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Abstract: Anyone who seeks the service of 
psychology (which translates to “science 
of the mind”) faces a persisting dilemma. 
One has to choose between two psycholo-
gies: “Subjective”, also called “qualitative”, 
psychologists believe that the focus on stud-
ying the internal structure of the human 
mind will provide important insights need-
ed in therapy and education. Yet the hu-
man mind, they argue, can be studied only 
with subjective methods like clinical inter-
view, not with standardized tests. In con-
trast, “objective” or “quantitative”, psychol-
ogists argue that if psychology wants to be 
recognized as a science, it must enlist only 
objective methods of measurement. Yet this 
excludes, they argue, the study of internal 
psychological factors of the human mind. 
While the subjective approach is based on 
psychological assumptions regarding the 
nature of the target measurement object, 
the objective approach is based on purely 
statis tical theories.

Must we really have to abandon psycho-
logical objects like intellectual and moral 
capaci ties if we want our measurement to 
be objective? In this paper I show that both 
approaches are based on questionable theo-
ries about the relationship between visible 
behavior on the one side and psychologi-
cal objects on the other. I also show that 
we can measure psychological traits objec-
tively and validly if we use an experimental 
approach. Experimental Question naires can 
be used in all fields of psychology in which 
testable theories about the nature of its ob-
ject have been developed. We have success-
fully used this new approach, for example, 
for the construction and validation of the 
Moral Competence Test (MCT).

Keywords: psychological measurement, 
standardized tests, theory, objectivity, va-
lidity.

THE PERSISTING DILEMMA OF PSYCHOLOGY

Millions of dollars are spent every year on tests of character, academic abilities, voca-
tional skills, mental disorders and so on, in the hope that their findings will help to 
improve therapy, education and the politics of mental health and education (Gregory, 
2018, p. 22). But anyone who seeks the service of psychology (which translates to “sci-
ence of the mind”) faces a per sis ting dilemma: One has to choose between two op-
posite approaches to the observation and measurement of psychological traits. “Sub-
jective” (also called “qualitative”) psychologists believe that the focus on studying the 
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internal structure of the human mind will indeed pro vide badly needed insights on 
the human condition. The human mind, they insist, can be studied only by using sub-
jective methods like clinical interview. In contrast, “objective” (“quantitative”) psy-
chologists argue that if psychology wants to be recognized as a science, it must use 
only objective methods of measurement.

For many years eminent scholars have argued that this dilemma has prevented 
psycho logy from developing into a real science (Travers, 1951; Loevinger, 1957; Miller, 
1962) and from playing a more constructive role in evaluating and improving educa-
tion (Schoenfeld, 1999; Ravitch, 2013).

For centuries, psychology was part of philosophy and, therefore, the domain of 
subjective psychology. Philosopher-psychologists focused on the nature of the human 
mind and used subjective methods in studying it. Their methods were mostly ideo-
graphic (acknowledging the individuality of the person) and holistic (taking the whole 
structure of the individual per sonality into account).

These subjective psychologists were challenged in the 19th century by objec-
tive psycho logists who were at home in physics, biology and medicine. They ar-
gued that psychological research must be nomothetic (searching for general laws) 
and objective, studying people’s behaviors instead of the structure of their mind: 
“The behaviorist recognizes no such things as mental traits, dispositions or tenden-
cies,” postulated Watson (1970/1924, p. 98), whose beha viorism is still very influ-
ential. Objective psychologists still believe that psychological mea sure ment should 
focus on behavior instead of on psychological traits: “A test is a standar dized pro-
cedure for sampling behavior and describing it with categories or scores” (Gregory, 
2018, p. 23). Their object is only somehow “related” to psychology: “We define psy-
chological assessment as the gathering and integration of psychology-related data” 
(Cohen, Swerdlik, 2018, p. 2). So, ironically, objective psychological observation 
lacks an object.

