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ABSTRACT

Background and Objectives: Measuring children’s receptive vocabulary skills requires the use of
valid and reliable tools. This study aims to assess the reliability of the receptive picture vocabulary
test for Persian-speaking children (RPVT-P).

Methods: In the first phase of this cross-sectional, descriptive, and analytical study, 434 normal
children aged 30 to 71 months participated. In the second phase of the study, 2 groups participated,
16 children with Down syndrome (DS) a mentally age-matched typically developing (TD) peers.
The internal consistency (Cronbach’s a coefficient), construct validity, and discriminant validity of
the RPVT-P was evaluated.

Results: Cronbach’s a was calculated as 0.825, indicating good internal consistency for the total
score of the RPVT-P. The Spearman correlation coefficient of 0.83 showed a positive correlation
between age and the total score of the RPVT-P (P=0.0000). The correlation between most of the
subtest scores and the total score of the RPVT-P was found from 0.70 to 0.87, showing acceptable
construct validity. A significant difference was observed between the DS and TD groups for the total
scores of the RPVT-P (P=0.0000), indicating good discriminant validity of the RPVT-P.

Conclusion: The RPVT-P is a test with acceptable validity and reliability to determine the ability of
preschool Persian-speaking children in receptive vocabulary.
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f What is “already known” in this topic:

—» What this article adds:

Hydarpanahi et al developed the second version of the receptive picture vocabulary test for Persian-speaking
(RPVT-P). They reported that the mean values of the content validity ratio and content validity index were 0.91
and 0.93, respectively. In their study, 1.5 typically developing Persian—speaking children aged 30-71 months par-
ticipated. The results showed that the RPVT-P has acceptable reliability and internal consistency.

Most researchers suggested a minimum sample size of 100 people and a good sample size for data analysis of
300 people. The sample in this study included 434 typically developed Persian-speaking children aged 30-71
months and 16 children with Down syndrome (DS). The results showed that the RPVT-P as a valid and reliable
tool is suitable to measure the ability of preschool Persian-speaking children in receptive vocabulary.

Introduction

ord comprehension is one of the es-

sential skills for language develop-

ment and communication. All words

that a person can understand mean re-

ceptive vocabulary. In the first months
of life, normal toddlers begin to understand words before
they start to use words for speaking. By the age of 12
months, toddlers recognize about 20 words but rapidly
expand their receptive vocabulary to about 1000 words
by age three [1]. Children with language disorders or
developmental language disorders have communication
problems in early childhood [2], therefore, they should
be referred to a speech and language pathologist (SLP).
One of the assessment tools is a receptive vocabulary
test to determine the children’s word comprehension
skills. The SLP assess children to determine their abili-
ties to understand words and whether they need clinical
practice to improve word comprehension skills [3]. The
clinicians can use a norm-referenced test and compare
the client’s scores with the characteristics of normative
data [4]. One of the norm-referenced tests for receptive
vocabulary assessment is the Peabody picture vocabu-
lary test (PPVT) the 4" edition (PPVT-4), which can be
used to evaluate English-speaking adults and children.
It consists of 228 items, which are divided into 19 item
sets [5]. Many authors who used PPVT in their research
concluded that bilingual children’s scores were lower
than monolingual peers [6]. Some researchers reported
adaptation and psychometric properties of the PPVT in
their language, for example, Greek, African, Brazilian
Portuguese, and Mexican languages [7-10].

