Capturing infants‘ early communication abilities between
8 and 10 months—the German Baby-Komm
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Background

Central Ideas: Dimensions of Communication

Discussion

From birth, human infants interact with their caregivers, in
which they continuously learn conventionalized forms of
communication (Tomasello et al., 2005). While a large body of
research focuses on children's early use of words or gestures
(review in Rohlfing et al., 2017), more previous suggest a
rather gradual growth of communicational abilities that emerge
from early experiences in multimodal interactions. Against this
background, we have developed Baby-Komm (Fischer,
Nomikou, Grimminger & Rohlfing, 2018) — a parental
questionnaire that aims at assessing infants' early
communication abilities in German.

The Baby-Komm seeks to asses infants’ communicative behaviour along two dimensions: With responsive versus initiative, the first
dimension captures the child’s ability to initiate activities (cf. Mundy et al., 2007); with participation, conventionalised and nonconventionalised, the second dimension captures the typical way in their culture in which infants are able to communicate (Tomasello et
al., 2005). Together, five communication scales are established along the two dimensions of the Baby-Komm.

These data analyses represent a first examination of the first
parental questionnaire assessing infants’ communication
abilities at the age of 8–10 months. Preliminary item analyses
yielded a varying item difficulty, and an overall good reliability
of four of the five scales, after having eliminated various items
as a consequence of a discrimination analysis. Moreover,
regression analyses displayed that all four scales with good
reliability are predicted by the infants’ age in this crosssectional design, possibly mirroring the developing
communicative means between 7–11 months.

Situatedness
An essential part of the instrument consists of evaluating the
infants' behaviour in everyday situations in terms of
"situatedness" (Rohlfing, Rehm & Goecke, 2003). In this
respect, with the Baby-Komm, we aim at capturing established
collaborative activities and routines that provide a first entry
into communicative abilities. More specifically, everyday
situations (e.g., saying good-bye) are described to ask parents
for the collaborative behaviour of their child.

Dimension 1: initiative-response
1 responsive

Dimension 2:
conventionalised content

2 initiative

Reactions

Initiations

Responsive 1 looking, smiling.
- (not possible)
“You would like to feed your child. How does
∝ = .49
she behave?” – “She is smiling at me.”
imitation, paired actions (give & take).
Bodily tension when wanting
Responsive 2 “In a greeting situation, infants react in other Initiative 2
to be hold on the arm,
∝ = .79
∝
ways than with speech. What does your child
= .81
speech sounds...
do?” – ”My child stretches her arms out.”

1 participation
2 non-conventionalised
3 conventionalised

Responsive 3 react with a gesture (waving back),
∝ = .96
receptive vocabulary

Initiative 3 pointing gesture, productive
∝ = .78
vocabulary

Figure 1: Two dimensions and five communication scales of the Baby-Komm: r1: participation, r2: non-conventionalised responsive,
r3: conventionalised responsive, i2: non-conventionalised initiative and i3: conventionalised initiative communicative behaviour

Method
Participants
The parents of 81 infants aged from 7–11 months (M=8.9,
SD=1.1) filled in the questionnaire after participating at other
studies. All infants were raised monolingually and no health
restrictions were known.

Evaluation
The items (n=214) are part of four different superordinate
areas:
language (reactions to language, production of sound and
speech, receptive & productive vocabulary),
situations (including “shyness” and “persistence”),
motor development, perception & memory.
All items are captured in a dichotomous answer format („yes“,
„no“). Open format questions were also included but these
analyses are not presented at this point. Most items, as the
“language”, „situation“ and „memory“ items, display multiple
possible answers representing different communicative
abilities. Except for a few cases (e.g., motor items) the
answers are assigned to two different scales with two, or three
stages, respectively (cf. Fig. 1).

These results provide first evidence to confirm the structure of
the five Baby-Komm-scales, that is, the underlying two
dimensions (initiative-responsive and conventionalized
content). This evaluation also provides support for
“situatedness” as a conceptual framework, i.e. assessing an
infants’ behaviour in everyday situations. Nevertheless, these
analyses have to be considered preliminary and more
profound evaluations with respect to the theoretical
background will to be conducted.

Future Prospects

Item discrimination was established, and all items correlating negatively with the scale (rit<0) were eliminated, as well as items with no
variance were deleted (n=29). A reliability analysis of the remaining items yielded good internal consistency of the five scales in this early
stage of research (low to excellent reliability). Cronbach’s Alphas see Figure1.

A revision of the questionnaire is currently under
development, and a confirmatory factor analysis with a larger
sample is planned before validating the questionnaire. The
statistical analyses of the Baby-Komm represent the first step
to validate a scale describing an infants’ communication style
at this young age of 8–10 months. Relations of all or single
scales to motor development, temperament and memory will
be investigated as well as longitudinal connections to
language development. This way, an instrument for research
and of clinical relevance may be established.

Regression Analyses: Age Effects

References

First Item Analyses
The total value of each of the five communication scales was determined by summing up the items of each scale. In addition, an index was
built for each scale in proportion to the total number of items.
Item difficulties were examined. Items with high or low difficulties (p<.20 or p>.80) were not eliminated in these preliminary analyses.

The aim of the questionnaire is to capture an infants’ communicative behaviour at different ages. Due to that, for each scale a simple
regression was run with the index/proportion score as the dependent variable and the age (in months) as the predictor. Developmental age
effects were evident for all of the communication scales, with age being a positive predictor of each scale, accounting for 5 %–12 % of the
variance (cf. Table1). The scale Responsive1 was not analysed because it displayed low internal consistency (see ‘first item analyses’).
Table 1: Regression analyses of the Baby-Komm-scales with age as predictor
b

b

D R2

adjusted R2

p

n

Responsive2

0.048

.347

.120

.109 **

.002 **

77

Responsive3

0.054

.301

.090

.078 **

.008 **

77

Initiative2

0.038

.258

.067

.054 *

.024 *

77

Initiative3

0.097

.369

.136

.124 **

.001 **

77

Baby-Komm-scale
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