This antagonism of the two psychologies has caused a deep “crisis of psycholo-
gy” (Büh ler, 1927). The philosopher Wittgenstein (1953) noted: “In psychology there 
are experimental methods and conceptual confusion. The existence of experimental 
methods makes us think we have the means of solving the problems which trouble 
us; though problem and methods pass one another by.” Eminent psychologists agree. 
Graumann (1960) wrote: “Theoretical frameworks and methodo logical convic tions 
are still too diver gent, if not partially incom mensurable” (p. 146, my transl.). Simi-
larly Block (1977) asserts that “perhaps 90% of the studies are methodologically in-
adequate, without conceptual impli cation, and even foolish” (p. 39). The educational 
researcher Travers (1951) noted “that the rather meager advances made in many areas 
of psychological measurement during the last 20 years are mainly a con sequence of 
the fact that these areas are staffed mainly by technicians interested in producing use-
ful instruments and not by scientists interested in expanding knowledge” (p. 137). The 
statistician and psychologist Kempf (1981) wrote: “What usually is called psychologi-
cal test theory is actually a statistical theory of item selection in order to produce a test 
with some desirable features” (p. 3, my transl.). Ten years later, the former president 
of the American Psychological Association Alan Schoenfeld (1999), an accomplished ed-
ucational researcher and mathematician, complained that still “virtually none of the 
current assessments in wide use are grounded in well-developed theories of compe-
tence” (p. 12). He called for a mora torium on standardized testing until this basic is-
sue of standardized testing has been solved.
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In psychology, it seems, we have to choose between Scylla and Charybdis, that is, 
bet ween a subjective approach object which is not accessible through objective meth-
ods of measurement, on the one hand, and an objective method without a psychologi-
cal object, on the other.

Measurement theories are the link between reality and our images of reality. If 
these theories are not true then measurement does not provide us with valid data for 
reviewing our images of the world and for developing effective methods of education 
and therapy. Hence it is essential that measurement theories are testable – and that 
such tests are actually made.

THE “SUBJECTIVE” PSYCHOLOGISTS’ DILEMMAS

Subjective psychologists base their measurement on the assumption that our behav-
ior is deter mined mainly by unconscious affects and cognitions. In other words, they 
believe that only through the study of the unconscious level of our mind we can re-
ally understand human be havior and make education, therapy, and politics more ef-
fective. They also believe that un conscious affects and cognitions cannot be assessed 
directly but only indirectly, namely through interpreting people’s visible performanc-
es in certain situations or their answers to the psychologist’s questions. Interpretation 
means that measurement requires the researcher to make some assumptions about the 
relationship between people’s visible behavior and their unconsciousness. They de-
rive these assumptions from elaborate theories of the human mind that is, for exam-
ple, from psycho ana lytic theory, cognitive-developmental theory, or herme neutics, to 
name a few.

Take for example Lawrence Kohlberg’s research on the nature and development of 
moral judgment competence. He defined this “as the capacity to make decisions and 
judgments which are moral (i.e. based on internal principles) and to act in accordance 
with such judg ments” (Kohlberg 1964, p. 425; emphasis added). “Morality […] de-
fined as ‘having moral principles’ includes […] inner conformity to them in difficult 
situations rather than outer con formity in routine situations” (Kohlberg 1958, p. 3). 
Kohlberg’s definition agrees well with most moral philosophy: (1) It defines the affec-
tive aspect of morality in terms of the indivi dual’s inner moral principles or orienta-
tions, (2) it defines the cognitive aspect of morality as the structure of his or her mor-
al judgments, and (3) it defines both as aspects of visible action or behavior. Subjective 
moral psychologists argue that objective approaches to observing mora lity, like behav-
iorism, must fail because they either do not define their concept of mora lity at all, or, if 
they do, their definition is faulty: “The trouble with such [studies] is that they describe 
the person externally in terms of his impact on and relation to his culture and to the 
observer’s values. They will not tell us how the individual thinks, what values he actu-
ally holds” (Kohlberg 1958, p. 82; emphasis added).

