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Individual Differences in the Validity of
a Cognitive Processing Model for
Responses to Personality Inventories
Paul De Boeck

University of Leuven, Belgium

An individual difference hypothesis was tested
with respect to the validity of a vector type cognitive
processing model for inventory responses. The va-
lidity index may be also considered an index of the
conformity of inventory responses to the meaning
structure of the items. Three short adjective and
sentence type inventories were used, two of them
consisting of mixed sets of items and one consisting
of positive sets. It was concluded from the only low
positive intercorrelations of the validities that indi-
vidual differences are minor. Furthermore, evidence
was found for an effect of the order of presentation
of the inventories and for an effect of the inventory
composition (positive or mixed), but not for a
higher validity of the model for adjective than for
sentence types of inventories.

Previous investigations concerning personality
inventory responding have shown the utility of
an intuitively plausible model according to

which the respondent interprets the meaning of
an item, compares it to what he/she knows
about himself/herself, and expresses the com-
parison result in a response on a given judgment
scale (Cliff, Bradley, & Girard, 1973; Kuncel,
1973; Nowakowska, 1970; Rogers, 1974, 1978).
The interpretation of an item and the self-

knowledge both require cognitive representa-
tions that must be made in a common medium
so as to allow for a comparison. Cliff et al. (1973)
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proposed a model for the common medium and
the comparison processes. Item knowledge as
well as the self-knowledge are supposed to be lo-
cated in a common meaning space; and the re-
sponse to an item is considered either a function
of the scalar product of the item vector in the
meaning space and the self-impression vector,
i.e., the vector model, or it is considered a dis-
tance function of the item point and the self-im-
pression point, i.e., the ideal point model (the
self-impression point being the ideal point for an
item to be endorsed).
The vector model has been shown to be fairly

valid, and because of its simplicity and its only
slight empirical inferiority to the ideal point
model, it was considered as a good approxima-
tion of the true model (Cliff, 1977; De Boeck,
1978). The vector model formula of a response of
subject i to item j reads as follows:

in which v,&dquo;, represents the coordinate of item j
on dimension m, wm, is the value of the self-im-

pression of subject i on dimension m, and a, is a
constant to account for the overall level of en-
dorsement.

The v,,~ values, i.e., the item coordinates, are
derived independently of the inventory responses
by a multidimensional scaling of the interitem
meaning similarities. One group meaning space
usually fits the data as well as a set of individ-
ualized spaces (Cliff, 1977; De Boeck, 1978). In
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accordance with the vector model formula, the
meaning dimensions are to be considered linear
predictors of the inventory responses of an indi-
vidual so that they can be used in a linear regres-
sion analysis. The resulting regression weights
are w., estimators, and the multiple R is an in-
dex of the model validity for the individual sub-
ject in question.
The validity of the vector model means that

the items elicit responses in conformity with
their meaning value on some basic dimensions.
Moreover, the linear form of the vector model
equation makes it equivalent to the component
anaiysis model variant of factor anaiysis, except
for the additive constant of the vector model, so
that it is not at all unusual to find the same

meaning configuration dimensions among the
item intercorrelation factors. The additive con-
stant might add a general endorsement factor
depending on the interindividual variance of the
additive constant. As a matter of fact, the pres-
ence of the meaning dimensions among the cor-
relational components also depends on the inter-
individual variance, namely, the variance of the
dimensional self-impression values.

