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Morality can be described as knowing the difference between what is right and what is wrong (Churchland, 2012). An individual’s moral decision making is based on their understanding of morality and their judgement of knowing what is right from wrong. This is determined by their moral reasoning, which then results in their actions or behaviours based on which judgement that individual has made (Gross, 2010). However, it could be suggested that each individual has different morals and moral reasoning at different stages of their lives (Rest, 1973). This could be because of the way in which their morals have developed or are developing. It has been suggested that individuals respond differently in situations because of their core moral values and their experiences. Many theorists have given their explanations and formed models and theories to try and explain how moral development occurs and changes from infancy to adulthood. Turiel (2008) suggested that a child’s moral reasoning is different at different stages of their lives. Other theorists such as Sigmund Freud gave an explanation from a psychoanalytic theory approach to more recent development in neuroimaging studies (Schug & Glenn, 2009). Whilst many theorists have explored moral development, Jean Piaget (1896-1980) was extremely influential in developmental psychology and his developmental view of moral development along with other aspects of his work (Lourenco, 2012). Although it has been noted that, in contrast to Piaget’s cognitive-developmental view, Lev Vygotsky (1896-1934) around the same time as Piaget, also developed a moral development theory. In contrast to Piaget, Vygotsky suggested that a person’s morals were developed from a more social influence, which led him to suggest a more sociocultural perspective. This paper will discuss comparisons and contrasts between cognitive development and the sociocultural approaches of moral development. 
Jean Piaget’s (1896-1980) theory of moral development suggests that moral development is based upon reasoning rather than judgement. Piaget suggested that moral development was based on heteronomous moral orientation reasoning for children between the ages of 8 – 10 years old, which was heavily influenced by authority figures such as parents/guardians and teachers in educational settings. This suggested that children know and obeyed rules that are set rather than their own moral judgement (Lickona, 1994). Piaget suggested that children from 10 years and above develop autonomous moral orientation, which is when a child develops and understands their own rules and can distinguish between right and wrong. Piaget believed that the progression between heteronomous to autonomous was due to the child developing from egocentrism, to operational thought (Gross, 2010). This suggests that cognitive development is paramount to moral development. It suggests that an individual constructs their own knowledge by themselves, through their cognitive development (Bruner, 1997).
Lawrence Kohlberg (1958), who was heavily influenced by Jean Piaget’s work, went on and developed Piaget’s theory further. Kohlberg suggested that Piaget’s autonomous stage was not completed until the age of 12 or 13, and their heteronomous stage was driven by the fear of punishment from authority figures within their lives (Lourenco, 2003), which lead him to construct his six-stage based theory of moral development. Kohlberg suggested that moral reasoning, developed over three levels, with six sub-stages (Joregensen, 2006). A longitudinal study conducted by Rest, (1983) also provided support for Kohlberg’s stage theory, suggesting that the stages set out by Kohlberg also matched Rest’s finding in the participants he conducted a study on. However, a limitation of Rest’s study only included men (You & Bebeau, 2013). Kohlberg’s theory suggests the age of 25 is when an individual would reach full mature morality (Kohlberg, Kramer, 1969). Although in contrast, one criticism to Kohlberg’s theory of moral development as being universal is that is does not take social, environmental, cultural or historical factors into consideration in forming moral development (Snarey, 1985 & Tappan, 2006 & Mones, & Haswell, 1998 & Tappan, 1997).
However, in contrast, Vygotsky a Russian psychologist (1896-1934), contradicts Piaget, and therefore puts forward his socio-cultural theory. Vygotsky focused heavily on speech and thinking and its development, arguing that learning is a social process. Vygotsky suggested that higher mental functions, such as speech and reasoning, begin in an individual as result of their society, cultures and historical influences. Vygotsky emphasised the importance of semiotic mediation and conversations with children which enable children to build and develop a basis of knowledge of the world in which they live in (Buzzelli, 1997 & Tappan, 1997). Vygotsky argued the importance of what Piaget claimed to be a child’s ‘egocentrism’. Vygotsky suggested that a child’s ‘inner speech’ can be described as a ‘tool’ in assisting the child to complete tasks and resolve issues that they may encounter (Tappan, 1997). Vygotsky argued that the social world and communication with others influenced the child to form their ‘inner speech’ (Tappan, 1997).  Vygotsky argued that language and communication was the important ‘tool’ for all development, not only in moral development (Sawyer & Stetsenko, 2018, & Tappan, 1997). Children will learn rules from parents/guardians, teachers and other members of the family such as siblings and grandparents, this is heavily important for moral development, as Vygotsky suggested that this is the way a child will learn moral rules, which will then develop into moral reasoning, as a child begins to learn what is right and what is wrong and begin to internalise their own morality, (Tappen, 1997). It has also been noted that one limitation, compared to the cognitive development perspective, is that Vygotsky passed away in 1934 at an early age of 38 years old, so did not have the opportunity to develop and his theory further, whereas Piaget lived much longer and continued to progress and develop his theory on development, (Samara, 2002). 