In order to find out how the individual thinks about moral issues, Kohlberg de-
veloped a clinical interview method, the Moral Judgment Interview (MJI). In this, the 
interviewer con fronts participants with several dilemma stories in which the protago-
nists have to make a pre sumably difficult decision: Whatever they decide, they vio-
late a moral principle. The partici pants should say whether they agree or disagree with 
the protagonist’s decision and why. The interviewer follows up their answers to get 
a rich picture of their reasons, and also probes into counter-arguments: Which reasons 
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could justify the opposite opinion? The answers of the interviewees are recorded, tran-
scribed, and then categorized by a trained scorer into one of the six “cognitive-devel-
opmental stages” which Kohlberg (1984) had defined.

This method is based on two postulates, namely (a) that people’s moral cog niti ons 
are organized as a structural whole and (b) that they develop in a pre-determined in-
variant se quence. He considered the scoring to be valid only if it agrees with these two 
postulates. Since the interview data did not agree well enough with these two postu-
lates he and his students revised the scoring system several times in order make it bet-
ter fit with the data (Kohlberg 1984). But through this the Moral Judgment Interview 
has become immune against falsification, which makes us doubt whether its underly-
ing postulates are true and the interview really measures what it was originally sup-
posed to measure (Lind, 1989).

THE DILEMMA OF “OBJECTIVE” PSYCHOLOGY

“Objective” psychologists believe that if psychological theories bias measurement the 
best way to avoid such bias is to avoid theories. Measurement, they demand, should be 
based only on visible acts or behavior, which, they believe, requires no theory (Watson, 
1923). If we want to know from them what “intelligence” means, they merely say, “in-
telligence is what an intelligence test measures” (Bailey, 1994, p. 57). However, they 
cannot avoid theoretical as sumptions. Instead of psychological theory they base their 
measurement on a statistical theory. This theory determine which items and which 
scoring methods are regarded as valid. In other words, their statistical models define 
their object of measurement. Statistical models, they seem to believe, are more objec-
tive than psychological models.

The famous Studies in the Nature of Character by Hartshorne and May (1928) are 
a  good example of objective behaviorists’ approach to psychological measurement. 
Funded by a church organization, they wanted to test experimentally the hypothesis 
that character exists and that it is fostered through religious instruction. They con-
fronted participants with situati ons in which they were tempted to cheat and observed 
how they reacted. They recorded the agreement or disagreement of these reactions 
with their standard of honesty. They explicitly discarded any psychological and philo-
sophical interpretations of their subjects’ behavior, because “no progress [of psycho-
logical science] can be made, however, unless the overt act be observed and, if possi-
ble, measured without any reference, for the moment, to its motives and its rightness 
or wrongness” (p. 11).

Obviously, the authors believed that we can read the character strength of a person 
direct ly from his or her reactions to temptations to deceive, like reading a temperature 
scale: the current temperature is simply the reading on the display plus/minus some 
error of reading or of malfunctioning of the scale. Similarly they believe that we can 
reduce measurement error just by reading those reactions several times and calculat-
ing the average score.

However, objective psychologists is also based on a  theory, too, not on psy-
chological theory but on a statistical theory such as “Classical Test Theory” or the 
Theory of Mental Tests (Gulliksen, 1950), and its variants like “Item Response The-
ory,” IRT. Notably their theory is not about psychological objects but about statis-
tical constructs, for example, about “latent variables,” “latent classes,” or statistical 
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“factors.” Through this theory, they create their own object of measurement, which 
may best be described as a “homo statisticus.” Although the textbooks on CTT and 
ITR are usually voluminous (e.g., Cohen, Swerdlik, 2012, has 612 pages), this ho-
mo statisticus is described by a very simple statistical formula: Y = T + e. This for-
mula means that the reading of the scale (“Y”) is simply the addition of the subjects’ 
“true” behavior (“T”) and some random error (“e”). The formulas of more sophisti-
cated statistical test theories are more complex but are essentially based on similar 
statistical assumptions (Wilson, 2005).