So far, no prior study has been conducted on the Per-
sian version of the PPVT. However, Hasanpour et al de-
veloped the first version of RPVT-P for children aged

30-71 months and reported its validity and reliability.
The RPV included 240 color pictures (items) divided
into 15 subtests, each subtest consisted of 16 pictures.
The vocabulary subtests include tools, objects, body
parts, verbs, clothes, edibles, animals, means of trans-
portation, adjectives, occupations, animals, body parts,
places, plant components, colors, and nature. The first
version of RPVT-P was a paper-based; the pictures of
vocabulary in the paper were shown to the children by
the examiner. Hassanpour et al. reported psychometric
properties of the RPVT-P. The study participants in-
cluded 91 normal children in 7 age groups with an age
group of 6 months. A value of 0.909 was reported for
Cronbach’s a, indicating good internal consistency. The
seven—day test-retest reliability using intra-class correla-
tion (ICC) was estimated at 0.81 considered good reli-
ability. The results of the analysis of variance (ANOVA)
test showed a significant difference between the age
groups in the mean total score of the RPVT-P (P=0.000).
No significant differences were reported between gender
and the total scores of the RPVT-P (P>0.05) [11].

Hydarpanabhi et al [12] developed the second version of
the RPVT-P. The second version of RPVT-P was com-
puter-based, therefore the examiner showed the pictures
of vocabulary on a computer to the children. The experts
approved the quality of the pictures of the second ver-
sion of the RPVT-P. The mean content validity ratio and
content validity index were 0.91 and 0.93, respectively.
In their study, 1.5 typically developing Persian-speaking
children aged 30-71 months participated. A statistically
significant difference was reported between age groups
in the mean total scores of the RPVT-P (P<0.05). A value
0f 0.95 for Cronbach’s o was reported as a good internal
consistency. The value of the ICC for the receptive pic-
ture vocabulary test was 0.89. The results demonstrated
that the RPVT-P has sufficient psychometric properties.

d N, et al. Psychometric Evaluation of the Receptive Picture Vocabulary Test. Func Disabil J. 2022; 5:E73.
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They concluded that the RPVT-P is a suitable tool to
assess the receptive vocabulary of children aged 30-71
months [12].

According to most statisticians, the minimum sample
size is 100 people [13]. It is recommended that the sam-
ple size should not be less than 250 [14]. The current
study aims to determine the psychometric properties of
the RPVT-P using a convenience sampling method. Ac-
cording to the law of the sample-to-variable ratio, 15 to
20 samples per variable were considered, [15]. Hence,
as the number of the RPVT-P subtests (variables) is 15,
the maximum acceptable sample size is 300 people. The
researchers suggested 300 people as a good sample size
for data analysis.

The current study was conducted to evaluate internal
consistency (Cronbach’s a coefficient), construct va-
lidity, and discriminant validity of the RPVT-P and to
compute Z- scores for raw scores (total scores) of the
RPVT-P.

Materials and Methods

The current study was designed in 2 stages:
Stagel
Participants

The sample included 434 typically developed Persian-
speaking children aged 30-71 months from kindergar-
tens in 3 Iranian cities, Tehran, Rey, and Isfahan.

The inclusion criteria included age between 30 and
71 months, good general health based on age and stage
questionnaire [16], Persian language, good verbal com-
munication ability, no history of seizure, motor or visual
impairment, cerebral palsy, genetic syndromes based on
medical records and SLP informal assessment.

Materials

The second version of the RPVT-P is a computer-based
test, including 240 color pictures divided into 15 subtests
and each subtest consisted of 16 pictures. The name of
each subtest is as followed:

Tools, home appliances, body organs, verbs, clothes,
animals, fruits and foods, vehicles, related to animals,
adjectives and opposites, jobs, places, plant words, na-
ture words, and colors.

2022, Volume 5

The pictures of the RPVT-P were displayed from lab-
top screen to each participant by the examiner (Appen-
dix 1 shows one of the pictures of the RPVT-P). In a
quiet room, the examiner encouraged the child to show
one picture of 4 pictures on a page that he was listening
to. If the child pointed with her/his finger correctly, the
examiner marked (V) on the test form. The examiner cal-
culated all the correct answers as the total score for each
subtest and the total score for all items.

