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Abstract
The following paper attempts to critically compare Lawrence Kohlberg cognitive-developmental theory and Elliot Turiel sociocultural theory of moral development. Lawrence Kohlberg cognitive theory suggest the scope of universal moral judgment is dependent and follows person’s stage of cognitive development.  Moral development happens gradually with the increase in age. Society understanding has an important role on what is perceived as moral.  Elliot Turiel sociocultural approached argues that people are abele do judge and evaluate complex moral principles from early childhood. Children learn from interacting with the environment and not simply by it. Both theories as supported by an extensive amount of empirical evidence and offer clues about the formation and development of moral reasoning.














The topic of morality has been the subject of philosophical discussion for centuries. For the field of psychology the main interest is focus not on morality by itself but rather in the methods by which it is acquired. Each individual field proposes different concepts of morality develops. This paper will focus on the describing and evaluating Lawrence Kohlberg theory of moral behaviour and Elliot Turiel domain theory, both of them consider being the two most influential approaches in the past several decades in regards to moral development (Gross, 2010, Lourenco, 2014) . Kohlberg work was greatly influenced by Jan Piaget (1932) cognitive-development theory of moral development. With Piaget being considered the pioneer in moral-development researcher. By conducting interviews and observing interactions between children during play.  He was able to construct a formula model of moral development   According to him morality develops gradually over time. The essence of morality lies and derives in the rules and principals of cooperation existing in two types of moral orientation: heteronomous and autonomous morality (Gross, 2010). Heteronomous type refers to the morality of young children, which is subjected to the principals and views of authority figures. Followed by autonomous morality formed as a result maturation and knowledge gained from peer interactions. I this type the person is subject to his own set of rules.

Both Piaget and Kohlberg theories share the view that moral judgment follows cognitive development, meaning that individuals cannot enhance the scope of their moral reasoning beyond their stage of cognitive progression (Bergman, 2002). This idea may be supported by the biological maturity of the brain itself. Using electroencephalograph (EEG) researchers have found periodic spurts of (EEG) activity in about 2, 9, 12, 15 and 20 years of age, with the latter being linked increase in reflective thinking (Santrock, 2011). Deliberate cognitive thinking skills start to emerge in late childhood. The areas of the frontal lobe such as prefrontal cortex associated with reasoning, self-regulation and morality have the most prolonged developmental spam of any other region in the brain. With changes appearing beyond the emergence of adulthood (Santrock, 2011).
Kohlberg’s investigation of moral reasoning was conducted through the use of moral dilemmas, such as the Heinz dilemma. After the dilemma is presented the individuals are asked choose between two contradicting socially unacceptable answers and to explain the reasons behind those answers (Gross, 2010). Kohlberg was interested not so much in the choices but in the reasons behind them. Similar to Piaget he determines that the ability for reflection and integrate more complex moral principles is parallel to the age group (Keller, 1991). Based on those conclusions, Kohlberg proceeds to distribute the types of moral reasoning’s in accordance with the age groups in which they appear into stages of moral development.  Kohlberg moral development theory consist of 6 stages divided in to three levels. Level One or Preconvention morality mostly consisting of nine-year-olds and below. In stage one (punishment and obedience orientation) right behavior is behavior which is not punished (Gross, 2010). Stage two (instrumental relativist orientation) right or wrong are determent by the approval of particular behavior. It also caries reciprocal expectation ‘‘If you do something good for others they must do something good for me’’ (Gross, 2010). Therefore, sense of right and wrong are formed by parents and adults, but also by peers due to establishment of reciprocity notions through cooperation (Gross, 2010). Level two or Conventional morality, consisting of stages 3 and 4 encompasses the majority of adolescents and adults. In Stage 3 (interpersonal concordance) individuals see moral actions as those which are seen as pleasing and helpful by others (Gross, 2010). In Stage 4 (maintaining the social order orientation) to be moral means to do your duty for the sake of the common good, show respect, maintain order and to be altruistic “society protects the rights of individuals, so society must be protected by the individual’’(Gross, 2010). Level three or Post conventional morality is divided in to stages 5 (social contract- legalistic orientation) and stage 6 (universal ethical principles orientation). Considered by Kohlberg to be the highest possible stage of moral reasoning, it requiring formal operational thought and reachable by only 10 to 15 percent of people above 30 years of age (Gross, 2010). At this level individual attempt to judge the practicality and validity of moral principles. In stage 5 individual rights take higher priority than pre-established set of laws and principles. If society finds them to be restrictive to the rights of the individual they should be reexamined, altered or discard by mutual agreement. Finally, in stage 6 the perception of morality is based upon by the individual own views derived by universal principals. Disregard for society laws may be perceived as morally justified depending on the contextual reasons behind it. It’s important to point out that most individuals in this stage have extensive educational background. Enabling them to form more sophisticated and mature explanations for their moral actions. However, that doesn’t mean that they are more moral then less educated people (Gross, 2010)
. 
Unlike Piaget, Kohlberg perceives that action is not necessary for the emergence of thought. The advancement from one level or stage to another by itself suggest the emergence of new possibilities of thinking. New types of thought provides new opportunity for action, thought then can arise from action as well as produce action (Bergman, 2002). Kohlberg divides moral thought itself in to two realms or domains. The prescriptive domain which contains deontic judgments that determines what is right and obligatory in terms of moral standards and regulates interpersonal relationships  And the descriptive domain, which includes responsibility judgments or the reflections on the psychological state of the self and other. Then the individual determines what aspects from what is perceived as morally good or right is strictly needed for the self and others, and the will to act in accorders with what is presided as right from the deontic judgment (Bergman, 2002). Although the two domains represent two different conceptual systems the types of reasoning in them is consider to be identical and the domains themselves develop in parallel sequences (Keller, 1991). Kohlberg believes that those similarities are due to the structure of the Piagetian concepts of ‘‘perspective -taking'', which is found to be the logical and organizations core shared by the types of reasoning in both domains (Keller, 1991).
To put this together, Kohlberg basic theory of moral development follows a precise horological order. First, person moral stage determines the range of principals accessible by the deontic reasoning. Second, the deontic reasoning identifies obligatory rules and principals. Third, the responsibility judgment evaluates what is necessary and needed for the individual, depending on the psychological state of the self and that of others. As a consequence, when synchrony is established between the two domain reasoning’s is, a morally perceived action is exhibited. However, this structural model does not integrate the personal characteristics that may influence moral actions.  This limitation becomes apparent in Kohlberg’s follow-up researches. Which demonstrate that people may behave in a way that is not corresponded with their current stage of moral judgment (Bergman, 2002). 
This resembels the Piagets notion that articulate reflection lags behind action and its not necessary for it (Bergman, 2002). In response Kholbergs introduces type A and type B moral orentations in to his model. With type B being someone in 4 stage, who intuitively perceives values and principals articulated in stage 5 despite his inability to verbally reflect on the motives behind his  actions (Bergman, 2002).  Kohlberg integrates this concept in to new schema of moral functioning. This new schema divides the elements of his initial theory in to functions, with the first three representing moral stage/type follow by the deontic judgment and responsibility judgment. A final forth function is introduced designated as nonmoral skills or ego controls encompassing all the personal qualities such as courage and selflessness...., which are necessary for performing moral actions. However, according to Kohlberg those personal traits possesses neutral morality. They can be used to enact both moral and immoral acts.  Actions resulting from them can be consider moral only if they are actively prevised as such by the moral reasoning’s (Bergman, 2002). Furthermore, Kohlberg’s findings have been subjected to extensive criticism due to the apparent gender and cultural biases in his samples, which are exclusively composed by western males (Gross, 2010). Does that mean moral views of are western men are the universal principles of moral virtue? Carol Gilligan argues that man and women moralities differ and are concerned with different moral issues. Male morality is focused on principals such as laws and justice. Men perceive people as separate, ‘’disconnected’’ beings. Causing them to naturally focus on principals such as law as a way of preventing the otherwise constant state of conflict between people.  In contrast, women principals are based on compassion and care. Causing them to perceive people as connected to one another (Gilligan, 1982, 1993 as cited in Gross, 2010). However, those claims have  been challenged. Although each gender may have natural predisposition to different moral avenues, both gander can easily switch between the different sets of principals (Johnston, 1988 as cited in Gross,2010). Extensive amount of empirical evidence support that 1 to 4/5 stages are universal and cross-cultural, as well that they accrue in the sequence describe by Kohlberg (Lourenco, 2014., Ma, 2013., Rest, 1983 as cited in Gross, 2010). However, socio-cultural approaches such as Turiel: Domain theory maintain their opposing views regarding cultural impacts on morality and children’s capacity for moral understanding and reasoning. 