The shortcomings of this test theory be come obvious when we translate the statis-
tical for mu las into plain language:

 • Observation is simple. Objective psychologists believe that we can directly read the 
participants’ behavior without any psychological interpretation. As we have seen 
above, they believe that, for example, the participants’ behavior in an honesty 
experi ment enables us to directly read his or her character. By definition this be-
havior is not affected by any other factor like the type of temptation, the partici-
pants understanding of the test, or by their moral competence.

 • Error is random. Any aberration of this statistical model from the real data is be-
lieved to be caused only by a random error of “reading the scale,” meaning that no 
systema tic factor of the participant or of the testing circumstances affects our 
reading of people’s behavior.

 • Repeated observation of identical behavior is possible. Because objective psycholo gists 
belief that any error is purely random it averages to zero. Therefore, they assert, 
measurement error can be simply reduced to any smallness simply by repeating the 
reading as often as needed (the so called “law of large numbers”). But this forces 
us to believe that people respond to replications of the questions or task always in 
the same way, and that they are willing to do so. But not even objective psycholo-
gists seem to believe this.

 • Similarity of behavior can be determined purely statistically. Because objective psy-
chologists avoid psychological concepts, they use statistical means for defining the 
“similarity” of tasks and questions. They define that two behaviors are similar if 
the participants show them together. So, for example, if people answer two differ-
ent questions in the same way, they are considered similar, or, if they solve task 
A and also task B in a math test, these two tasks are considered similar. If the items 
do not show statistical similarity they are excluded from the test even though they 
may be considered as highly valid by experts on the subject matter. Note that if all 
test items which threaten the reliability of the test are excluded from the test as 
“dissimilar,” the measurement model becomes immune against refutation through 
data. This immuni zation violates a basic standard of good science, namely refuta-
bility (Popper, 1967). It also calls the objectivity of objective psychology into ques-
tion and creates an illusion ary reality.

 • Error and reliability are an attribute of the measurement instrument. If they were an 
attribute of the measurement, they would not change from one application to 
another. But they do. Item selection does NOT lead to a stable estimate of a test’s 
reliability but it varies from one test sample to another and from one test admin-
istration to an other. For example, even though PISA tests are carefully trimmed 
on the basis of many prior studies and replacement of “unreliable” tasks, the final 
tests still deviate substantially from the statistical model on which their construc-
tion was based (Wuttke, 2006; Jablonka, 2007).
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Because objective psychologists avoid testing their hypothesis of random error, 
they overlook any systematic bias and ambiguity of their measurements (Wuttke, 
2007; Jablonka, 2007). They overlook, as Scott (1968) showed, that scores in the mid-
dle range of an attitudes scale can have three very different meanings: (1) they can 
mean, as researchers mostly assume, that the respondents have a medium attitude to-
ward the declared object of the scale (like “con ser vatism”). But these scores can also 
mean (2) that they do not have such an atti tude at all, but rate the items in regard to 
other criteria. Or these scores could mean (3) that the respondents have a differenti-
ated attitude which involves more than the one attitude.

The deliberate blindness of objective psychology for structural aspects of human 
behavior explains Hartshorne & May’s (1928) failure to produce evidence for the ex-
istence of charac ter. Only after completion of their study did Hartshorne and his col-
leagues admit that exclu ding internal traits from their observations was a mistake. 
“The essence of the act is its pre tense. Hence [character] can be described and under-
stood only in terms of the human ele ments in the situation. It is not the act that con-
stitutes the deception, nor the particular inten tion of the actor, but the relation of this 
act to his intentions and to the intentions of his asso ciates” (p. 377). They also admit-
ted the blindness of their measurement model for the com petence aspect of charac-
ter: “A trait such as honesty or dishonesty is an achievement like ability in arithmetic, 
depending of course on native capacities of various kinds” (Hartshorne, May, 1928, 
p. 379).

In spite of their abstinence in regard to psychological theories, objective “psy-
chologists” claim that their statistical models can be used to evaluate psychological 
theories, therapeutic methods, educational policies and competencies of people. They 
underpin their claim with a naming trick: (a) They give their statistical constructs psy-
chological names like intelligence, character, or conservatism, and (b) they equate pat-
tern of correlations across groups of people with an individual mind’s “structure”. But 
like families names, these names do not actually establish a real relationship between 
statistics and psychology. Or would Mrs. Miller allow an unrelated Mr. Miller to share 
her bedroom, just because he bears the same family name?