In general, however, the vector model leads to
a reflection of the meaning dimensions in the
componential or factorial structure of the inven-
tory. That is, the degree of co-occurrence of in-
ventory items in personality description is highly
predictable from the meaning structure of those
same items. For purposes of explication in the
present paper, this phenomenon will be referred
to as &dquo;meaning conformity.&dquo; In fact, in studies
where the vector model validity was fairly high,
the meaning conformity phenomenon has been
established (Cliff, 1977; Cliff et al., 1973; De
Boeck, 1978). The vector model validity may also
function as a measure of the extent to which in-
dividual subjects exhibit meaning conformity.
The phenomenon of meaning conformity has
aroused much interest in the recent literature
(Block, Weiss, & Thome, 1979; D’Andrade,
1974; Gara & Rosenberg, 1981; Shweder, 1977;
Shweder & D’Andrade, 1979), because of its

bearing on the veridicality of perceived trait co-

occurrences. Hence, an individual measure of
meaning conformity, like the vector model valid-
ity, would be an interesting variable to be em-
ployed in research that is designed to reveal the
determinants of the congruence in question.
For the present, three possible determinants of

the vector model validity are examined in the lit-
erature : (1) instructions of faking or being can-
did, (2) the item type (adjectives or sentences),
and (3) the inventory composition (positive or
mixed, i.e., containing negatively as well as posi-
tively stated items). Faking instructions clearly
heighten the individual meaning conformities
(Cliff, 1977; Cliff et al., 1973), at least in mixed
inventories. The evidence about the item type re-
mains doubtful. Cliff (1977) has found lower
meaning conformities using sentences instead of
adjectives; but when adjective and sentence type
inventories are made as equivalent as possible,
and when they are administered at the same
time in equivalent samples, the difference disap-
pears (De Boeck, 1978). The mixed composition
of the inventory (i.e., positively as well as nega-
tively, or reversely, stated items) has yielded
much higher meaning conformities than a posi-
tive composition (Cliff, 1977; i.e., without re-
versely stated items), probably because of a
lower degree of differentation within subscales
containing only positively stated items.
The present study examined whether there are

individual differences with regard to meaning
conformity. If so, this would imply that an indi-
vidual difference (i.e., correlational) approach
using variables such as cognitive style could be
fruitful to this area and, hence, to the study of
why there is a congruence between item meaning
configurations and interitem correlations de-
rived from personality judgments. It could be

hypothesized, for example, that cognitively com-
plex individuals or individuals who have high
tolerance for ambiguity have lower degrees of
meaning conformity than their counterparts. In
fact, research along these lines has been started
already (De Boeck, 1977) without an explicit test
on the individual difference nature of meaning
conformity. For the present purposes, three
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short personality inventories were used so that
three multiple correlations were obtained for
each individual.

Method

Inventories

The inventories that were used were taken
from two previous studies. De Boeck (1978) has
used a short version of the Dutch Five Person-

ality Factors Test (5PFT; Elshout & Akkerman,
1975), consisting of 20 items representing four of
the five 5PFT subscales: Extraversion, Friend-
liness, Conscientiousness, and Neuroticism.

Roughly half of the items from each factor were
positively stated; the remaining items were neg-
atively stated, yielding mixed item sets. The

original inventory had sentence type items, but a
parallel adjective type inventory was also de-
veloped. A list of the items of both types has
been given by De Boeck (1978). The inventories
appeared markedly equivalent with respect to
the item meanings; and, as was expected, four
meaning dimensions could be discerned in ac-
cordance with the factorial composition of the
inventory. The two inventories were called
PFT20am and PFT20sm, indicating the Per-
sonality Factors Test with 20 adjectives in mixed
sets and the Personality Factors Test with 20
sentences in mixed sets, respectively.
On the basis of other 5PFT items, a second

short inventory was made up of four positively
stated subscales, each subscale (which has four
items) representing one of the four factors that
are also represented in the PFT20am and the
PFT20sm. A sentence type version was adapted
to yield an adjective type equivalent. The re-
sulting short inventories, PFT16ap (Personality
Factors Test with 16 adjectives in positive sets)
and PFT16sp (Personality Factors Test with 16
sentences inpositive sets) are given in Table 1.