Statistical analysis

The data were analyzed descriptively and inferentially
using the skewness and kurtosis values to assess the nor-
mality of the data distribution. For a sample size >300,
the normality of the data depends on the absolute values
of skewness and kurtosis. The skewness value <2 and
kurtosis value <4 were used as reference values to de-
termine data normality [17]. The normal distribution of
data was confirmed and parametric statistical tests were
used. The statistical significance level was P<0.05.

The internal consistency of the RPVT-P was evaluated
by Cronbach’s a coefficient and Cronbach’s a in case
of item deletion. The correlation between the items was
measured using the Pearson correlation coefficient.

The t-test was used for the difference between the
sexes, and Pearson’s correlation coefficient was used to
verify the correlation between the variables of age and
the total scores RPVT-P. To obtain standard scores, the
raw score (total score) of the subjects was converted to
the Z score. In this study, the raw score with a mean of
100 and a standard deviation of 15 was converted into a
standard score.

A confidence interval of 95% and a significance level
of 0.05 were considered. The SPSS software, version 21
was used to analyze.

Stage 2

Stage 2 aimed to evaluate the discriminant validity of
the RPVT-P.

Participants

The participants in the second stage of this study in-
cluded 32 children in 2 groups, group 1: 16 Down syn-
drome (DS) children aged between 7.3 and 14.4 years
compared to 16 normal children in group 2 aged 4-5.9
years, who were matched in terms of general intelli-
gence. The normal developing children have no history
of hearing problems, neurological disorders, or speech

d N, et al. Psychometric Evaluation of the Receptive Picture Vocabulary Test. Func Disabil J. 2022; 5:E73.
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and language problems. They attended kindergartens in
Tehran. The participants with DS were recruited from
the Down Syndrome Association in Tehran City, Iran.

The Stanford—Binet intelligence scale test was used to
calculate the mental age of children. The children with
DS and typically developing (TD) peers were matched
for non-verbal mental age based on the Stanford-Binet
intelligence scale test.

Statistical analysis

The data were analyzed descriptively and inferentially
using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test to assess the nor-
mality of the data distribution. The normal distribution of
data was confirmed and parametric statistical tests were
used. The statistical significance level was P<0.05. T-test
for the difference between the 2 groups in the means to-

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of participants (n=434)
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tal scores of RPVT-P. A confidence interval of 95% and
a significance level of 0.05 were considered. The SPSS
software, version 21 was used to analyze.

Results
Stage 1

In the first stage of the current study, 227 boys (52.3 %)
and 207 girls (47.7%) aged 30-71 months participated.
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the age and
gender of participants in 6-month intervals. Table 2
presents the descriptive statistics of the total scores of the
RPVT-P for each age group. Table 3 presents the Mean+SD
of the total scores of each item of the RPVT-P for each
group. Internal consistency of the RPVT-P was revealed
with a Cronbach’s o coefficient of 0.825. Cronbach’s a did

No. (%)
Age
Groups (y) Sex
No. (%) Mean1SD Girls Boys

30-35 55(12.7) 33.13+1.61 26(47.3) 29(52.7)

35-41 63(14.5) 38.43+1.77 32(50.8) 31(49.2)

42-47 59(13.6) 44.17+1.77 27(45.8) 32(54.2)

48-53 63(14.5) 50.19+1.75 31(49.2) 32(50.8)

54-59 65(15.0) 55.94+1.519 27(41.5) 38(58.5)

60-65 65(15.0) 62.40£1.62 34(52.3) 31(47.7)

66-71 64(14.7) 68.33+1.76 30(46.9) 34(53.1)

30-71 434(100) 0.88+11.855 207(47.7) 227(52.3)

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of the total scores of the RPVT-P (n=434)

Group MeantSD Min Max Q1 Q2 Q3
35-30 163.8+18.03 129 184 142 172 177
41-36 195.6+12.26 161 214 186 197 205
47-42 205.5+13.78 171 227 196 209 217
53-48 213.5+10.48 186 236 206 214 221
59-54 219.4+8.04 202 235 215 221 225
65-60 222.7+7.29 207 234 218 224 229
71-66 229.28+5.81 214 238 226 230 234

d N, et al. Psychometric Evaluation of the Receptive Picture Vocabulary Test. Func Disabil J. 2022; 5:E73.