SOLVING THE DILEMMA OF PSYCHOLOGY: TESTING OUR MEASUREMENT 
THEORIES

How can we overcome the dilemma of psychology? Measurement is always based on 
theore tical assumptions. It provides reliable information if these assumptions are true. 
However the assumptions of both approaches to psychological are questionable. They 
have hardly ever been tested or are testable at all. Subjective psychologists base their 
methods of observation on psychological theories and objective psychologists base 
them on statistical theories. The dilemma of both approaches is that in both cases 
the theoretical assumptions are non-testable postulates instead of testable hypotheses. 
Objective psychologists fail be really objective. Instead of rigorously examining their 
postulates, like the postulate of pure random error and of onedimensionality, they se-
lect tasks and questions to fit these postulates. Subjective psy chologists fail to examine 
the psychological assumptions on which they base their observa tion and interview-
ing methods. As Jean Piaget (1965) admits: “The point, then, that we have to settle is 
whether the things that children say to us constitute, as compared to the real con duct, 
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a conscious realization […], reflection […] or psittacism […]. We do not claim to have 
solved the problem completely. Only direct observation can settle it” (p. 115).

To make sure that our measurement data reflect reality and are not only an arti-
fact of our theoretical assumptions, we must spell out these assumptions and submit 
them to rigorous experimental testing. How this can be done has been shown by the 
Dutch psychologist Fran ciscus Donders (1969/1868) a hundred and fifty years ago. 
Donders was probably the first who showed that we can examine the truth of psycho-
logical hypotheses about internal pro cesses of the mind in the same way as we examine 
hypo theses about the impact of an external factor on human behavior. He hypothe-
sized that humans do not just react to stimuli like an automat, but that they also think 
when it is needed. To test this hypothesis he designed a simple experiment for which 
he constructed an ingenious time recorder for measuring very short reaction times. 
When he gave his participants clearly distinct stimuli, they reacted as quickly as an 
automat. But when he gave them similar stimuli they caused a “dilemma” for them, 
so that their reactions took much longer. Obviously under the second condition they 
had to think before reacting.

Our behavior is often determined at once by more than one factor. Therefore, tests 
based on the assumption of onedimensionality are not suited for psychological meas-
urement. These tests, as we have seen above, regard everything as “error” which does 
not fit their onedimen sional test theory. If they speak of multi-dimensionality they re-
fer to pooled data across many individuals instead of the structure of an individual’s 
mind. This problem has also been solv ed long time ago, namely by Egon Brunswik 
(1955). He has shown how we can disentangle multiple factors of behavior with the 
“diacritical method.” This method means that the expe rimenter confronts the partici-
pants with a purposefully designed pattern of tasks, questions, or situations. This pat-
tern is designed as an individual multi-variate experiment. The design-factors of this 
dispositional experiment are chosen to directly correspond with the disposi tions that 
are believed to be involved in the participant’s behavior. If the test is designed in such 
a way that the factors are independent of each other, we can directly read from the pat-
tern of the participant’s reactions how much each dispositional factor determines his 
or her behavior (Lind, 1982).

On the basis of the ideas of Donders and Brunswik I have developed a new meth-
odology for measuring psychological objects, Experimental Questionnaire, EQ (Lind, 
1982). EQs make is based on psychological theory, instead of statistical theory, and 
makes it possible to measure traits of the human mind truly objectively. In other 
words, it allows us to test our measurement hypotheses and thus safeguard it against 
subjective or collective biases.