Finally, a third short inventory was composed
from the Comrey Personality Scales (CPS), like
the items used by Cliff (1977). The mixed set of
Extraversion-Introversion (Shyness (Social
Ease) ) items of Cliff was selected as a first sub-

scale. A second subscale consisted of Cliff’s
mixed set of Empathy-Egocentrism (Empathy
(Selflessness) ) items. Because the existing trans-
lation into Dutch is less appropriate, two items
(the third Extraversion item and the first Em-
pathy item) were substituted for original ones. In
order to differentiate the short CPS version
somewhat from the PFT20s and the PFT16s, a

Masculinity-Femininity subscale was substi-
tuted for the Neuroticism subscale in the Cliff

study (see Table 2). As for the other short in-
ventories, an adjective type inventory, the

CPS18am (Comrey Personality Scales with 18
adjectives in mixed sets), was construed to be an
equivalent to the CPSl8sm (Comrey Personality
Scales with 18 sentences in mixed sets). All of
the selected CPS items and their adjectival equi-
valents are given in Table 2.

In sum, six short inventories were used, three
sentence type inventories and three correspond-
ing adjective type inventories: the PFT20sm and
PFT20am, which were both derived from the
SPFT and contain four mixed subscales; the
PFTl6sp and PFT16ap, which were also derived
from the 5PFT but contain four subscales with

positively stated items; and the CPS18sm and
CPS18am, which were both derived from the
CPS and contain three mixed subscales.
For each short inventory, the instructions and

response scales were borrowed from the original
standard inventories from which they are de-
rived.

Meaning Similarity Ratings

In order to obtain a measure of meaning struc-
ture as required in the vector model, meaning
similarity judgments were gathered for the
PFT16s and the CPS18s. The item meaning con-
figurations for the PFT20s were taken from De
Boeck (1978). For each of the PFT16s and the
CPS18s, a booklet was arranged by presenting
each of the items from the inventory at the head
of a page above a list of items to be compared to
the headed item with respect to their meaning,
using a 9-point scale (1 = very similar; 9 = very
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Table 1
PFT16 Sentences and Adjective Type Items

dissimilar). The lists of items were composed in
such a way that (1) each item had to be com-
pared to each other, and that (2) a number of
item pairs was repeated to check the individual

reliability of similarity ratings (24 item pairs
were repeated in a PFT16 booklet and 27 item
pairs were repeated in a CPS18 booklet). The
present method reduces to a short version of the
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Table 2
OPS18 Sentence* and Adjective Type Items

*From Comrey, A.L. Comrey Personality Scales, Copyright 1970 by Educational
and Industrial Testing Service, San Diego CA. All rights reserved, repro-
duced by permission.

conditional format with a meaning criterion that
has been proposed by Girard and Cliff (1973).

Subjects
The subjects were 113 students in the final

year of two high schools in the Dutch-speaking
part of Belgium, 73 males and 40 females. They
were randomly assigned to two groups, an

Adjective group of 57 students and a Sentence
group of 56 students.

Procedure

The subjects were tested collectively in group
sessions, and the anonymity of their responses
was guaranteed. A first group, the Adjective
group, completed the three short adjective type
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inventories and either the PFT16ap meaning
similarity booklet (N = 29) or the CPS18am

meaning similarity booklet (N = 28). The Sen-
tence group completed the equivalent sentence
type tasks with 27 and 29 subjects filling in the
meaning similarity booklets of the PFT16sp and
the CPS18sm, respectively. The self-judgment
task was always given first, before the meaning
similarity rating task, as this order is the least
biasing one (see De Boeck, 1978).
The order of the self-judgment tasks, however,

was varied so that four orders resulted: (1)
PFT16-PFT20-CPS18, (2) PFT20-PFT16-

C PS18, (3) CPS18-PFI16-PFT2û, and (4)
CPS18-PFT20-PFT16. In the first two orders the
SPFT-derived inventories preceded the CPS-de-
rived inventory; in the remaining two orders the
CPS-derived inventory came first. These are two
levels of a first-order factor that is called
PFT/CPS. In orders 1 and 3 the PFT16 pre-
ceded the PFT20, whereas in the orders 2 and 4
the PFT16 followed after the PFT20. This order
factor is called PFT16/PFT20.