http://fdj.iums.ac.ir/index.php?&slct_pg_id=10&sid=1&slc_lang=en
https://dsciran.com/

© 9

< 4 2022, Volume 5
Tometion &ttty #=
unction & . Lty >
Table 3. The MeanzSD of the total scores of each item of the RPVT-P (n=434)
MeantSD
Items
35-30 41-36 47-42 53.48 59-54 65-60 71-66
Tools 10.89+1.53 11.6+1.77 12464192  13.17+#1.50  13.55¢147  14.06+1.66  14.94+130
Objects 12384211  1417+1.82 15204121  1559:071 15634076  1577t058  15.5840.75
Bodyparts  12.11#134 14174123  13.88#1.59  14.13+150  14.43+123  1443+1.13  15.34:0.94
Verbs 12.09+1.11  14.84:091 1541093  1557:0.68 15804044  1592+026  15.89+0.36
Clothes 12134211 1465:151  1476+134  1529:092  15204¢1.06  15.48t0.86  15.67+0.56
Edibles 12.5140.81  14.08+1.44  14.31#131 14.7+1.07 15324093  15.46:0.66  15.56+0.71
Animals 13.40¢0.93  14.97+0.87  1534+1.10  15.76:042 15784048  15.80+047  15.91%0.29
Means of
. 11134179  13.49+1.50  14.63+123  14.83+100  1545:0.83  15.60:0.68  15.52+0.89
transportation
Adjectives 9.67+3.31 1141238 12.05¢2.66  12.38+2.32  13.17+210  13.95¢+1.75  15.02+1.35
Occupations ~ 10.47+9.38  12.97+1.78  14.22+149  1454+147  14.98+099 15324092  15.55:0.75
Animal bod
"'"F;':rtso Y 9384223 1165¢1.77  1254+220 13404177  13.91#141  13.97+41.68  1531+0.83
Places 1045+1.87  1327+1.53  14.36+137  14.68+1.44 15084098  1535:0.87  15.47+0.68
Plants
coms s 85182.16 10.89+151  12.17+#1.59  13.21+1.77  13.83+1.34  14.03+129  14.58+1.13
Nature 9.60+1.32 12484151  13.12#¢175  13.79+151  1451+1.16  14.86+105  15.11:0.83
Colors 9.15+1.76 11024254  11.14+231 12514166  12.82+1.57  12.71+168  13.84+1.69

not exceed the total coefficients after removing each item
(Table 4). A significant item-total correlation coefficient
was observed (P=0.0001). The Pearson’s correlation
coefficient between the total score of the RPVT-P and
age was 0.795 (P=0.0001). Table 4 presents a significant
correlation coefficient between the score of each item
of the RPVT-P and age (P=0.0001). The results showed
that the correlation coefficient between the score of each
item of the RPVT was statistically significant (P=0.001)
( Table 5).

Appendix 2 presents the Z scores of the RPVT-P in Per-
sian language children aged 30-71 months. According to
Appendix 2, if the children get a standard score between
90 and 110 based on their raw score, their scores are in
the normal range of the RPVT-P.

Stage 2

Table 6 presents the description of the intellectual age,
chronological age, and sex of the participants in stage
2. Table 7 presents the descriptive statistics for the to-
tal score of the RPVT-P and t-test results compared to
Down syndrome and normal children. The t-test demon-

strated a significant difference between the two groups
in the total score of the RPVT-P. Table 8 presents the
Mean£SD of total scores of each item of the RPVT-P
and t-test results comparing DS and TD.

Discussion

The indication of the adequate and accurate test is its
good psychometric properties. Two crucial psychomet-
ric properties of a test are reliability and validity. Sta-
bility and consistency are two indicators of reliability.
Validity describes whether a test measures what it is in-
tended to measure.

