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        The development of morality in humans is a constant topic of discussion for psychologists, in particular, the way in which we as humans obtain our morals (Haste et al. 1998). At birth, we are believed to be amoral, meaning we are born possessing no moral awareness. As a result, natural childhood growth and early socialisation are of specific interest, when considering  moral development. Various psychological theories differ when it comes to pin-pointing the most influential factor. These possible influences include; obedience of rules and what is considered morally correct behaviour, culturally learned behaviours, conscious awareness of our actions and feelings of guilt. 
        Two psychological approaches which vary on the notion of moral development, are the cognitive and sociocultural theories. Cognitive-development theories, such as Piaget’s child scientist theory, are based on the belief that humans develop through the growth and maturation of their thought processes (American Psychological Association 2018). Whereas sociocultural theories, such as Vygotsky’s child apprentice theory, are based on the idea that humans develop through social interactions and experiences, as well as learning different types of behaviour. (Gross 2015). 
        This essay will critically compare the cognitive and sociocultural approaches to moral development, and look at how we as humans acquire the morals that we possess, as both  individuals and as part of various social groupings. 
        Piaget’s child scientist theory is seen as the foundation of the cognitive approach to moral development.  His idea, is that a child naturally grows up and develops, as they experience events and occurrences in their environment, which connect with innate brain capacities that we as humans naturally possess (Bee 2000). 
[bookmark: _Hlk531525349]        However, Piaget’s beliefs on intelligence, which are based on four stages of cognitive development, differ from his theory on moral development. In terms of moral development, he advocates that there are two forms of moral orientation. These are heteronomous and autonomous morality.  Heteronomous morality, is when our moral judgements are based on the rules of another person, and autonomous morality is when our morality is based on our own rules. In Piaget’s view, as young children, we all start off with heteronomous morality and reasoning. This is often influenced by authority figures such as parents or teachers and the importance of a given system of rules. Then, later on in our lives we develop autonomous morality, and instead of being influenced by other factors, we begin to see rules more as social contracts as opposed to unquestionable requirements. Piaget believed this was due to a change in our thought processes, from egocentric thought, to that of operational thought, linking in with his main cognitive development theory. 
        Piaget’s cognitive development theory is not without its criticisms. It can be critiqued somewhat negatively, in that is it thought to be gender biased. This is because whilst studying moral knowledge, Piaget examined rules of children’s games, believing that in the rules of these games contained the basis of morality itself. However, one particular children’s game he studied, marbles, was predominantly played by boys. This leads to the criticism that his work is gender biased, although it is worth noting he is not the only psychologist to be accused of this.
        Another criticism of Piaget’s theory, is that when talking about egocentrism being reduced as a result of social interactions with others,  he provides no logical explanation as to how and why it leads to cognitive development (Bryant 1990). The idea that young children are amoral is also criticised by some. Durkin (1995), argued that children’s understanding when it comes to intention, is of greater intricacy than what Piaget’s theory suggests. He believed that when making decisions on matters of morality, children are able to invoke the knowledge that they already possess. Additionally, other psychologists believe that instead of a change or maturation of a child’s thought process, it is in fact an increased brain capacity that allows for cognitive development  to take place. (Gelman and Baillargeon 1983). 
        Despite these criticisms, Piaget’s theory has been the foundation for other cognitive development theories on moral development, and has highlighted how social interaction plays an important part in this process. Additionally, it has been proved to have cross-cultural validity (Eckensberger and Zimba 1997). 
        Kohlberg’s theory is another cognitive development theory of moral-reasoning. Similar to Piaget, Kohlberg argues that moral development occurs as a child grows up. He also saw multiple stages of moral development, six in this case, and believed that development was linked to progression from one stage to another. In Kohlberg’s mind, the six stages of moral development occur across three levels of moral thought, with each level containing two stages of moral development. 
        The first level of morality is the preconventional level, where the difference between good and bad is seen in terms of rewards and punishments. It is the lowest and simplest level of moral thinking. It contains the first stage of moral development, Heteronomous morality, which is the obedience of the rules of others for fear of the consequences, and the second stage, individualism, instrumental purpose and exchange, which sees individuals start to follow their own desires and interests, and in exchange, allowing others to do the same. 
The second level of moral thinking, the conventional level, sees certain standards applied by individuals in order to be perceived in a positive way. The third stage of moral development is mutual interpersonal expectations, relationships and interpersonal conformity. This sees people start to value trust and loyalty on the basis of their moral judgements, often assuming the moral standards of respected figures in their lives. With the fourth stage, social systems morality, based more on the understanding of social order, how it works, is enforced and why it is needed. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The final level of moral thought is the postconventional level, where people begin to discover other types of morality and their causes, shaping their own code of morality. The fifth stage is social contract or utility and individual rights. This stage sees people start to evaluate the rationality of laws and social system, on whether they actually uphold people’s rights and best interests. The sixth and final stage of moral development, is the recognition of universal ethical principles. This is where a person has come to develop moral thinking in conjunction with universally recognised human rights, and when in life a person faces a decision between upholding the law and their conscious beliefs, they make their decision based on their on moral personal oral code (Santrock 2016).
        Interestingly, Kohlberg’s theory was based on findings from a longitudinal study on the responses of at first seventy two, then fifty eight boys from Chicago, to eleven different investigative questions regarding possible moral dilemmas such as a husband stealing a drug to potentially save his dying wife. He developed his theory, as he noticed changes in the boys answers to the various questions. (Kohlberg 1984). 
