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ABSTRACT 

 A mixed-method explanatory sequential design utilizing surveys and interviews 

conducted at three Florida library systems examines caregivers’ perceptions of emergent literacy 

programming, how these perceptions compare with the National Research Council’s Features for 

Quality Programs for children, and what is their motivation for attending these programs. The 

results from the survey and interview reveal that caregivers’ perceptions of emergent literacy 

programming align with the National Research Council’s Features for Quality Programs.  The 

data shows caregivers’ perceptions are very positive toward emergent literacy programming in 

terms of learning and the environment. Themes emphasized in the interviews on why caregivers 

are motivated to attend include socialization, getting out of the house, and free access. The 

results of these surveys and interviews will inform public libraries as to how to design, market, 

and deliver emergent literacy programming to caregivers with very young children. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION AND STATE OF THE PROBLEM 

The International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions (IFLA) states that 

libraries have a responsibility to facilitate the process of learning to read and that librarians are 

responsible for providing children with resources and activities that aid in developing emergent 

literacy (IFLA, 2001).  Libraries are free accessible resources that anyone can utilize; this aids 

underserved populations in gaining access to resources that are important for children’s emergent 

literacy development.  

Libraries play a leading role in emergent literacy education for children and parents 

(Teale, 1995).  Part of the public library's mission is to play a crucial role in reading development 

(Irwin, Moore, Tornatore, & Fowler, 2012).  By doing this, public libraries establish a 

connection between families and reading materials. It is the library’s aim to create increased 

awareness for parents of the importance of early literacy reading habits for children (Irwin et al., 

2012).  

Problem Statement 

The problem statement for this research study demonstrates why this information is 

critical to libraries (Hernon & Schwartz, 2016). Questions exist about the impact of 

programming on parents’/caregivers’ behaviors in support of early literacy for their children; this 

topic has been largely under-researched in library and evaluation literature (Graham, & Gagnon, 

2013).  Research on caregivers’ perceptions has focused on daycare settings (Nespeca, 1995; 

Scopelliti & Musatti, 2013). Other literature has focused on parents and others as stakeholders’ 

in the evaluation of childcare quality (Ceglowski, 2004).  Further research on parents’ 

perceptions of children’s emergent literacy programming in libraries is needed.  If parents do not  
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bring their children to emergent literacy programming, then these resources will not be utilized. 

Understanding the motivation and perceptions of caregivers will help libraries design, market, 

and deliver emergent literacy programming to their communities.  This problem statement helps 

formulate the research questions for this study (Hernon & Schwartz, 2016).   

Significance of the Problem 

A substantial lack of information is available regarding emergent literacy in public 

libraries.  Research conducted by Teale (1995) and Irwin, Moore, Tornatore, and Fowler (2012) 

establish the important role public libraries play in children’s development of emergent literacy 

skills. Current publications that address emergent literacy in public libraries note that a 

significant need exists for more research (Albright et al., 2009; Herb, 2012; Teal 1995; Yilmaz, 

2009; Irwin, et al., 2012).  Other disciplines, such as communication disorders and reading, have 

contributed greatly to understandings about emergent literacy. Their findings can be helpful in 

establishing a foundation for emergent literacy programming in public libraries (Justice, 2006).  

For example, some research that addresses early literacy and preschool development can be 

applied to emergent literacy (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). While early literacy research can be 

applied to emergent literacy, Justice (2006) notes that they are not the same behavior. She states 

that emergent literacy is behavior seen at 0 to 3 years of age that precedes early literacy that is 

seen at 4 to 5 years of age.  

Nespeca (1995) interviewed urban Head Start mothers on the topics of sharing books 

with their young children, reading habits, and perceptions of their local public library system. 

Mothers had limited funds for books, but they rarely went to the public library because they were 

afraid that their children would damage books. According to Celano and Nueman (2001) 
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research focused on parental involvement in reading achievement for children has examined 

parental demographic information and not their perceptions.   

Serpell, Baker, and Sonnenschein (2005) noted that parents’ perceived teaching their 

children about letters and words as being related to mastering early reading. Martin and Senechal 

(2010) found that parents’ beliefs about learning literacy were related to the frequency of 

parental teaching and engaging children in early literacy developmental activities. Limited 

research exists regarding where parents’ perceptions and beliefs are measured in regards to 

emergent or early literacy skills in public libraries.   

