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A Psychometric Assessment of Measures 
of Scripts in Consumer Memory 

RUTH ANN SMITH 
MICHAEL J. HOUSTON* 

This study examines the psychometric qualities of two measures of scripts for a 
consumer event. A laboratory experiment in which the measures' reliability and 
validity were evaluated produced some questions about the stability of retrospective 
self-report measures. However, the results were generally encouraging for the 
psychometric properties of an alternative measure employing a recognition task. 
We suggest further development of this measure to facilitate large-scale investi-
gations of script-based processing in the consumer context. 

There is a large body of research on the structure 
and function of memory that documents mem-

ory's influence on human behavior in general and on 
consumer behavior in particular. One conclusion that 
derives from this literature is that no single explanation 
of memory is entirely adequate to account for the 
diversity of human information processing strategies. 
Rather, both the nature of the to-be-stored information 
and expectations about its future use apparently influ-
ence memory structure. 

The present research involves one particular type 
of memory structure-scripts-that has been the sub-
ject of increasing attention in the recent consumer-
behavior literature. However, both in the consumer 
context and elsewhere, the majority of script research 
has relied on measurement procedures of doubtful 
merit. Therefore, the present investigation seeks to  
evaluate the psychometric status of two script measures 
in an effort to  facilitate further research of script-
based processing in the consumer setting. 

The following discussion reviews the nature and 
function of scripts and summarizes relevant empirical 
findings. Next, it describes the methodological tradition 
that has prevailed in script research. Finally, it ad-
vances several propositions concerning the reliability 
and validity of two script measures and considers an 
empirical test of those propositions. 

SCRIPTS 
Scripts are one type of the broad classification of 

memory structures generally known as schemata. A 
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Graduate School of Business, University of Wisconsin, Madison, 
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schema contains an individual's general knowledge 
about some stimulus domain, represented in generic 
rather than episodic form. A schema is not an exact 
record of a specific stimulus. Rather, schemata contain 
abstractions teased out of environmental regularity 
(Mandler 1982; Rumelhart and Ortony 1977). There 
are several types of schemata, and they are categorized 
according to the stimulus domain that acts as their 
organizing theme. 

A script is a type of schema for which the organizing 
theme is a repetitive event. As defined by Schank and 
Abelson, a script is "a predetermined, stereotyped 
sequence of actions that define a well-known situation" 
(1977, p. 41). Scripts are distinguished from other 
types of schemata by two definitive qualities: first, a 
script contains a set of component actions, and second, 
those actions are related in a causal temporal seauence. 
Examples might be dining in a restaurant, visiting a 
physician, or making a bank deposit. 

Scripts appear to develop a hierarchical structure 
in memory as an individual experiences multiple 
occurrences of highly programmed events (Martin, 
Harrod, and Siehl 1980; Nelson 1981). Once formed, 
a script's general function is to facilitate cognitive 
processing. More specifically, when an incoming stim-
ulus activates a script, a rich network of information 
is tapped that substantially reduces the burden of- -

processing the stimulus. Scripts appear to exert signif-
icant influence on both encoding and retrieval, with 
the result that script-based processing is highly auto-
matic and efficient, if not always accurate. 

During encoding, a script acts as a framework for 
selecting and organizing relevant information. For 
example, Bower, Black, and Turner (1979) reported 
that information central to an event is more likelv to 
be recalled than information that is irrelevant. In 
addition, Bransford and Johnson (1972) found that 
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recall of a group of related actions was superior if an 
organizing theme that activated a script was provided 
during encoding. Empirical support for a script's in- 
fluence on retrieval is also available. Several studies 
have demonstrated both intrusion errors during recall 
and false recognition of script-consistent, but missing, 
actions (Bower et al. 1979; Graesser, Gordon, and 
Sawyer 1979; Graesser et al. 1980). These retrieval 
biases suggest that when a stimulus configuration is 
incomplete, the missing information can be inferred 
from the generic script for an event. 

Recognition of the relevance of scripts to consumer 
behavior is fairly recent, but the limited research 
available in this context supports both the presence 
of scripts for consumer events and their influence on 
consumer information processing. For example, cul- 
turally uniform scripts for dining in a restaurant 
(Bower et al. 1979; John and Whitney 1982) and 
shopping (Whitney and John 1983) have been reported. 
Furthermore, Whitney and John (1983) provide evi- 
dence that scripts influence the encoding and retrieval 
of information about consumers' experiences. It should 
be noted, however, that the status of schema theories 
in general, and of scripts in particular, is controversial. 
In an extensive review of schema research, Alba and 
Hasher ( 1983) argue that many studies, including 
some of those cited above, are subject to alternative 
explanations. This problem may derive in part from 
inadequacies in both theory specification and mea-
surement procedures. The latter is the primary concern 
of the present investigation. 