I have used this methodology to construct the first objective Moral Competence 
Test, MCT (formerly called Moral Judgment Test) (Lind, 1978; 2016). Informed by the 
moral theories of Piaget (1965), Kohlberg (1963; 1984) and Habermas (1990) we de-
fine moral com petence as the ability to solve problems and conflicts on the basis of moral 
principles through thinking and discussion (Lind, 2016). A core element of this compe-
tence is the ability to judge argu ments pro and contra a decision in regard to their mor-
al quality instead of in regard only to their opinion agreement. This seems to be a very 
difficult task for many people, as Keasey (1974) showed in a series of experiments. So 
we decided to use this task for measuring moral competence. Hence we designed the 
MCT to let us measure people’s ability to rate argu ments in a controversy in regard to 
their moral quality instead of to their opinion-agreement or to other non-moral aspects. We 
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regard this ability as the core of moral competence. If people have not developed such 
a moral sense, they cannot solve problems and conflicts through moral thinking and 
moral discussion but must use violence, deceit or submission to others.

Because the MCT has not been immunized against falsification through empiri-
cal item selection, as is the case with classical tests, it can be used to rigorously test the 
four measure ment hypotheses which informed its construction without saving circu-
larity. These are the four hypotheses on which the MCT is based:

 • Competence nature of morality: In contrast to many other psychologists Piaget 
(1965) and Kohlberg (1958; 1964) have hypothesized that moral behavior is not 
only affec tive in nature but also cognitive, that is, it is not only determined by 
people’s moral orientations (values, attitudes, principle, and so on) but also by 
their moral compe tence. Experiments using the MCT clearly support this compe-
tence hypothesis. While participants can be instructed to fake their moral orienta-
tions upward (Emler et al., 1983), the same kind of instruction fails to make par-
ticipants fake their competence-scores upward (Lind, 2002). Experiments also 
showed that the ability to estimate other people’s moral competence is positively 
correlated with their own moral competence (Wasel cited in Lind, 2002).

 • Moral competence is a unique skill. The ability to solve moral dilemmas is not just 
a linguistic skill but is a unique competence. This has been shown by the research 
team of Kristin Prehn (2013) of the Charité Hospital in Berlin. Moral competence 
as measured with the MCT correlates highly with neural activities in the right 
dorso-lateral prefrontal cortex (DLPC) when subjects’ brain activities are studied 
in a brain scanner while they are confronted with moral problems: the lower their 
C-score is the longer their right DLPC is busy. This phenomenon does not show 
when the subject is confronted with linguistic problems.

 • Hierarchical preference order: Kohlberg (1958, 1984) has hypothesized that the six 
types of moral orientations – which he has identified on the basis of theoretical 
analy sis and interview studies – form a universal hierarchy of moral adequacy. 
This hypo thesis lets us predict that people will prefer them according to this hier-
archy. Note that this is a very risky hypothesis. Since a person’s preference in re-
gard to six types of orientation can be ordered in 720 (= 6!) different ways, the risk 
of a coincidental confirmation of the hypothesis is very small (p = 1/720 = 0.0014) 
compared to the very small risk of accidently confirming a statistical hypothesis 
(p < 0.05). The risk of accidental confirmation becomes extremely tiny if, for ex-
ample, we test this hypothe sis with ten people (p = 0.001410). In contrast, the 
likelihood of confirming a statisti cal hypothesis accidentally increases when the 
number of tested people increases. In spite of the extremely low likelihood of con-
firming this hypothesis accidently, empi rical studies in various cultures almost 
unanimously confirm it (Rest, 1969; Lind, 1986, 2002).

 • Simplex structure of moral orientations: Kohlberg (1958) has hypothesized that the 
correlations between the six types of moral orientation show a simplex structure, 
which means that neighboring orientations correlate more highly with each other 
than with more distant orientations. All MCT studies support this hypothesis 
with only very few exceptions (Lind, 1978, 2002).