Although Vygotsky’s socio-cultural approach has also been criticised, it has been suggested that the reason for Vygotsky’s emphasis on society and social interaction playing a vital role in development, is due to Vygotsky’s Marxist background, which influenced a more collective view (Samara, 2002 & Newman, & Holzman, 1993).
However, one theory by Turiel, (1983) does support the sociocultural perspective, and in contrast to Piaget’s and Kohlberg’s theories suggested that individuals form their moral reasoning based on their social experiences and interactions. Turiel (1983) who devised the Moral Domain Theory, argues that moral development is formed by children following and obeying rules (Richardson, Mulvey, & Killen, 2012). It has been assumed by many theorists that an individual will adhere to rules of their social environment, historical influences and their culture through their thinking and how they behave, which suggests that moral judgment is formed on the basis of society (Turiel, 1983 & Whiting & Child, 1953). 
Although Kohlberg’s theory suggest that it does not take into consideration the social wold’s influence and that the main focus for a child is self, as noted by Richardson, et al (2012). However, Kohlberg’s theory includes the Pre-conventional Morality. Level one of which is where a child will obey rules and involves little thought, and this suggests that social and external factors do in fact influence a child knowledge of right and wrong during this stage, as a child will learn from the other people reactions (Sachdeva, Singh, & Medin, 2011). Stage Two, the Conventional Morality, involves two sub categories which suggests that a child morality will develop as the child begins to follow social norms, obey rules and follow the law. Level three of Kohlberg’s theory also suggests that the social interactions also play a part in Moral development, a Post-Conventional Morality stage which suggests that a person’s morality is based on social norms and will obey universal social contract (Sachdeva, et al 2011). In comparison to Turiel, (1983), Kohlberg did however also suggest that children follow and also obey rules, which does not exclude influence from social factors.  
Another comparison between Turiel’s Domain Theory and Kohlberg’s six stage theory is that both theorists suggest that as a child gets older their judgement in morality changes, develops and enhances through stages, although each theorist gives an explanation of moral development neither one gives an explanation of the processes that occurs during the development, emphasising on the importance of maturity (Kavathatzopoulos, 2006).
Although one limitation that has been noted about Kohlberg’s theory is that his research was heavily biased, and his research was done on only western well-educated men (Tappan, 1997). This could suggest that Kohlberg believed that individuals from western societies had higher levels of morality, compared to other societies around the world, (Gross, 2010). Another criticism is that Kohlberg only conducted his study on well-educated individuals, which also could suggest that Kohlberg believed that higher levels of morality was formed through education, which suggests that a high-level education is an important and required part for moral development (Peter, 1981). 
Whilst the fact that Kohlberg’s theory was male-orientated could be a limitation of the study, Kohlberg also stated that cognitive development was universal (Tappan, 1997). Further research conducted by Carol Gilligan (1982, 1993), one of Kohlberg’s biggest critics (Jorgenson, 2006), focused heavily on women’s moral development, as Gilligan believed that Kohlberg’s theory was biased as it was male-orientated. Gilligan suggested that women’s moral development is different from males and that woman’s moral judgement is based by females following a more caring, compassionate and sensitive role (Muss, 1988, Gross, 2010). However, in contrast to that claim, Gilligan’s theory could also be biased, due to the fact that it only focuses on women, despite suggesting that men and women have different moral structure development (Jorgensen, 2006). 
However, both Kohlberg and Gilligan’s theory have comparisons with Turiel’s, as noted by Shweder (1991), as neither acknowledge other non-western cultures (Shweder, 1991). Although it has been noted by Sachdeva et al, (2011) that Kohlberg’s theory was in stages which could be applied to all cultures and societies. However, Kohlberg’s theory again has been criticised and it has been suggested by Snarey (1985) that there was a reportable difference in the results he concluded with when he applied Kohlberg’s theory to different cultures (Sachdeva, et al, 2011). In comparison with Shweder, Turiel does notice the difference between societies and cultures, suggesting that a child’s level of morality can be seen at a very young age, which suggests that moral development is not an innate development and suggested that more emphasis was on social interactions during their first years (Turiel, 2008). 
In conclusion, whilst Piaget suggests that moral development is an internal biological cognitive development, and Vygotsky envisions more emphasis on social influences (Alves, 2014) there are some undoubtable comparisons between both theories (Lourenco, 2012). It is also important to note that each theorist has provided an important, valid explanation and contribution to our knowledge of moral development of children (Lourenco, 2003 & Tappan, 1997). Both approaches demonstrate strengths and weakness within each. Although it could be argued that each of the initial theories are dated, they gave a valid explanation, and both perspectives are non-reductionist view of the human, which does allow for individual differences (Lourenco, 2012). However, despite the differences in approaches, one major comparison throughout the literature is that both approaches suggest the importance of the educational role within the moral development stages, and their explanations and importance that is still used today (Shabani, 2016, Peters, 1981). It is evident that the practice of current educational practitioners has strong roots in the moral development theories. This is, perhaps, most prevalent in the adoption of restorative practice, used throughout schools to develop children’s ‘inner speech’, equipping young people with the ‘tools’ to make moral judgement and develop their own morality through discussion and open dialogue (Macready, 2009; Tappan, 1997). 
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