In examining the methods used to quantify scripts, 
it is evident that the research to date has relied almost 
exclusively on retrospective self-report measures. Table 
1 summarizes a sample of script investigations and 
reveals two common purposes for which such measures 
have been used. The first is to determine a script's 
constituent structure (Bower et al. 1979; Graesser et 
al. 1979). The second is to use this script as the 
stimulus for subjects' long-term memory reconstruc- 
tions. These reconstructions constitute the dependent 
measure that is used to evaluate a script's influence 
on various processing stages (Alba et al. 198 1; Bower 
et al. 1979; Bransford and Johnson 1972; Lichtenstein 
and Brewer 1980) or to analyze the script's organiza- 
tional structure (Abbott and Black 1980; Black and 
Bern 198 1; Martin et al. 1980). 

This pervasive reliance on retrospective self-reports 
is troublesome in two regards. First, it has been argued 
that such measures may represent only a respondent's 
inferential processes-not the contents of memory 
(Ericsson and Simon 1980; Nisbett and Wilson 1977). 
Second, virtually the only attempt to ascertain the 
psychometric qualities of such measures in the script 
context has been to examine interjudge reliability. 
And as revealed in Table 1, few of the reviewed 
investigations addressed even this issue. Moreover, 

the procedures employed to code responses in these 
studies are often imprecisely described or potentially 
subjective in the extreme. Thus, a very weak basis 
exists for determining reliability, and virtually no 
evidence is available upon which to establish validity. 

The present research was intended to specifically 
address the reliability and validity of scripts in the 
consumer context. Although the magnitude of scripts' 
influence on consumer behavior has not been clearly 
demonstrated, the few studies to date suggest that 
script-based processing does occur in certain consumer 
settings (Bower et al. 1979; John and Whitney 1982; 
Whitney and John 1983). While the growing recogni- 
tion that such automatic-perhaps even mindless-
processing strategies are prevalent in consumer deci- 
sion making (Kassarjian 1978; Olshavsky and Granbois 
1979) would certainly justify further script research 
in consumer settings, such efforts must necessarily 
depend on reliable and valid measurement procedures. 
This study is an initial step toward that goal. 

PROPOSITIONS 

As noted previously, efforts to establish the psycho- 
metric qualities of retrospective self-report measures 
of scripts have been restricted to determining the level 
of agreement among coders. The two studies included 
in Table 1 that confronted this reliability issue reported 
impressive results, with 95 percent (Alba et al. 1981) 
and 99 percent agreement (Martin et al. 1980). How- 
ever, the majority of the investigations reviewed failed 
to indicate either the level of reliability obtained or 
the nature of the coding procedures employed. Devel- 
opment of a formalized coding technique that mini- 
mizes subjectivity is a requisite to  determining the 
equivalence of judges for such measures. 

In addition, evidence of the test-retest reliability of 
self-report measures is needed. Although several the- 
orists agree that scripts may be modified as new 
experiences occur (Abelson 1976; Bartlett 1932; Ru- 
melhart and Ortony 1977; Schank and Abelson 1977), 
it is reasonable to assume that scripts must be some- 
what stable through time to facilitate information 
processing. Consequently, stability would also be ex- 
pected in the responses of individuals with scripts to 
measures of such memory structures. Moreover, since 
individuals without a script for an event would pre- 
sumably have to rely on some constructive reasoning 
process when responding to a script measure, less 
stability would be expected in these responses than in 
those of individuals who rely on a script. 

A demonstration of the validity of retrospective 
self-report measures is also necessary. Churchill states 
(1979, p. 70): 

A fundamental principle in science is that any particular 
construct o r  trait should be measurable by at  least two, 
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TABLE 1 

UTILIZATION OF RETROSPECTIVE SELF-REPORTS IN SELECTED SCRIPT INVESTIGATIONS 

Author Purpose of self-report Coding procedure Interjudge reliability 

Abbott and Black (1 980) Unaided recall of two prose 
narratives to determine 
the cognitive structure of 
scripts in memory 

Alba, Alexander, Hasher, and Unaided recall of a prose 
Caniglia (1 981 ; Experiment narrative to determine 
1) the influence of context 

on script-based 
processing 

Black and Bern (1 981 ; Unaided recall of four 
Experiment 2) 	 prose narratives to 

evaluate the influence of 
causal and temporal 
relations of stored script 
actions 

Bransford and Johnson (1 972) Unaided recall of a prose 

narrative to determine 

the effect of script 

activation on 

understanding 


Bower, Black, and Turner (1979) 

