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A Comparison of Educably Mentally Retarded
Students’ Brigance, PIAT, and WRAT
Achievement Scores

Jivmy D) Linpsey

A survey of local education agencie; {LEAs) across the United States
would reveal that many of these systems are adopting Brigance's (1977)
Inventory of Busic Slelle or Brigance’s (1981) Inventory of Fssential Skills
to identily educably mentally retarded (EMR) pupils’ reading, mathematics,
and spelling achievemeny levels, This survey would also reveal that the
fwo mimary academic batteries being replaced by Brigance’s tests ace
Dunn and Markwaydi's A970) Peabody Individual Achiievement Tear
FIAT) and Jastek and Tastek's (1978) 1A%, Renge Achieoenent Test
(NRATY, The LEAs surveyed would probably provide 4 number of
reasons why they are switching to the Brigances, including: (a) 1he two
Brigance tests are achievernent balteries and test the necessary academic
skills; (b) a neighboring LizA adopted the Brigance tests and their teachers
prefer these assessment devices; (¢) the Brigance tests have behavioral
objeclivesr which correspond to test items, and these objectives facilitate
Individuai—'Educattion; {d} the two Brigance tests are relatively inexpensive
($54.05 elementary and $99.00 secondary) considering the diagnostic in-
formation obtained and behavioral objectives given, when compared to
the PIAT ($30.00 Volume 1 and $23.00 Volume 1) and the consumable
WRAT ($12.60 specimen kit and 50 student response sheets); and () the
Brigance subtests’ scores are comparable to the scores of the PIAT and
WRAT subtests. There appears to be some evidence to avcept the first
four reasons; however, hard data do not exist to substantiate the fifth
reason,

Local systems continue to adopt the Brigance tests ta replace the PIAT
and WRAT, Hard data have been generated (cf., Burns, Peterson, &
Bauer, 1974; and others) to validate the comparability and correlations
between PIAT and WRAT subtests, However, empirical evidence hag
not been generated to validate the comparability of the three tests’ scores,
Therefore, a question that must be answered is, “Do EMR children and
youth have comparable Brigance, PIAT, and WRAT reading, matlematics,
and spefling achievement scores?” The purpose of this study was to answer
this quesion,
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Mernon

Subjecis

Two hundred and twenty (220 EME pupils were selected 1o participate
in this study. “Educable mental retardation” was defined as, 1) an intei-
lectual ability approximately two lo three standard deviations below
the mean, and 2) a significant deficit in adaptive behavior. Sixty-one (61)
of the EMR students were receiving genecal and special education services
in an elementary setting while the remaining 159 EMR students were re-
ceiving the same services in a secondary setting, The clementary pupils’
mean chronological age was 118 months (5.1, = 12.5) and mean 1Q was
61(5.0.=6.6). The secondary students’ mean chronological age was 178
months (5.1, = 18.4) and mean IQ was 63 (5., =6.2). 1t must be noted
that EMR pupils participating in this study were not influenced by a
"Brigance-oriented program.”

Fastruments and Analyses

Three instruments were used. Pupils were administered the Inventory
of Bastc Skills (Brigarnce, 1977) or Inventory of Essentinl Skills (Brigance,
1981), PIAT (Dunn & Markwardt, 1970), and WRAT (Jastek & Jastel,
1976}, A t-test procedure for rnatched pairs or paired observations (Pop-
kam & Sirotnik, 1973) was used to process the reading, mathematics, and
spelling responses across the three tests, An 05 probability level was the
criterion for significance,

General Procedures

Studenis participating in the study were individually tested by their
special education teacher. Three separate testing sessions were scheduled
and conducted. To regate the effect of test adrninistration order, teachers
testing more than one student wera directed to give: a) the frst student
the appropriate Brigance, PIAT, and then the WRAT; b) the second stu-
dent the PIAT, WRAT, then the appropriate Brigance; ¢) the third pubil
the WRAT, the appropriate Brigance, and then the PYAT; and so on. . . |

Resurrs

AlF 220 students were administered the Brigance, PIAT, and WRAT.
Table T presents the students’ reading, maihematics, and spelling achicve-
ment scere means, standard deviations, and ranges. Elementary EMR
pupils had their highest mean reading, mathematics, and spelling responses
on the WRAT, Brigance and WRAT, and WRAT, respectively.  They
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evidenced their lowest mean reading, mathematics, and spelling achieve-
ment on the Brigance, PIAT, and Brigance, respectively. The secondary
EMR students demonstrated their highest reading, mathematics, and spall-
ing mean scores on the Brigance and WRAT, Brigance, and WRAT, re-
spectively. These pupils evidenced their lowest mean reading, mathe-

matics, and spelling achievement responses on the PIAT, WRAT, and
Brigance, respectively,

Tante s
Stupent DaTa v Mowtus sy Acaponic Sumjecr,
Test Barrery, anp Evuceational Lever

Academic Tesl _ FElementary _ Secondary
Subtest Battery X 5D, Ranges X 5.D. Ranges
Brigance 18 83 049 33 109 o2
READING PIAT 19 9.5 0-56 31 .1 1281
WRAT 22 8.8 0-52 33 13.6 9-92
Brigance 20 7.6 0-45 39 8.2 a-63
MATHEMATICS  PIAT 18 6.1 0-36 a5 11.8 9-76
WRAT 20 ‘66 0-39 M 127 981
Brigance 14 7.6 0-45 26 101 0-63
SPELLING PIAT 20 8.1 0-48 34 12.2 10-85
WRAT 21 7.6 0-45 35 10.4 14-73