 • Affective-cognitive parallelism: Piaget (1976) has hypothesized that affective and 
cognitive aspects of behavior are parallel. This lets us predict, for example, that the 
higher people’s moral competence is, the more they will prefer higher types of 
moral orientations, and the more they will reject low, inadequate types. With the 
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MCT it became possible to test this hypothesis because only this test allows us to 
measure both aspects distinctly and simultaneously. So far all studies very clearly 
support Piaget’s notion (Lind, 2002, 2013).
Experimentally designed tests accomplish what subjective psychologists always 

wanted but objective psychologists could not deliver: They make it possible to meas-
ure internal proper ties of humans’ mind objectively that is transparently and through 
direct observation of their behavior. Moreover, experimentally designed tests allow us 
to examine the truth of the as sumptions underlying them. Thus psychology is no long-
er hampered by a dilemma. Experi mentally designed tests like the Moral Competence 
Test (MCT) enable us to measure psycho logical objects like moral competence and 
moral orientations validly and objectively. We can rely on them when we use them for 
evaluating methods of education, therapy and policy-making.

When psychologists chose to base their measurement on psychological theory 
instead of statistical theory they will find it easy to apply the concept of experimen-
tally designed tests to virtually all fields of psychological measurement. A simple ap-
plication would be to apply it to conventional attitude tests: If we would measure 
the variances of the individual responses due to the measured factor, we could eas-
ily answer Scott’s (1968) question to which degree an individual’s response pattern 
manifests the assumed attitude, and manifests something else. If we had grounded 
hypotheses about other factors which could possibly influence re sponses to attitude 
scales, we could add them to our test design as we did with the MCT. Similarly we 
could think of applications of this concept to tests of intelligence and of acade mic 
achievements.
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* The MJT has been renamed as Moral Competence Test, MCT.

DYLEMAT PSYCHOLOGII: OBIEKTYWIZM VS. SUBIEKTYWIZM

Streszczenie: Każda osoba zainteresowana 
psychologią (która oznacza „naukę o umy-
śle”) mierzy się ze stałym dylematem. Jeste-
śmy zmuszeni do wyboru pomiędzy dwie-
ma „psychologiami”: „subiektywni” czy 
też “jakościowi” psychologowie utrzymu-
ją, że skupienie się na badaniu wewnętrznej 
struktury umysłu człowieka dostarczy klu-
czowego zrozumienia i wiedzy potrzebnych 
w terapii i edukacji. Zarazem twierdzą oni, 
że umysł człowieka może być badany jedy-
nie za pomocą metod subiektywnych, takich 
jak wywiad kliniczny, a nie za pomocą wy-
standaryzowanych testów. Dla kontrastu, 
„obiektywni” bądź „ilościowi” psychologo-
wie twierdzą, że skoro psychologia dąży do 
uznania jej za naukę, powinna ona używać 
jedynie obiektywnych metod pomiaru. To 
z kolei wyklucza według nich badanie we-
wnętrznych czynników psychologicznych 
w umyśle ludzkim. Podejście subiektyw-
ne bazuje na psychologicznych założeniach 
dotyczących natury docelowego mierzone-
go konstruktu, podejście obiektywne z ko-
lei opiera się całkowicie na teoriach staty-
stycznych.

Czy rzeczywiście jesteśmy zmuszeni do 
porzucenia konstruktów psychologicz-
nych, takich jak zdolności intelektualne 
lub moralne, jeśli chcemy, aby nasze na-
rzędzia pomiaru były obiektywne? W ar-
tykule ukazuję, że oba podejścia bazują na 
wątpliwych teoriach dotyczących relacji 
pomiędzy obserwowanym zachowaniem 
z jednej strony a konstruktami psycholo-
gicznymi z drugiej strony. Pokazuję także, 
że możliwe jest obiektywne i wiarygod-
ne zbadanie cech psychologicznych, jeśli 
zastosujemy podejście eksperymentalne. 
Kwestionariusze eksperymentalne mogą być 
używane w każdej dziedzinie psycholo-
gii, w której rozwinięte zostały testowalne 
teorie o naturze danego konstruktu. Uży-
liśmy tego nowego podejścia z sukcesami, 
np. podczas konstrukcji i walidacji Testu 
Moralnej Kompetencji.

Słowa kluczowe: pomiar psychologiczny, 
wystandaryzowane testy, teoria, obiekty-
wizm, wiarygodność.