Hydarpanahi et al [12] developed the second version
of the RPVT-P, which is a computer-based test. They
reported sufficient psychometric properties in research
on 105 typically developing Persian-speaking children
aged 30-71 months. Its psychometric properties are as
followed:

The mean values of the content validity ratio and con-
tent validity index were 0.91 and 0.93, respectively. A
Cronbach’s o 0f 0.95, an ICC of 0.89 [12].

d N, et al. Psychometric Evaluation of the Receptive Picture Vocabulary Test. Func Disabil J. 2022; 5:E73.



http://fdj.iums.ac.ir/index.php?&slct_pg_id=10&sid=1&slc_lang=en

2022, Volume 5

9

< L4
f > o B
uncticn 8. QW o

Table 4. Cronbach’s a and correlation between item scores and total scores of the RPVT-P (n=434)

Cronbach’s a If the Item

Correlation Coefficient Correlation Coefficient

Items Deleted Between Each Item and Between Score of Each Item
Total Scores and the Age

Tools 0.817 0.691 0.62
Objects 0.822 0.476 0.53
Body parts 0.819 0.715 0.47
Verbs 0.818 0.856 0.66
Clothes 0.818 0.788 0.51
Edibles 0.819 0.782 0.63
Animals 0.822 0.721 0.61
Means of transportation 0.816 0.818 0.67
Adjectives 0.812 0.785 0.56
Occupations 0.813 0.872 0.64
Animal body parts 0.812 0.857 0.67
Places 0.815 0.839 0.67
Plants components 0.811 0.873 0.72
Nature 0.813 0.854 0.71
Colors 0.816 0.704 0.55

P<0.05.

Statisticians believe that the minimum sample size is
100 people [13]. Because Hydarpanahi et al had a mini-
mum sample size in their study, the present study aimed
to report the psychometric properties of the RPVT-P us-
ing a good sample size for data analysis. Therefore, 434
normal children aged 30 to 71 months participated in the
first stage of our study and the second stage was con-
ducted on 32 children, including DS and TD peers. The
results showed Cronbach’s a of 0.825. Hydarpanahi et
al reported the value of Cronbach’s a coefficient of 0.95
[12]. Cronbach’s a coefficient shows a degree of internal
consistency. Cronbach’s o values between 0.7 and 0.9
have been described as good internal consistency [18].
The Cronbach’s a coefficient values in the current study
and Hydarpanahi et al’s study showed that the RPVT-P
has good internal consistency.

The inter-item correlation matrix for each item ranged
from 0.05 to 0.80. The highest value of the coefficient
between the score of each item of the RPVT-P was above
0.3. A significant correlation was observed between most
items. Based on Cohen’s classification, the values of the

correlation coefficient between 0.10 to 0.29 are small,
between 0.30 to 0.49, it is medium, and between 0.50 to
1.00, it is high.

The item-total correlation coefficient values ranged
from 0.476 to 0.873. The item-total correlation between
0.30 to 0.70 can be considered acceptable [19]. There-
fore, the strength of the relationship between each item
and the total score of the RPVT-P showed a good level of
internal consistency of the RPVT-P.

The range of Cronbach’s a coefficients was 0.811 to
0.822 if the item was deleted. After the deletion of each
item, Cronbach’s a did not exceed the total coefficient,
indicating the consistency of all items. Cronbach’s o
showed that all 15 items significantly contributed to the
acceptable internal consistency of the RPVT-P if an item
was deleted.

d N, et al. Psychometric Evaluation of the Receptive Picture Vocabulary Test. Func Disabil J. 2022; 5:E73.



http://fdj.iums.ac.ir/index.php?&slct_pg_id=10&sid=1&slc_lang=en

© 9

< o 7 2022, Volume 5
‘f’§ ‘\L( x“"’\
uncticn . Q/W Sability >
Table 5. The correlations between the score of each item of the RPVT-P (n=434)
Items” 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

2 0.19 1.