According to Barnett and Frede (2011), parents have a strong effect on a child’s language 

and literacy development.  “Many of the programs known for having produced large literacy 

effects, including lasting effects on reading, had significant parent involvement” (Barnett & 

Frede, 2011, p. 23).  They also point out that parent-focused literacy programs for children have 

failed to find evidence of educational effectiveness or ways to enhance the involvement of 

parents.   

More research is needed on how to help parents educate their children, and how they can 

be more involved in their child’s literacy development (Barnett & Frede, 2011). Many children 

do not experience educational programming on a regular basis and do not see lasting effects due 

to inconsistency and infrequency.  Further, they have found that Hispanic children are the least 

likely to attend educational programming, but they see some of the greatest gains in literacy 

development.    

Literature shows that libraries support literacy in underserved populations that need help 

accessing resources that aid in developing literacy skills (Celano & Neuman, 2001).  McKechnie 

(2006) notes that public libraries have an important impact on children's reading advancement by 
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making print-rich environments available. Many children lack access to print and other literacy 

materials; libraries bridge the gap to these resources and help provide access to materials that are 

necessary for reading success (Celano & Neuman, 2001).   

Library staff believe in supporting children’s services, but libraries can still find 

themselves unable to meet the needs of their community. "The disadvantaged position in which 

public libraries find themselves in current political and policy-making process stems from the 

simple fact that they have neither the loudest voices nor the most strident positions" (Jaegar, 

Gorham, Bertot, & Sarin, 2014, p. 4). With additional responsibilities and fewer resources to 

perform services, libraries are dealing with surmounting limitations on activities (Jaegar et al., 

2014).   

Research Purpose and Research Questions 

 The overarching purpose of this study is to investigate caregivers’ perceptions of 

emergent literacy programming, and the motivations of caregivers that are attending. The study 

is not an evaluation of program quality, and it is does not consider the role of caregivers in 

emergent literacy library programming. This research study assumes that caregivers must believe 

some value exits in emergent literacy programming for themselves and their young children. 

This research is an examination of three different case studies selected from three similar library 

systems.  The study explores the value these caregivers, who are stakeholders in public libraries, 

place on the programs libraries offer to young children. Their perceptions, and attitudes about 

library programming for children are important, as responsibility for the attendance of young 

children in emergent literacy programs falls to the adults that care for them. The results of this 

study informs how emergent literacy programs in public libraries are designed, marketed, and 

delivered to caregivers with young children by taking into account the caregiver perceptions of 
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emergent literacy programming and motivations for attendance. Further, understanding 

caregivers’ perspectives on emergent literacy programs can aid administrators in evaluating 

programs more effectively.   

 If caregivers do not exert the effort needed for their children to participant in 

programming at the public library, then these programs will not be utilized. Caregivers may be 

motivated by the idea that substantial value is offered to them and their children in emergent 

literacy programming, and they may be motivated to attend simply for fun and to get out of the 

house. Caregivers’ motivations and beliefs provide a framework for emergent literacy 

programming to help libraries design and deliver programming and set standards.   

Understanding what perceptions caregivers have will help libraries market emergent literacy 

programs in ways that offer added value.   

 The purpose of this research is to explore the driving force behind caregivers attending 

emergent literacy programming and what they consider important in emergent literacy 

programming. This study is an examination of perceived benefits and motivations experienced 

by caregivers and a comparison between caregivers’ perceptions of emergent literacy 

programming and National Research Council’s Features for Quality Programs.  While the 

National Research Council’s Features for Quality Programs for children is used to as a 

framework for the study, this study is not an evaluation of emergent literacy programming in 

public libraries.  This study addresses the following research questions: 

• RQ1:  What factors motivate caregivers to participate in emergent literacy programming 

in the library focused on children age 0 to 3?  

• RQ2:  What elements do caregivers expect to see in emergent literacy library 

programming for children age 0 to 3?   
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• RQ3:  How do caregivers’ perceptions of emergent literacy programming in the library 

compare with the National Research Council’s Features for Quality Programs for 

children? 

Research on Emergent Literacy  

According to the International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions 

(IFLA), libraries are tasked with the responsibility to aid the process of learning to read (IFLA, 

2001). This process also involves promoting reading materials and programming for children and 

adults, as well as providing special events and resources for children that center on activities that 

aid in developing emergent literacy (IFLA, 2001).   