Exmriment 1 Unaided recall of a 
commonplace event to 
determine the cultural 
uniformity of scripts 

Experiment 3 Unaided recall of eighteen 
prose narratives (derived 
from the responses in 
Experiment 1) to 
evaluate the influence of 
scripts on retrieval 

Experiment 7 Unaided recall of six prose 
narratives to determine 
memory for script 
deviations 

Graesser, Gordon, and Sawyer Unaided recall of eighteen 
(1979; Experiment 1) 	 commonplace events to 

develop stimulus 
materials for subsequent 
experiment 

Graesser, Woll, Kowalski, and Free recall of actions that 
Smith (1 980; Experiment 2) 	 typically occur in 

commonplace situations, 
or free recall of one of 
eight prose narratives to 
determine the influence 
of a script on retrieval of 
typical and atypical 
actions over varying 
retention intervals 

Lichtenstein and Brewer (1980; Unaided recall of a 
Experiments 2-5) 	 videotaped scene or 

prose narrative to 
evaluate the influence of 
scripts on retrieval 

Martin, Harrod, and Siehl (1980) Unaided recall of one to 
four prose narratives to 
determine the effect of 
repetition and similarity 
on script acquisition 

Not specified 	 Not specified 

Same as Bransford and 

Johnson (1 972) 


"Loose gist" criterion used to Not specified 

match responses to target 

sentences in the narratives 


Two judges compared Not specified 

responses to a priori- 

designated "idea units;" 

disagreements resolved by 

a third judge 


Not specified 	 Not specified 

Not specified 	 Not specified 

Not specified 	 Not specified 

Not specified 	 Not specified 

"Gist" criterion 	 Not specified 

"Loose gist" criterion used in Not specified 
comparing responses to 
action units identified in a 
norming study 

Single-coder content analyzed 99% agreement between coder 
responses according to and second judge on a 10% 
three distinct sets of random sample of responses 
clearly specified criteria 
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and preferably more, different methods. Otherwise the 
researcher has no way of knowing whether the trait is 
anything but a n  artifact of the measurement procedure. 

Therefore, if self-reports represent the contents of a 
script, it would be expected that subjects' scores would 
converge with the scores for other reliable script 
measures. 

However, the literature offers a notable lack of 
alternatives to self-reports which, in addition to their 
unclear psychometric status, also pose certain other 
problems for script investigations. First. the cognitive 
demands of generating a response are substantial and 
seem incompatible with the automatic nature of script- 
based processing. Moreover, in the consumer context, 
the relevance of scripts derives in part from their 
universality across large groups: executing investiga- 
tions on the required scale is cumbersome at best, due 
to the elaborate coding procedures needed to analyze 
responses to such measures. 

Consequently, an alternative script measure is 
needed that not only permits an assessment of the 
validity of self-reports, but that is also more compatible 
with the inherent character of script-based processing 
and facilitates large-scale studies of consumers' scripts. 
Such an instrument-the rank-order measure-was 
developed in this investigation. Respondents to this 
measure performed a recognition task in which they 
distinguished between actions relevant to and irrelevant 
to an event and arranged the former in the script- 
defined order. This task captured the two definitive 
qualities of a script: i.e., that it consists of a group of 
component actions, and that the actions relate in a 
causal temporal sequence. Contingent on a demon-
stration of test-retest reliability, responses to this mea- 
sure would be expected to converge with those made 
to a self-report measure of scripts. 

A final step in addressing the psychometric status 
of script measures is to assess construct validity through 
a comparison of responses to the two measures of 
individuals with and without a script. It is expected 
that those respondents with a script will have access 
to a rich network of information unavailable to those 
without such a memory structure. Therefore, the 
former group should outperform the latter on script 
measures as indicated by significantly higher scores. 
This discussion has provided a conceptual basis for 
the following propositions, in which the terms sche- 
matic and aschematic are used to denote individuals 
with and without a script for a particular event. 

PI: 	Retrospective self-reports obtained from 
schematics and aschematics will exhibit in- 
terjudge reliability as indicated by a high 
level of agreement among independent 
coders. 

P2: 	The responses of schematics to script mea-
sures obtained on two occasions will exhibit 

significantly more stability than those of 
aschematics. 

P3: 	There will be a strong positive correlation 
between the relative frequencies with which 
component actions of a script are included 
in schematics' responses to different script 
measures. 

P4: 	The scores of schematics on both retrospec- 
tive self-report and rank-order measures of 
scripts will be significantly higher than those 
of aschematics. 