Analysis

There were four stages in the analysis: (1) a
cluster analysis (Veldman, 1967) of individuals
in order to identify possible meaning perception
clusters; (2) nonmetric multidimensional scaling
(MDS) analyses of meaning similarities

(MINISSA; Roskam & Lingoes, 1970); (3) multi-
ple regression analyses with the degree of en-
dorsement as a dependent variable and meaning
dimensions (the outcomes of the MDSs) as the
independent variables-the resulting multiple
Rs are the indices of meaning conformity; and
(4) an analysis of variance, using the BMDP2V
program for an analysis including repeated mea-
sures (Dixon & Brown, 1977) of the squared
multiple correlations in accordance with 25 x 3
design: five between-subject factors-sex, item
type (adjectives or sentences), two order factors,
and the meaning similarity judgment task (a
PFT16 or CPS18 booklet)-and one within-sub-
jects factor, the self-judgment inventory (PFT16,
PFT20, or CPS18). The residual values derived

from the analysis of variance were used to test
the individual difference hypothesis, as those
values were free from possible effects of the five
between-subject factors (and their mutual inter-
actions and interactions with the self-judgment
inventory factor).

Results

Cluster Analysis

The cluster analysis was used to determine
whether or not there were subgroups of subjects
who differentially perceived the meaning struc-
ture of the various inventories. For these cluster

analyses the similarity ratings for each subject
were transformed into z values using each sub-
ject’s own mean rating. An analysis of the
PFT16 half of the Adjective group (N = 29) re-
vealed three clusters. The error index increased

substantially from three to two clusters (from
170.2 to 243.1). Although the error was on the
whole somewhat higher in the cluster analysis of
the PFT16 half of the Sentence group (N = 26), a
major increase in the error occurred at the tran-
sition from four to three clusters (from 172.2 to
196.7), so that four clusters were suitable. How-
ever, the average intracluster correlations were

barely higher than the intercluster correlations
for both groups. Moreover, a principle compo-
nents analysis of interperson correlations yielded
striking evidence for a one-factor solution in
both cases, the respective eigenvalues being
12.28, 1.43, 1.29, 1.22, and 1.17 for the Adjective
group; and 12.30, 1.37, 1.09, and 0.97 for the
Sentence group.
A similar result was obtained with regard to

the CPS18s. The four clusters of CPS18am

judges (N = 28) and the three clusters of
CPS18sm judges (N = 27), which were chosen on
the basis of error index increases from 142.2 to
158.6 and from 134.3 to 182.5, respectively, did
not identify clearly distinguished subject types,
as the intracluster correlations approximated
the values of the intercluster correlations. The

homogeneity of each of the two meaning similar-
ity judgment groups was confirmed by a prin-
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cipal components analysis yielding a very
dominant first factor in each case, the respective
eigenvalues being 8.27, 1.53, 1.43, 1.38, and 1.13
for the CPS18am subgroup; and 11.90, 1.36,
1.23, 1.18, and 1.02 for the CPS18sm subgroup.
Viewed in the light of these results and those of
previous research by Cliff et al. (1973), Cliff

(1977), and De Boeck (1978), it seemed reason-
able to do MDS based on similarities that were
summed over the individual judges.