3 047 0.12 1.

4 047 054 052 1.

5 046 020 060 0.70 1.

6 057 039 052 066 0.58 1.

7 042 054 042 072 051 061 1

8 048 056 048 076 061 061 0.60 1.

9 060 005 067 055 065 057 040 051 1.

10 055 030 059 076 071 060 059 070 0.71 1.

11 060 031 061 069 067 065 055 061 069 0.75 1.

12 048 054 050 077 066 061 062 080 053 072 0.70 1.

13 060 046 057 070 060 067 062 071 066 074 073 071 1.

14 048 050 055 074 066 065 063 073 057 073 067 073 0.72 1

15 049 015 057 051 054 053 045 043 061 057 057 043 054 056 1

“1: Tools; 2: Objects; 3: Body parts; 4: Verbs; 5: Clothes; 6: Edibles; 7: Animals; 8: Means of transportation; 9: Adjectives; 10: Occupations;
11: Animal body parts; 12: Places; 13: Plants components; 14: Nature; 15: Colors.

Table 6. Descriptive statistics of participants (n=32)

No. (%)
Mean+SD
Groups No. (%) Sex
Intellectual Chronological Girls Boys
Down syndrome 16(50) 59.56%7.56 10.9+1.95 8(50) 8(50)
Normal 16(50) 62.88+5.39 4.840.52 8(50) 8(50)

Table 7. Descriptive statistics for total scores of the RPVT-P and t-test results comparing down syndrome and normal children (n=32)

95% Cl of the Difference

Groups MeanSD Min Max t df sig.
Lower Upper
Down 194.02422.87 136 226 455 30 0.0001 -43.07 16.42
syndrome
Normal  223.81+12.58 197 239

Jalil d N, et al. Psychometric Evaluation of the Receptive Picture Vocabulary Test. Func Disabil J. 2022; 5:E73. 7
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Table 8. The Mean+SD of total scores of each item of the receptive RPVT-P and t-test results comparing DS and TD

Mean+SD
Items” df t P
DS TD

Tools 12.00+2.47 13.75%2.40 30 -2.02 0.52

Objects 15.81+0.54 16.00+0.00 30 -1.37 0.17

Body parts 14.0+1.71 14.68+1.25 30 -1.29 0.20
Verbs 13.87+1.89 15.87+0.34 30 -4.15 0.0001"
Clothes 14.12+1.58 15.68+0.70 30 -3.60 0.0001"
Edibles 13.12+2.24 15.43+0.62 30 -3.96 0.0001"

Animals 15.50+2.24 15.93+0.25 30 -1.30 0.20
tra';{'s%%ﬁaﬁon 13.8742.12 15.7540.57 30 -3.40 0.002°
Adjectives 9.93+3.12 13.56+2.82 30 -3.43 0.002"
Occupations 12.75+2.20 14.87+1.62 30 -3.10 0.004"
Animal body parts 11.93+2.59 14.06+1.56 30 -2.80 0.009"
Places 13.50+2.03 15.81+0.40 30 -4.46 0.001"
Plants components 11.5643.32 14.68+1.44 30 -3.44 0.002"
Nature 11.68+3.43 14.62+1.50 30 -3.13 0.004"
Colors 10.18+1.42 13.00+1.50 30 -5.42 0.0001"

TD: Typically developing; DS: Down syndrome.

Construct validity was assessed by the correlation be-
tween the age and the total score of the RPVT-P. A sig-
nificant correlation was observed between the total score
of the RPVT-P and age. Pearson’s correlation coefficient
of r=0.795 (P=0.0001) as a strong positive correlation
showed a strong construct validity of the RPVT-P.

In this study, the raw score (total score) of the RPVT-P
was converted to standard scores. The standard scores
are approximately normally distributed; therefore, not
only they can be used in clinical assessment, but also
they are valuable tools in research [20]. According to
Table A, if the raw scores were calculated between 166
and 176 for children aged 30-35 months, their RPVT-P
scores are in the normal range.