METHOD 
Context 

The propositions were investigated in the context 
of the placement service operated by a large midwest- 
ern university's School of Business. The placement- 
service setting was appropriate for several reasons. 
First, the highly structured and repetitive character of 
the placement-service event would facilitate script 
formation among its clients. Second, although both 
actual and potential clients had various qualities in 
common (academic skills, professional aspirations). 
actual clients had accumulated extensive service-event 
experience, while potential clients had quite limited 
experience. It was therefore possible to identify sche- 
matics and aschematics whose other between-group 
differences were minimal. Finally, the placement-ser- 
vice event shares the conceptual features of many 
consumer services: it is both impermanent and intan- 
gible and it requires the joint participation of a con- 
sumer/client and service provider. Moreover, though 
a direct exchange process does not occur in this 
service, such an atypical exchange is not uncharacter- 
istic of various other consumer services such as shop- 
ping or banking. Since the unique exchange process 
does not alter clients' use of such services relative to 
those involving a direct monetary transaction, the 
measurement of related scripts can reasonably be 
expected to be representative of many service events. 

Design 
The propositions were evaluated in a laboratory 

experiment that utilized a 2 X 2 factorial design. The 
first factor-subject type-included both schematics 
and aschematics. Subjects were categorized using their 
responses to a 39-item questionnaire that covered 
level of experience with and general knowledge of the 
service event. Inasmuch as knowledge structures for 
events develop through repetitive experience (Martin 
et al. 1980; Nelson 1981), responses to the question- 
naire were expected to be related to the presence or 
absence of a schematic representation of the event. 

The questionnaire was completed by 106 volunteer 
subjects: one half were actual, and the remaining half 
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were potential clients. Cronbach's alpha was used to  
evaluate the internal homogeneity of the measure, 
which was found to be quite satisfactory at 0.97. The 
median score of the responses was 94.5 (possible range 
of 3 to 148). Subjects scoring below this value were 
categorized as aschematic, while those whose scores 
exceeded the median were classified as schematic. 
From each group, 40 subjects were randomly selected 
to  participate in the study. 

The second factor in the design was a measurement 
condition. Twenty subjects of each type were randomly 
assigned to respond to either a retrospective self-report 
or a rank-order measure. The former was modeled 
after similar measures used in previous script research 
(Bower et al. 1979; Graesser et al. 1979; John and 
Whitney 1982; Whitney and John 1983), and utilized 
an open-ended probe requesting a written description 
of the placement-service event. The rank-order mea- 
sure consisted of a randomly ordered list of 35 actions, 
only 20 of which were relevant to the focal event. 
Respondents were to identify the relevant actions and 
number them sequentially to  indicate the normal 
order of occurrence. 

Development of the Script Measures 
The specific wording of the self-report measure was 

developed through extensive pretesting to provide 
subjects with clear indications of (1) where to  begin 
and end their accounts, and (2) the appropriate level 
of detail. In developing the rank-order measure, it was 
necessary to identify the set of actions and the temporal 
sequence typical of the focal event. We accomplished 
this by using a procedure adapted from Bower et al. 
(1979) to  analyze 10 pretest self-reports obtained from 
former clients of the service. These self-reports were 
edited to  determine how frequently various actions 
were mentioned. Using a 30 percent relative frequency 
as a criterion level, 20 of 33 distinct actions were 
selected as the relevant actions for inclusion in the 
rank-order measure. 

The script-defined order of these actions was then 
determined through a paired-comparison technique 
developed by John and Whitney (1982). The results 
presented in the Figure indicate a high level of agree- 
ment about the order of the 20 base actions. This 
agreement is evident from the small number of entries 
in the portion of the matrix below the main diagonal. 
The dominant order was therefore adopted as the 
typical sequence of the component actions. 

Since there was concern about possible modifications 
to the focal event after the exposure of the pretest 
subjects, both the base actions and the sequence 
identified from the pretest procedure were subsequently 
verified by analyzing the experimental self-reports of 
schematic subjects. Not only did the same 20 constit- 
uent actions emerge, but the temporal order was 

FIGURE 

PAIRED COMPARISON OF SEQUENTIAL ORDER 

OF BASE ACTIONS 


NOTE: Cell mtnes should be Interpreted as the number of respondents who llsted the 
row action befwe the column actlon 

replicated. Therefore, these sequenced actions (repro- 
duced in Appendix A) seem to adequately capture the 
constituent structure of the script. 

A group of irrelevant actions was included in the 
rank-order measure in addition to the relevant actions. 
Each of these actions was generally appropriate to  job 
hunting, but would not normally occur in the context 
of the focal event. We obtained these from a conve- 
nience sample of former clients who rated 3 1 poten-
tially irrelevant actions on a five-point scale with 
anchors of "I never did this" (scale value = 1) and "I 
always did this" (scale value = 5). The 15 actions 
satisfying the criteria of a mean scale value I2.0, s.d. 
r 1.5, and the relative frequency of a low rating ( 1  or 
2) 2 60 percent were combined in random order with 
the 20 base actions to  constitute the rank-order mea- 
sure. These irrelevant actions are reproduced in Ap- 
pendix B. 