        As a result of his theory and its development, Kohlberg’s idea can be critiqued in a number ways. New research has found that children’s basic understanding of morality is more advanced to start with, when they are first beginning to morally develop. Reasons for the change in answers to some of Kohlberg’s questions may be due to an improved understanding and  degree of knowledge towards the issues in the questions such as death and theft, as opposed to natural moral development. (Hart et al. 2003). 
        Another criticism of Kohlberg’s theory is that it is gender biased in favour of males.  This in part, led to the work of Gilligan (1982). It is Gilligan’s belief, that Kohlberg’s theory is gender biased because it is based around what is seen by some as the male norm of making independent judgements putting one’s moral principles above any relationships or possible concerns. Gilligan puts forward the care perspective as the moral perspective on which a female may base their moral decisions on, in terms of  their connectedness and relationships with others. This is in contrast to Kohlberg’s justice perspective, which is seen as being more inclined towards males. Gilligan’s research backed up this idea, finding that girls were in fact much likely to base moral decisions on relationships. (Gilligan et al. 2003). 
        However, further research has found that although girls might make moral decisions based on relationships with others and a focus on caring in mind, they can also make moral decisions on a code of morals based on justice. Leading to the idea that males and females can both make different decisions based on the two moral orientations  in question when needed. (Blakemore, Berenbaum and Liben 2009). 
        A contrasting view of moral development is that of the sociocultural approach. The foundation of which is largely the work of Vygotsky. Vygotsky saw young children beginning their moral development as young apprentices, learning appropriate behaviours through social experiences in their environment, and that development took place across three stages, the cultural, interpersonal and individual stage. Benefiting from such cultural apparatus as physical devices and values present in societies. This is in contrast to Piaget and his child scientist theory, in the sense that Vygotsky believed that children developed as the result of the transfer of behaviour and problem solving ability through social interactions. This idea can also be applied to moral development. 
        Although Vygotsky’s theory can be negatively critiqued in the sense that it neglects the emotional factors of socialisation and morality (Schaffer 2004), it has helped to prove that cognition isn’t an entirely internal process, and that it can in fact be shared between people in various settings (Segall et al. 1999). It is also a good foundation for the sociocultural approach to moral development to be built on and developed further. 
[bookmark: _Hlk531716802][bookmark: _Hlk531716982]        An additional sociocultural theory on moral development is Turiel et al.’s social interaction theory (1983). This is the belief that there are three domains of moral understanding, which coexist with each other, as opposed to developing into one-another. The first domain of understating is moral understanding. This has material conditions such as justice and rights, as well as formal conditions like being objective and rational. The second domain is conventional, with material conditions such as social uniformity, and formal conditions like being consensus -based. The third and final domain is personal and contains material conditions such as personal preferences. 
[bookmark: _Hlk531714514]       Turiel believed that moral development is explained by differentiating between moral and conventional rules, through social interactions. The theory believes that through social interactions with others, children are able to learn the correct domain in which to make moral decisions in. They  come to see that moral rules are not in fact random, and that social conventions are in fact often relative to something else, through their experiences. However, Turiel et al. do believe that children have the ability to deduce a sense of morality in some events and familiarise themselves with social regularities in their society (Shweder et al. 1987). 
        Turiel’s theory can be positively critiqued, in the sense that children beginning to morally develop can ascertain differences between moral, conventional and personal thought. Also children will be able to see the potentially positive or negative results of their actions through social interaction.  However, there some negative aspects of the theory as well.  There is perhaps an inaccuracy in measuring the significance of some events and conditions that are seen as conventional, as well as a possibility of a lack of foresight in considering the social meaning of the development of moral understanding. Also, conventional  domains of moral thought may not be seen as conventional by children.  Furthermore, there is a possibility that conventional thoughts with moral implications could be seen as moral ways of thinking and vice-versa. 
        Shweder et al critique Turiel’s theory by pointing to a contrast between morality and consensus in certain cultures. They use the example of India, a country without a common set of rules, but nevertheless a country with a solid moral code. India existing the way that it does directly contradicts Turiel’s theory. (Shweder et al. 1987).
        In conclusion, moral development can be seen from a number of different approaches, with both the cognitive development and sociological cultural approaches multiple having theories on the subject. Piaget’s child scientist theory,  on what much  of the cognitive approach to moral development is built, is the idea that social interaction in our environment combine with innate capacities that we as humans have, to stimulate moral development (Bee 2000). This has been built on by Kohlberg who argued that development was linked to progression through six stages of moral development, across three levels of moral thinking.  Although a dominant theory in terms of cognitive moral development, Kohlberg’s theory, as well as Gilligan’s have been accused of gender bias (Santrock 2016). 
        The sociocultural approach to moral development is mainly built around Vygotsky’s child apprentice theory, that children develop socially and morally through interaction with others. Turiel et al.’s social interaction theory distinguishes between moral and conventional rules, and advocates that there are three domains of moral understanding, co-exist alongside each other. This has been critiqued by Shweder et al., who point to cultures without set rules who nevertheless have a solid code of morality (Shweder et al. 1987).
        As with aspects both approaches, the main causation of moral development is more than likely a combination of numerous factors. 
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