of the development of morals. However, different theorists oppose the arguments put forward by the cognitive approach due to its complexity, and how the sociocultural ignores individuality, but there are many criticisms of both approaches when trying to argue their views of moral development but also many positive aspects. 
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