Procedure 

The experiment consisted of two sessions separated 
by a one-month interval to  minimize memory effects 
in the second set of responses. Subjects randomly 
assigned to either the rank-order or self-report measure 
were run in small groups, with all sessions conducted 
in a formal setting under the supervision of one of 
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the investigators. At the first session, subjects com-
pleted their assigned measure, using as much time as 
desired. Six subjects failed to attend this session, 
resulting in a sample composed of 36 schematics and 
38 aschematics. 

At the second meeting, 33 schematics and 36 asche- 
matics completed a questionnaire about their experi- 
ence with the focal event after the first session. This 
measure was used to identify subjects who were highly 
likely to have a true change in the mental represen- 
tation of the event. Although no aschematic reported 
having had any interviewing experiences, two sche- 
matics who reported "unusual" interviews were 
dropped from the analysis of the second set of respon- 
ses. Subjects then responded to their assigned mea-
sure-rank-order or self-report-a second time, thus 
completing the tasks. 

The procedure was identical for the two measure- 
ment conditions, with the exception that while a single 
version of the self-report measure was used for both 
sessions, two versions of the rank-order measure were 
used, each with a different order for the 35 actions. 
Using two versions of the rank-order measure was 
intended as an additional safeguard against memory 
effects. 

Coding Procedures 
In order to evaluate the several propositions, it was 

necessary to analyze subjects' responses so that both 
the presence and order of the base actions could be 
ascertained. In the rank-order condition, a base action 
was deemed present if it was among those selected as 
relevant to the focal event. In the self-report condition, 
a coding procedure was developed to accomplish this 
purpose. In devising this procedure, the primary ob- 
jective was to minimize subjectivity insofar as possible. 
Three judges, all naive to the placement service event 
and the purpose of the investigation, were selected. 
Using the sequenced base actions as benchmarks, they 
were instructed to bracket any part of a self-report 
they felt was descriptive of one of the actions, and to 
indicate its identifying number. Each judge was trained 
in this task prior to coding experimental responses 
and each judge worked totally independently. The 
investigators' only involvement in this process was to 
tabulate the three judges' decisions. If at least two 
judges indicated similar origination and termination 
points and used the same action number, a base action 
was considered to be present in a response. No mech- 
anism to resolve coder disagreements was used. 

RESULTS 
Reliability 

Proposition 1 predicted a high level of interjudge 
agreement and was evaluated using a procedure de- 
veloped by Holsti ( 1969): 

N(average interjudge agreement) 
R = 

1 + [(N - l)(average interjudge agreement)] 

where: 

N = number of judges (3) 

and average interjudge agreement is calculated as: 

2M12 2M23 2Ml3+ -----+ -
n,  + nz n2 + n3 n,  + n3 

where: 

N = number of judges (3) 

M = number of coding decisions upon which 
there is agreement between any two judges 

nl , n z ,  n3 = number of coding decisions by judges 1, 
2, and 3, respectively 

This procedure revealed 95 percent and 96 percent 
agreement for schematics' self-reports at Sessions 1 and 
2, respectively. For aschematics, 90 percent agreement 
was obtained for the first session responses and 92 
percent for the second. These results indicate that the 
coding technique employed provided a reliable basis for 
additional analyses. 

Proposition 2 was concerned with the test-retest 
reliability of the script measures, and predicted that 
the responses of schematics would exhibit significantly 
greater stability through time than would those of 
aschematics. To evaluate this proposition, two scores 
representing the configuration of responses were com- 
pared between the subject types. Configuration was 
defined as the degree of similarity between the action 
sequence in script-measure responses obtained on two 
occasions. The first configuration score-the duplicated 
action score-represented the percentage of the total 
number of base actions contained in a response pair 
that were duplicated. The feasible range of scores was 
from 0 to 100 percent for complete duplication of 
actions in the two responses. The second configuration 
score-the duplicated sequence score-represented 
stability in the order of the duplicated actions. A 
duplicated action was judged to be in the same se- 
quential order in two responses if it occupied either 
the same absolute position (e.g., it was the z t h  action) 
or the same relative position (e.g., it followed the ith 
action). The feasible range of scores was again 0 to 
100 percent, where 100 percent indicated total repli- 
cation of the sequence of duplicated actions. 