According to Kohlberg’s theory, young children don’t possess the ability for independent moral judgment. They are pre-moral heteronomous subjects in which fear, obedience and reward from authority figures act as the driving motives behind their action. However,  in complete contradiction to that, Turiel argues that children’s moral judgment is goes far beyond heteronomous obedience (Lourenco, 2003). With children as young as 3 being able to intuitively exhibiting qualities of moral reasoning found only in the post-conventional stages of moral development (Lourenco, 2014). Turiel domain theory proposes that morality derives from 3 domains of social knowledge: moral, social and psychological . Moral domain represents authority independent knowledge…, what is rights in terms of concepts of welfare, rights, justice (Keller, 1991). Social domain refers authority dependent knowledge about socials rules, perceived norms of interactions and behavior. The psychological domain consists of personal knowledge about oneself, others, emotions, relationships, personal characteristics. Unlike Kohlberg’s prescriptive and descriptive domains, the domains in Turiel’s theory don’t poses identical organizational a logical core such as perspective-taking. Instead only partial structures are formed within and between domains (Keller, 1991). They progress using their own individual mechanisms. In contrast to Kohlberg’s, the domains values are not unlocked overtime, they are imbedded in the child’s nature. Perspective-taking is viewed not as a structural core. But as a method of transmitting information from the social environment and enhancing the scope of the domains with age (Keller, 1991). Information from the socio-cultural environment is acquired through the consequences of interactions in it. Alghthou, moral rules are consider to be universal. Different environments may mean different conditions thuse different consequences. Therefore, person’s moral judgments and approach to the rules may differ across cultures and subcultures. The question that arises is, what are the reasons for the huge difference in the findings of the two authors?  Leading to two completely opposite conclusions about the extent of moral reasoning in children. Lourenco (2003, 2014) argues that Domain theory studies suffer from conceptual, methodological problems and misconceptions. Causing overestimating of children’s ability for sophisticated moral reasoning.
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