Intellectual disabilities and poor speech and language
abilities are reported in children with DS [21]. Abbeduto
et al reported low-level performance of language devel-
opment, including expressive, receptive, and syntax in
individuals with DS [22]. They used the Peabody picture
vocabulary test-4th edition as a standardized norm-ref-

erenced test, including nouns, verbs, and adjectives [5]
to measure receptive vocabulary. Abbeduto et al reported
a significant correlation between chronological age and
receptive vocabulary for participants with DS, but the
chronological age of the DS group was older than the
TD group. They found no differences in verb knowledge
between DS and TD control groups [22].

The results of the current study in stage 2 demonstrated
a significant difference between the DS and TD peers in
the total score of the RPVT-P, which is evidence for the
discriminant validity of the RPVT-P.

The current study also compared the item scores of the
RPVT-P in DS and TD peers. The result showed that the
DS group and TD peers had no difference in item scores,
including tools, home appliances, body organs, fruits,
and foods that are nouns. A significant difference was
observed between the 2 groups in other item scores, in-
cluding verbs, clothes, animals, vehicles, related to ani-
mals, adjectives and opposites, jobs, places, plant words,
nature words, and colors.

d N, et al. Psychometric Evaluation of the Receptive Picture Vocabulary Test. Func Disabil J. 2022; 5:E73.
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In the current study, the DS group and TD peers had
differences in verbs; however, Abbeduto et al reported
no differences in verb knowledge between DS and TD
control groups [22].

Conclusion

The results of the current research indicated the accept-
able reliability and internal consistency of the RPVT-P.
Therefore, the RPVT-P as a tool with sufficient psycho-
metric properties is suitable to measure the ability of
preschool Persian-speaking children in receptive vo-
cabulary.
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Appendix 1. One of the picture of the RPVT-P

Appendix 2. Z Score Table

Age Groups
Raw Scores
35-30 41-36 47-42 53-48 59-54 65-60 71-66

129 71

130 72

131 73

135 76

136 77

137 78

138 78

140 80

141 81

142 82

144 83

146 85

161 58

166 102 64

167 103

169 104

170 105

171 106 70 62
172 107

173 108

Jalilevand N, et al. Psychometric Evaluation of the Receptive Picture Vocabulary Test. Func Disabil J. 2022; 5:E73.



http://fdj.iums.ac.ir/index.php?&slct_pg_id=10&sid=1&slc_lang=en

9

< ,
5/?,6[6'04& K @W 33%
Age Groups
Raw Scores
35-30 41-36 47-42 53-48 59-54 65-60 71-66
174 108
175 109
176 110 76
177 111
178 112
179 80
180 113 72
181 82 73
182 115 74
183 116
184 117
185 87
186 88 61
187 89
188 91 81
189 82
191 94 84
192 96
193 97
194 98 87 72
195 99 88
196 100 89
197 102 91 76
199 93
200 105 94
201 107 95 82
202 108 83 67
203 109 97 85 69
204 110 86 71
205 111 88 73
206 113 89
207 114 91 68
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Age Groups
Raw Scores
35-30 41-36 47-42 53-48 59-54 65-60 71-66

208 115 92 79 70

209 116 104 94 80

210 118 105 95 74

211 119 84 76

212 98 86 78

213 108 99 88 80

214 122 109 101 90 82 61
215 110 102 92 84

216 111 104 94 86

217 112 105 95 88 68
218 114 106 71
219 115 108 99 73
220 116 109 101 94 76
221 110 102 96 79
222 112 105 99

223 114 107 101 84
224 120 115 108 103 92
225 116 110 105

226 118 112 107

227 123 119 114 109 94
228 116 111 97
229 118 113 99
230 124 120 115 102
231 125 122 117 104
232 123 119 107
233 128 121 110
234 127 123 112
235 129 115
236 132 117
237 120
238 122
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