According to Feinberg, Kuchner, and Feldman (1998), advances in research repeatedly 

show the importance of early experiences for a child's development. They state that libraries 

providing programming and services to young children are critical to the communities they 

serve, and the public is becoming more aware of the vital role learning plays in meeting the 

needs of young children (Feinberg et al., 1998).  Building a foundation for developmentally 

appropriate practice is necessary for libraries to expand vision and ideals about library services to 

children and their support networks (Feinberg et al., 1998).   

Caregivers’ Perceptions 

Nespeca (1995) conducted a study on urban Head Start mothers, focusing on the topics of 

sharing books with their young children and perceptions of their local public library system. 

According to Celano and Nueman (2001), research on reading achievement focuses on parental 

involvement and not on their perceptions. Research conducted by Serpell, Baker, and 

Sonnenschein (2005) notes that parents perceived their children’s learning about letters and 

words as being correlated to the children mastering early reading.  Martin and Senechal (2010) 
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found that parents’ beliefs about learning literacy were related to the frequency of parents 

teaching early literacy skills to children at home.  

According to Barnett and Frede (2011), parents have an influence on a child’s language 

and literacy development. They also point out that parent-focused literacy programs fail in 

finding ways to improve parental involvement. It is important that children attend programming 

on a regular basis to receive the full impact. Without parental involvement, children will not 

have the chance to attend emergent literacy programming. Barnett and Frede (2011) point out 

that frequency and consistency seem to be barriers for children to maintain skill development 

received from educational programming.  

 According to Scopelliti and Musatti (2013), caregivers’ perceptions are usually measured 

in terms of customer satisfaction. They note in their research that addressing both the child’s 

experience and the caregiver’s experience is important.  Parents’ preferences differed according 

to the age of their children. Parents of younger children were more concerned about the warmth 

shown toward their children than the curriculum or education level of the adults in charge of 

their children (Scopelliti & Musatti, 2013).  Gamble, Ewing, and Wilhlem (2009) noted that 

parents have a set of beliefs about characteristics or elements of childcare. A parent’s perception 

of childcare can be influenced by diversity, individual needs, health, warmth and sensitivity of 

the responsive adult, and communication of the responsive adult (Scopelliti & Musatti, 2013). 

Lages and Fernandes (2005) state that personal values of caregivers influence their view of 

service. According to Scopelliti and Musatti (2013), one of the biggest influences on parents’ 

evaluation of childcare is the importance they place on the children’s experience.  

According to Ceglowski (2004), parents in her study did not choose childcare due to high 

quality characteristics; rather, parents’ perceptions are developed in the context of family 
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circumstances and options available to them. She also noted that parents’ perceptions of 

caregiver characteristics (warmth and sensitivity) were ranked as the most important criteria. 

Research suggests that flexibility is an important element for parents’ or caregivers’ selection of 

childcare (Scopelliti & Musatti, 2013).     

Parents who perceive that their child enjoys literacy activities are more likely to believe 

that their children are competent in this area (Sackes, Isitan, Kerem, & Justice, 2015). They also 

note that parents’ beliefs precede competence. Findings from a study by Sackes, Isitan, Kerem, 

and Justice (2015), support the idea that parents’ beliefs about their children’s literacy interest 

are a strong predictor of the parents’ home literacy practices. 

Research that looks at motivation will enable library environments for children to market 

their services to caregivers in a more effective way. It will also allow libraries to develop 

programming based on caregivers’ perceptions, which will help libraries have a greater impact 

on the community by having more stakeholders participate and buy-in on emergent literacy 

programming.   

Environments for Children 

 According to the National Research Council (2000), cognitive stimulation, rich 

language, and social, emotional and motor development are essential components for children’s 

learning environments.  Further, a warm affective relationship with a responsive adult is the most 

important element for a child’s learning environment.    These elements help facilitate a child’s 

ability to exploit learning opportunities.  All of these components that are essential for learning 

environments can be found in most public libraries. Librarians have the opportunity and 

responsibility to support the learning that will prepare children for active engagement in the 

process of life-long learning.  
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The National Research Council (2000) notes that an important component for a warm, 

caring, and supportive environment is a responsible adult. Without this important element, many 

emergent literacy opportunities in the library for families will be lost. Library environments that 

support emergent literacy should have the following components in place: a place for children to 

interact with print and media, a qualified adult who is responsive and has professional training, 

diverse programming, supportive administration, set policy standards, and an evaluation system 

(Feinberg et al., 1998, p. 41).        