Nonmetric MDS

The stress values in the succeeding PFT16
scaling solutions containing five to one dimen-
sion(s) were .025, .038, .072, .133, and .281 for
the adjective version and .022, .039, .064, .113,
and .294 for the sentence version. Using the
&dquo;elbow&dquo; criterion, a three-dimensional solution
seemed the appropriate one in both cases, al-

though four scales of the 5PFT were represented
in the PFT16s. This should not be surprising, as
the four item groups, if sufficiently homogen-

eous, resemble the case of four points; and as for
the representation of distances between four

points, three dimensions always suffice. More-
over, these three dimensions produced the very
neat differentiation of the four groups of items:

Extraversion, Friendliness, Conscientiousness,
and Neuroticism (see Table 3). The configura-
tions of adjectives and sentences were fairly con-
sistent with canonical correlations of .929, .897,
and .675 (allp’s < .01).
With respect to the CPS18s, three-dimen-

sional solutions were also preferred on the basis
of the following stress values from five to one di-
mension(s) : .047, .074, .106, .183, .392 for the
CPS18am and .044, .062, .086, .130, 0.312 for
the CPS18sm. After an additional orthogonal
rotation, the three dimensions could be easily
identified: Extraversion-Introversion, Empathy-
Egocentrism, and Masculinity-Femininity (see
Table 4). The scaling solutions of adjectives and
sentences were fairly consistent with one

another, as is shown in their canonical correla-
tions : .942, .904, and .698(allp’s < .01).

Table 3
Meaning Configurations of PFT16 Adiective and Sentence Type Items
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Table 4
Meaning Configurations of CPS18 Adjective and Sentence Type Items

To present a possible distorting effect of unre-
liable similarity judgments, a MDS was done for
each of the four short inventories after an elimi-
nation of ratings of unreliable judges from the
similarity sums. A judge was considered unreli-
able if its individual reliability coefficient was
not significant on the .05 level, one-tailed. How-
ever, irrespective of slightly lower stress values,
essentially the same results were obtained. Mean
reliabilities were .618, .587, .509, and .506 for
the PFT16ap, PFT16sp, CPS18am, and

CPS18sm, respectively.

Regression Analyses

Three regression analyses were carried out for
each individual, with his/her endorsements as

dependent variables and the meaning dimen-
sions of the corresponding inventory as inde-
pendent variables. With the PFT16s and the
CPS18s, the dimensions of Tables 3 and 4 were

used, respectively, and with the PFT20s the
analyses were based on the dimensions from De
Boeck (1978).
Median shrunken Rs were .495, .639, and .520

for the PFT16ap, the PFT20am, and the

CPS18am, respectively, and .474, .600, and .493
for the corresponding sentence type inventories,
respectively. The respective number of signifi-
cant Rs (p < .05) were 20, 36, and 26 out of 57 in
the Adjective group and 22, 32, and 26 out of 56
in the Sentence group.
The R level of the PFT20s is perfectly in con-

formity with the corresponding R level in the De
Boeck (1978) study, except for the slightly higher
level of adjective Rs in comparison to sentence
Rs in the present study. The level of CPS18 Rs
should be comparable to the level of Cliff’s R s
for candid responses to a mixed set of items, but
it was much lower, whereas the R of the PFT16s
exceeded those of the candid responses to pos-
itive set of items in the Cliff (1977) study.
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Analysis of Variance

An analysis of variance was done with the
shrunken squared multiple correlations (i.e., the
R2s corrected for number of predictors) as a de-
pendent variable and with sex, item type, two
order factors (the PFT/CPS and the PFT16/
PFT20 order factors) and the meaning similarity
judgment task (a PFT16 or a CPS18 version) as
between-subject factors, and the self-judgment
inventory (PFT16, PFT20, and CPS18) as a with-
in-subject factor. Because the matching of the
inventories to the similarity judgment task was
realized for only 108 subjects, the analysis of
variance was based on 108 cases.

Among the between-subject factors, only sex
had a significant effect (F~1, 76) = 19.86,
p < .01), with a mean of .413 for females and
.269 for males. The other significant effects con-
cern the self-judgment task or inventory factor
and its interactions with between-subject fac-
tors. Mean corrected R 2s differed from inven-

tory to inventory (F(2, 152) = 13.04, p < .01), the
means being .288, .411, and .267 for the PFT16,
PFT20, and CPS18, respectively. Furthermore,
there were significant interactions: Inventory x
PFT/CPS Order x PFT16/PFT20 Order

(F(2, 152) = 4.38, p < .05), Inventory x

PFT16/PFT20 Order x Sex (F~2,152) = 5.03,
p < .01), Inventory x PFT/CPS Order x

PFT16/PFT20 Order x Item Type
(F(2, 152) = 3.39, p < .05), and Inventory x

PFT/CPS Order x Item Type x Meaning Simi-
larity Judgment Task x Sex R2, 152) = 3.49,
p < .05).