Table 2 portrays a summary of the f-test analyses of the elementary
EMR pupils’ achievement scores by academic subtests and achievement
battery comparisions, Elementary EMR students scored differently on
the Brigance subtests as compared to the PIAT and WRAT subtests. On
the reading subtests, the pupils’ Brigance mean scores were comparabie
to their PIAT mean responses but significantly lower than their WRAT
mean scores. Their PIAT reading mean achievement was significantly
lower than their WRAT reading mean achievement. On the mathematics
subtests, the EMR students’ Brigance mean responses were significantly
higher than their PEAT mean scores but comparable to their WRAT mean
scores, These students’ PLAT mathematics mean scores were significantly
lower than their WRAT mathematics mean responses.  On the spelling
subtests, the elementary EMR pupils’ Brigance mean scores were signifi-
cantly lower than their mean responses on both the PIAT and WRAT
spelling subtests. There was no significant difference in their spelling

mean achievement when their PLAT and WRAT spelling responses were
compared.
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jove- | .
dary E 1 APLE 2 : ,
ipﬁ]i“ | SUMMARY OF {-TE57 ANaLvses oF ELeMEnTARY Puris’ Resronses
Y, re- : — — .
athe- } Academic Test Battery t-lest {df = 60) Battery scored
and l‘ Sublect Cowmparisons t I significantly ivigher on
| Brigance vs. PIAT 133 NS ..
i READING Brigance vs. WRAT 4.83 001 WRAT
f PIAT vs. WRAT 3.0 .001 WRAT
i Brigance vs, PIAT 2.81 01 Brigance
e E MATHEMATICS  Brigance vs. WRAT 1.28 NS -~
» ; PLAT vs. WRAT 2.96 .01 WRAT
'_E::;_ E Brigance vs. PIAT 6.13 001 PIAT
o i SPELLING Brigance vs. WRAT 6.52 001 WRAT
"f} * PIATvs. WRAT 196 NS -
i i
43 mo - - e e
6 Additionally, Table 3 portrays a summary of the (-test analyses of
1 : the secondary EMR students’ achievemenit scores by academic subtests
_ 5 and rest battery comparisons.  Secondary EMR pupils, like their ele-
'é‘? mentary counterparts, scored differently on the Brigance reading, mathe-
%:; raatics, and spelling sublests as compared to their responses on the PIAT
o and WRAT subtests.  On the reading subtests, the secondary EMR stu-
dents’ Brigance mean achievement was significantly higher than their
tary PEIAT mean achievement but corparable to their WRAT mean achieve-
werd ‘ ment. Their PIAT reading mear scores were significanily lower than
¥ on 1 thelr WIRAT reading mean responses.  On the mathematics subtests, the
Uin a secondary pupils’ mean scores were significantly higher than their mean
vable responses on both the PIAT and WRAT mathematics subtests. The sec-
HAT ondary BEMR students evidenced comparable mean scores on the PIAT
suthy ' and WRAT mathematics subtests.  On the spelling subtests, the secon-
arics -; dary EMR pupils’ Brigance mean achievement was significantly lower than
wathy tneir PIAT and WRAT mean spelling achievement. There was no signifi-
TN cant difference in these students’ PIAT and WRAT spelling mean responses,
angly f
Hing Dhscussion
nifi- f
SAT r This study was designed and carried owl to generate hard data 1o answer
Jling j the question, "Do EMR children and youths have comparable Brigance,
were f‘ PIAT, and WRAT reading, mathematics, and spelling achievernent scores?”

; "The results reported indicate that these pupils do score differently on these
threc tests.




TavLe 3
SUMMARY OF 1-TEST ANALYSES 08 SECONDARY Puriiy’ RESTONSTS

Academic Test Battezy -test (df == 158) Battery scored
Subtest Comnparisons i ) significantly higher on
Bripance vs. PIAT 2.95 001 Brigance
READING Brigance vs. WRAT 1.60 NG -
PIAT vs. WRATT 3.58 001 WRAT
Brigance vs, PIAT 6.46 .001 Brigance
MATHEMATICS  Brigance vs, WRAT 6.43 001 Brizance
PIAT vs. WRAT 0.93 NS -
Brigance vs. PIAT -5.45 001 PIAT
SPELLING Brigance ve. WRAT -6.05 001 WRAT

PIAT vs, WRAT 1.49 NS& -

Elementary. At the elementary level, if the Brigance is adopted to re-
place the PYAT, elementary general and special education personnel can
expect their EMR students to demonsirate comparable reading scores,
higher mathematics responses, and lower spelling achievement. If the
Brigance is purchased to yeplace the WRAT, elementary peneral and special
education personnel can expect their EMR pupils to have lower reading
responses, comparable mathematics achievement, and lower spelling
scores,

Secondary. At the secondary level, if the Brigance is adopted to vepiace
the PIAT, secondary general and special education personnel can expect
their EMR Jearners to evidence higher reading achievernent, higher mathe-
mutics scores, and lower spelling scores. 1 the Brigance is adopted to re-
place the WRAT, gencral and special education personnel can expect
their EMR pupils to demonstrate comparable reading scores, higher mathe-
matics achicvernent, and lower spelling responses.

CONCLUSION

The results of this study do not support the LEA's selection of the Bripance
to replace the PIAT and WRAT on the basis of comparable subtest scores.
Elementary and secondary EMR children and youths do score differently
on the academic subtests of these balteries. Therefore, the effective utili-
zation of Brigance scores in EMR students’ program and IEP development
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will reuire that LEA personnel become familiar with the Brigance achieve-
ment responses and their variability when compared to the PIAT and

WRAT,
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