These mean configuration scores, which are dis-
played in Table 2, represent a very stringent test of 
test-retest reliability since they reflect much more than 
the degree to which scores correlate across administra- 
tions of the measures. Specifically, the configuration 
scores reveal the degree to which subjects generated 



TABLE 2 

CONFIGURATION OF SCHEMATIC AND ASCHEMATIC 

SUBJECTS' RESPONSES 


Responses Schematics Aschematics t P 

Self-report measurea 
% Duplicated 

actions 58.2 55.2 .51 ,307 
% Duplicated 

sequence 86.2 90.3 -.52 .305 

Rank-order measureb 
% Duplicated 

actions 91.2 80.7 3.14 ,002 
% Duplicated 

sequence 83.1 69.3 3.59 ,001 

For the self-report measure n = 15 for schematlcs and n = 19 for aschernatlcs 

'For the rank-order measure n = 16 for schematlcs and n = 17 for aschematics 

NOTE Swres are mean scores Nine schematlcs and four aschernatics were excluded 

from thls analysis due to nonattendance at one or both experimental sessions or to a high 

probablllty of change in the mental representation of the event dunng the experiment 

exactly the same response on separate occasions. In 
the rank-order condition, as revealed in Table 2, it 
was found that schematics were significantly more 
prone than aschematics to  duplicate base actions (1 
= 3.14, p < 0.002) and sequence (t = 3.59, p < 0.00 1). 
Although this finding supports the proposition, in an 
absolute sense aschematics' responses appear to  be 
quite stable (80.7 percent duplicated actions; 69.3 
percent duplicated sequence). Consequently, one might 
speculate that the actions composing the rank-order 
measure are so obvious in their fit (or lack of fit) to 
the focal event that the measure does not discriminate 
between schematics and aschematics. 

However, several factors appear to  argue against 
this interpretation. First, the proportion of aschematics 
who included any irrelevant actions in their responses 
was significantly greater than the proportion of sche- 
matics who included any irrelevant actions ( t  = 9.95, 
p < 0.001). Moreover, in both the first and second set 
of responses, aschematics included significantly more 
irrelevant actions (t = 3.88, p < 0.001; t = 3.83, p 
< 0.001) and significantly fewer relevant actions (1 
= -3.59, p < 0.001; t = -2.30, p < 0.025). Combined 
with the greater stability of schematics' responses, 
these results suggest that aschematics' configuration 
scores should not be interpreted to  mean that the 
measure is overly simple. Not only are schematics 
more stable, but their responses differ from aschematics 
in the expected ways. 

Table 2 also shows that in the self-report condition, 
the expected superiority of schematics was not observed 
for either duplicated actions (t = 0.5 1 ,  p > 0.10) or 
sequence (t = -0.52, p > 0.10). This finding may be 
due to the combined effects of instability in schematics' 
self-reports (as indicated by only 58.2 percent dupli- 
cated actions), and unexpected stability in aschematics' 
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responses (as indicated by a duplicated action score 
approaching that of schematics-55.2 percent). The 
inability of schematics to duplicate more actions across 
their responses may be indicative of the measure's 
incompatibility with script-based processing. That is, 
the free-recall task performed in the self-report con- 
dition may involve a much higher order of cognitive 
processing than the automatic, mindless strategy char- 
acteristic of script-based processing. If so, the appro- 
priateness of self-reports as measures of scripts would 
seem subject to question. Alternatively, the simpler 
recognition task of the rank-order measure may be 
more compatible with script-based processing. This 
interpretation is supported by schematics' significantly 
higher duplicated action score on the rank-order mea- 
sure (91.2 percent) compared to 58.2 percent on the 
self-report measure (t = 6.56, p < 0.001). The differ- 
ential processing demands imposed by the recall versus 
recognition tasks do  not seem to affect the order of 
the actions, however, since no significant difference in 
schematics' duplicated sequence scores was observed 
(t = 0.44, p > 0.10). 

The unexpected stability of aschematics' self-reports 
mav be related to two factors. First. in the absence of 
a script, these subjects would necessarily have relied 
on an elaborative processing strategy in generating an 
initial response. The second administration of the 
measure would have provided a cue to  this process. 
Although some cueing effect was anticipated, the 
difficulty of generating a self-report in the absence of 
a script may have produced a cue of such strength 
that the one-month interval was inadequate compen- 
sation. Second, aschematics' self-reports were quite 
brief, with an average of only 5.4 coded actions 
compared to 8.9 for schematics. As the absolute 
number of actions declines, the probability of dupli- 
cation due to chance increases. Combined with an 
elaborative processing strategy, this probability of du- 
plication is likely to have inflated the configuration 
scores of aschematics. Regardless, it must be concluded 
that Proposition 2 is only partially supported, and 
that further evidence of the stability of the self-report 
measure is needed. Moreover, this finding establishes 
a potential limit on the validity of this measure. 