Obviously, the order of presentation had an ef-
fect ; an order factor was involved in each signif-
icant interaction. In order to have an idea of the
order effects, the corrected R2s were trans-

formed into deviations from their corresponding
inventory mean, and then ordinal position
means were derived for adjective as well as for
sentence type inventories. The relation of the
ordinal position of the inventory to the model
validities appeared to be of an inverted U-shape,
at least for adjective type inventories (see Figure

1). The strong curvature for adjectives is reflec-
ted in the four-way interaction: Inventory x
PFT/CPS Order x PFT16/PFT20 Order x Item

Type, and even in the more general three-way in-
teraction Inventory x PFT/CPS Order x

PFT16/PFT20 Order. These interactions may
be understood by looking at the strongly rising
lines in Figure 1 from position 1 to 2 if the adjec-
tive PFTs precede the adjective CPS, and at the
strongly declining lines from position 2 to 3 if

the adjective CPS version precedes the PFTs.
The value of the PFT16 and PFT20 R2s closely
depends on which one of the two precedes the
other (PFT16/PFT20 order) and on whether the
CPS18 comes first or not (PFT/CPS order). This
applies primarily to adjective type inventories
(item type factor).

It is shown in the interaction of inventory,
PFT16/PFT20 order, and sex that the order ef-
fect on the difference between PFT16 and
PFT20 also depends on the sex of the subjects.
Indeed, when the PFT16 preceded the PFT20,
the corrected R 2s of the latter rose from .267 to
.419 for males, and they dropped from .546 to
.490 for females; conversely, when the PFT20
preceded the PFT16, the corrected R2s of the
latter rose from .244 to .270 for males, whereas
they dropped from .397 to .292 for females. The
interaction of the highest order that is signif-
icant is left uninterpreted.

Individual Differences

As described above, a measure of meaning
conformity (i.e., a multiple R) was obtained for
each subject on each inventory (PFT16, PFT20,
CPS18). To determine whether there are consis-
tent individual differences in meaning con-

formity, the multiple R s for each inventory were
correlated across subjects (Spearman rank order
correlations, N = 113). Two of the correlations
were significant: .169 (p < .05, one-tailed) for
the PFT16 and CPS18, and .316 (p < .01, one-
tailed) for the CPS18 and PFT20. The third in-
tercorrelation, .051, for the PFT16 and PFT20
was not significant.
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Figure 1
Deviations from Inventory Means for Meaning Conformity

by Order Position of the Inventory, for Each Combination of Order Factors,
and Separately for Adjective (0-o-0) and Sentence (o---o---o) Type Inventories

When, instead of uncorrected R s, the resid-
uals of corrected R 2s from the analysis of vari-
ance were used to test the individual difference

hypothesis without confounding with possible
group and treatment effects, essentially the
same findings were arrived at, with Pearson cor-
relations (N = 108) of .162 (p < .05, one-tailed),
.235 (p < .01, one-tailed), and .075 (p < 0.10) for
the intercorrelations of the meaning conformity
in the PFT16 and CPS18, the CPS18 and

PFT20, and the PFT20 and PFT16, respectively.
When the same correlations were calculated

for the Adjective group and the Sentence group,
separately, a curious finding arises. The inter-
correlations of both groups clearly diverged, the
highest positive correlations in the one group be-

coming the lowest (even negative) correlations in
the other group (see Table 5). Also, the rank
order correlations of the corresponding Rs show
that pattern clearly.

Discussion

With respect to the individual difference hy-
pothesis, no clear conclusions may be derived.
The intercorrelations of individual meaning con-
formities were positive but not very high. When
intercorrelations for the Adjective and Sentence
groups were analyzed separately, the intercor-
relations varied from -.177 to .509 (see Table 5).
The intercorrelations of the Sentence group

are understandable from the number of charac-
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Table 5
Intercorrelations of Meaning Conformity Measuresa

*p < .05, one-tailed.
**p < .01, one-tailed. 

21~Residuals of corrected R2~s are used.

teristics the inventories have in common. There
are two characteristics in which the three inven-
tories can be similar or different, irrespective of
the adjective or sentence type of the items. First,
two of them contain mixed item sets, whereas
the third consists of positive sets. Second, the
PFT20 and the PFT16 are derived from the
5PFT, whereas the CPS18 is derived from the
CPS. In summary, the PFT16 and the CPS18
differ on both of the characteristics, whereas the
PFT16 and PFT20 as well as the PFT20 and
CPS18 have one characteristic in common. In
that way the near zero intercorrelations of the
PFT16 and the CPS18 meaning conformities,
and the fairly high other intercorrelations, might
be accounted for. However, this interpretation
implies that no general and stable individual
differences exist, since when the inventories are
enough differentiated, the intercorrelation of
their meaning conformities disappears.
On the other hand, the correlations in the Ad-

jective group might result from the order effects
that have been established in the analysis of var-
iance (see the interactions of inventory, sex, and
item type with the PFT/CPS order and/or the
PFT16/PFT20 order) working also on an indi-
vidual level. These order effects may be con-
sidered an alternation phenomenon, i.e., low
levels of meaning conformity rise and high levels
fall in a subsequent inventory.

It might be hypothesized that (1) the alterna-
tion phenomenon is more pronounced the more
similar the inventories are to each other, and
that (2) the phenomenon is typical for adjective

type inventories, as might be concluded from the
analysis of variance and as might be accounted
for by their less fixed denotative meaning. Ac-
cording to this hypothesis, the correlations be-
tween meaning conformities of adjective type in-
ventories should be biased in a negative direc-
tion as a function of the similarity of the corre-
sponding inventories. Hence, the lowest correla-
tions must be expected where the highest posi-
tive correlations are found for sentence type in-
ventories (at least under the expressed assump-
tion that the latter correlations are a positive
function of inventory similarity). This reversal of
the correlation pattern is what in fact has been
established.
From these findings that the meaning con-

formity phenomenon is so sensitive to order and
that its degree is specific to the inventory in
which it is measured, some hypotheses about its
origin might be eliminated. First, meaning con-
formity is not a veridical reflection of a true con-
sistency that pervades all domains of the be-
havioral reality of an individual subject. Second,
the meaning conformity is not a result of an in-
evitable cognitive bias that is always operative.
Moreover, whatever its origin is, the meaning
conformity phenomenon could not be shown to
be a clear individual difference variable in this

study.
Furthermore, this study, designed to test an

individual difference hypothesis, lends addition-
al support to prior findings about possible
meaning conformity differences connected with
the inventory form. First, the item type did not
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have a significant effect. As in the study of De
Boeck (1978), the validity of the vector model
was not higher for adjectives than for sentences.
Second, an inventory consisting of positive sets
of items had a lower degree of vector model
validity than an inventory consisting of mixed
sets of items. Although the PFT16 and PFT20
are not as equivalent as possible, the lowering of
the model validity in positive sets may be taken
for granted, as it was found earlier and in a more
pronounced way by Cliff (1977) under a more
fully realized inventory equivalence.
To conclude, the evidence for individual

differences with respect to the vector model

validity and therefore to meaning conformity is
meager, except perhaps for sex differences, so
that it seems more promising to concentrate fur-
ther efforts on a study of situational determi-
nants of meaning conformity.
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