Validity 

This investigation's second area of concern involved 
evaluating the script measures' validity. Proposition 3 
concerns convergent validity and predicts a strong 
positive correlation between the relative frequencies 
with which various base actions were included in 
schematics' responses to  either script measure. A more 
direct test of this proposition-comparing scores on 
the two measures-would not be particularly mean- 
ingful because of the greater cognitive demands asso- 
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TABLE 3 

RELATIVE FREQUENCY OF BASE ACTIONS IN SCHEMATIC SUBJECTS' RESPONSES 

Self-report Rank-order 

Session I 

Action n O/O n O/O 

ciated with the self-report measure's recall task. It 
would be expected, however, that those base actions 
most frequently selected on the rank-order measure 
would also be recalled most often in self-report re-
sponses. Consequently, the relative frequency with 
which the 20 base actions were mentioned provides 
an indirect index of convergence between the measures. 

Table 3 provides a summary of these frequencies. 
The correlation between those observed in the self- 
report and rank-order responses obtained at Session 1 
was 0.32 ( p  < 0.09). For the second session responses, 
the frequencies correlated at 0.38 ( p  < 0.05). While 
the magnitude of these correlations is modest, it 
should be noted that they reflect responses from 
different subjects in the two measurement conditions. 
Consequently, these results may be interpreted as 
encouraging (although not conclusive) evidence of 
convergent validity. 

Proposition 4 addressed the construct validity of 
scripts and predicted that schematics would consis- 
tently outperform aschematics on script measures. To  
evaluate this proposition, three scores were developed 
as performance indicators. Each score represented the 
degree to which a response corresponded to the con- 
stituent structure of the script for the focal event, as 
represented by the sequenced base actions. Higher 
scores indicated greater correspondence to this struc- 
ture. 

Self-report Rank-order 


Session II 


n O/O n O/O 

The first scoring procedure assigned one point for 
each base action present and one point for every 
correctly ordered action pair in a response. Score 1 
was the sum of all points, and could vary between 0 
and 39 (20 base actions + 19 pairs). Score 2 included 
an adjustment for the omission of base actions and 
was computed as: score 1 - 0.5 (number of missing 
base actions).' The rationale for this correction is that 
a script should facilitate retrieval of the entire action 
set defining an event. Therefore, this correction im- 
proves the sensitivity of the score as an indicator of 
the agreement between a response and the script's 
constituent structure. The range of feasible scores 
using this procedure was -10 to 39. 

This rationale is also relevant to  the final scoring 
procedure, since a script should facilitate not only 
retrieval of all component actions, but also the differ- 
entiation of irrelevancies. Thus, score 3 adjusted for 

-

' In establishing the magnitude of the correction for the omission 
of base actions or  for the inclusion of irrelevant actions, it was 
assumed that the recall/recognition of every script action was 
independent of the recall/recognition of other actions. Therefore, 
there would be an equal (or 0.5) probability that any action would 
or  would not be recalled/recognized. More realistically, this prob- 
ability is conditional on the recall/recognition of other script 
actions. Consequently, the 0.5 correction is somewhat arbitrary, 
but was selected due to the complexity of calculating the more 
accurate conditional probabilities. 
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TABLE 4 

COMPARISON OF SCHEMATIC AND ASCHEMATIC 
SUBJECTS' SCORES ON TWO SCRIPT MEASURES 

Scores' Schematics Aschematics t p 

Self-repon measureb 
Score 1-1 15.53 9.95 3.42 .001 
Score 1-2 9.77 2.79 3.41 .001 
Score 2-1 16.40 8.74 5.11 ,001 
Score 2-2 10.87 1.24 5.07 ,001 

Rank-order measureC 
Score 1-1 32.4 27.7 4.56 ,001 
Score 1-2 31.5 25.6 4.49 ,001 
Score 1-3 31.5 24.5 5.12 ,001 
Score 2-1 33.1 28.3 4.38 .001 
Score 2-2 32.2 26.2 4.33 ,001 
Score 2-3 31.9 25.1 4.35 ,001 

Fof swres, the left hand dlgit denotes occasion 1or 2, and the right hand dlglt denotes 
procedure 1, 2, or 3 

For the self-reportmeasure n = 15 tw schematics and n = 19 for aschematics. 
For the rank+rder measure n = 16 for schernat~csand n = 17 for aschernatics. 

NOTE.Scores are mean scores 

both the omission of base actions and the inclusion 
of irrelevant actions: score 3 = score 1 - 0.5 (number 
of missing base actions + number of irrelevant actions). 
Using this procedure, scores could vary from -17.5 
to 39. Score 3 was only computed for the rank-order 
condition, since irrelevant actions were not coded in 
self-report responses. Comparing the mean scores for 
schematics and aschematics on each of the three 
procedures produced the results presented in Table 4. 
Regardless of the procedure used to quantify perfor-
mance on a script measure, schematics were consis-
tently superior to aschematics at p < 0.001. These 
results offer very strong support for Proposition 4. 

DISCUSSION 

The findings detailed in this paper provide mixed 
evidence for the psychometric status of self-report 
measures for scripts, but enhance the status of the 
rank-order measure as an alternative. Both the equiv-
alence of judges and the stability of responses were 
evaluated to determine the reliability of the two mea-
sures. Although interjudge agreement-90 percent or 
above-was quite satisfactory. analyzing test-retest 
reliability raised some doubts about the compatibility 
of self-report measures with script-based processing. 
Responses to the rank-order measure, however. were 
found to be quite stable across two administrations. 
In addition to reliability, convergent and construct 
validity were evaluated. A modest level of convergence 
between the two measures was observed. Moreover, 
each instrument successfully differentiated known 

groups of schematics and aschematics, indicating con-
struct validity. 

Two major conclusions may be derived from these 
results. First, the inconclusive evidence for the stability 
of the particular self-report measure employed herein 
suggests that more caution should be exercised in 
using such measures for script investigations. The 
popularity of similar measures in previous script re-
search remains problematic, and further clarification 
of the test-retest reliability of such measures is neces-
sary. 

Second, this investigation offers preliminary evi-
dence for the reliability and validity of an alternative 
measure of consumers' scripts. Although further in-
vestigation of the rank-order measure is desirable, the 
findings reported here are very encouraging since this 
instrument offers a far more convenient measurement 
alternative. This is of particular importance in the 
consumer context because of the need to evaluate 
script-based processing in large groups. Further devel-
opment of the rank-order measure may reduce many 
of the practical problems associated with such large-
scale investigations. The relevance to consumer be-
havior of automatic, simplified information processing 
strategies like script-based processing would certainly 
justify such efforts. 

[Received July 1984. Revised December 1984.1 

APPENDIX A 

Sequenced Base Actions 
1.  From the master list of firms interviewing, select 

those compatible with your career goals and qual-
ifications. 

2. Obtain the appropriate computer (Interview Re-
quest) forms at the Placement Office. 

3. Prepare an Interview Request Form, a College 
Interview Form, and any other materials such as 
a coursework summary or a resume. 

4. Turn all forms in to the Placement Office 7 days 
in advance of the firm's visit. 

5. Check the firm's interview schedule to see if you 
have an appointment. 

6. If on the firm's interview schedule, research the 
company using materials available in the Place-
ment Office and from other sources. 

7. Prepare a list of questions for the interviewer. and 
formulate and review answers to anticipated ques-
tions. 

8. Purchase a good business suit. 

9. Prepare materials to be taken to the interview. 
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10. Attend the pre-interview reception. 

1 1. Dress appropriately. 

12. Arrive 10- 15 minutes before the scheduled time 
of the interview and check "Today's Interviews" 
for the location of the interview, and the inter- 
viewer's name, title, and address. 

13. Wait outside the interview room to be called. 

14. When called by the interviewer, introduce yourself, 
shake hands, and enter the interview room. 

15. G o  through the interview, asking and responding 
to questions. 

16. Thank the interviewer, 	and leave the interview 
room. 

17. Make 	notes about what happened during the 
interview. 

18. Send a letter of thanks to  the interviewer. 

19. Wait to be notified of the firm's decision. 

20. 	Follow up with a letter or phone call to  the 
interviewer if not notified of the firm's decision 
within a reasonable interval. 

APPENDIX B 

Irrelevant Actions 

Have lunch with the firm's representative. 

Send college transcripts to  the firm's Personnel Di- 
rector. 


Send an introductory letter to  the Personnel Director 

requesting an interview. 


Negotiate terms of employment. 


Make travel arrangements to  visit the firm. 


Follow up the letter of introduction with a phone call 

to  the Personnel Director to  make an appointment 

for an interview. 


Contact former professors and/or employers to send 

letters of recommendation to  the Personnel Director. 


Travel to  the firm's headquarters for the interview. 


Contact the firm to get the name of the Personnel 

Director or Manager of Executive Placement. 


Check into a hotel the night before the interview. 


Compose a letter of introduction to send to the firm. 


Make an appointment with the firm's Personnel Di- 

rector to  visit the company. 


Be met at the airport by the firm's representative. 


Spend the day meeting with various executives of the 
firm and touring the facility. 

Receive a request from the Personnel Office to send 
recommendations from former professors and/or em- 
ployers. 
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