According to Albright, Delecki, and Hinkle (2009), the content of children's programs 

varies dramatically. This establishes why research and evaluation are so important to children's 

services and programming. No definition exists that outlines goals for children's services, and 

this fact gives little indication of how public libraries should evaluate children’s services 

(Albright et al., 2009).   

Children who spend time in a library show greater reading achievements (Celano & 

Neuman, 2001). The print-rich environments allow children to have access to literacy resources 

that contribute to their educational success (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). "Children need to be 

supported in their earliest literacy achievements—even before they begin to read—to keep a 

reading disability from manifesting itself or at least to mitigate its severity if the disability truly 

cannot be avoided" (Justice, 2006, p. 23).   

Libraries house large quantities of print and electronic resources that give children the 

opportunity to have meaningful literacy experiences that are necessary for reading development. 

Literacy-rich environments, in terms of social interactions and the environments, can provide 

children with opportunities needed for emergent literacy development (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 
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1998). These experiences have been shown to have a significant impact on creating emergent 

literacy behaviors (Celano & Neuman, 2001).     

As children participate in emergent literacy programming, they are being exposed to 

print-rich resources and developing skills needed for success in school. These resources can have 

a large impact of their reading development if caregivers will take advantage of them.  Ensuring 

consistency in emergent literacy programming for children will help design interactions between 

libraries, children, and caregivers around print-rich environments that will promote emergent 

literacy behaviors in the library and at home.   

Reading and School Success 

According to Justice (2006), researchers have demonstrated that most measurable 

achievements in emergent literacy can be statistically linked to later literacy success. She also 

notes that children's love of books and engagement with books have been linked to later 

conventional literacy achievements in reading and writing. "In the past several decades, 

researchers have conducted numerous studies to theoretically and empirically describe the 

emergent literacy achievements of young children and, equally important, how these relate to 

later development in reading, writing, and general academics" (Justice, 2006, p. 5).   

Research has shown that early literacy development in children has a greater link to 

reading success than in children experiencing a late start on literacy development (Justice, 2006). 

"Little research is available that provides evidence for the inflection points that would need to be 

apparent to truly represent literacy development as a series of stages" (Justice, 2006, p. 8).  Even 

though children in the emergent literacy phase have not learned to read, they have an emerging 

interest and motivation in print and books (Justice, 2006).   
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 "While phonological awareness is a powerful predictor of later reading success, research 

has shown that phonological awareness is just one of the oral language proficiencies important 

for reading" (Irwin et al., 2012, p. 21).  Children who know fewer words are not as likely to be 

able to identify words while they are reading, and   children who enter school with lower 

vocabulary scores usually hear fewer different words and have a more difficult time with 

interactions involving adults (Irwin et al., 2012). Early literacy experiences, large or small, no 

matter how or where they are carried out, have incredible effect on later school achievement and 

student success (Teale, 1995).  

 Traditionally, most of the children's services in libraries focused on storytelling and 

activities instead of collection creation. As print-rich environments have been demonstrated to 

provide literacy opportunities that are valuable to the literacy achievement of children, more 

public libraries have focused on developing the collection for children (Sullivan, 2013).  "Today 

the collection has become the main focus of most children's departments, and promoting reading 

is the goal of most programming and services" (Sullivan, 2013, p. 1).  

 Caregivers’ perceptions of emergent literacy programming will help the library promote 

reading in library programs. This knowledge will improve the design and marketability of 

emergent literacy programing and will improve caregiver participation in programming. As 

library resources are utilized by caregivers, then the ultimate goal to help more children be ready 

to start school and achieve success in school will be attained. 

Policy 

An issue that affects standardization is that financial resources vary greatly between 

library systems (Jaegar et al., 2014). Scholarly research has focused on materials for children 

rather than impact (Albright et al., 2009).  A disconnect appears to exist between academic 
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research and what works in public library settings for children’s services (Albright et al., 2009). 

The indications show a lack of clearly outlined goals for children's services, and this fact gives 

little indication for measurement numbers (Albright et al., 2009). Albright, Delecki, and Hinkle 

(2009) recommend that early literacy standards be included as part of children’s program 

planning through state-based learning initiatives. No one standard has been set for emergent 

literacy in public libraries yet communities and librarians know that this process is important 

(Sullivan, 2013; Yilmaz, 2009).    

"In the eyes of the public, there are no services more core to public libraries than 

children's services" (Sullivan, 2013, p. 32). Children's services, such as emergent literacy 

programming, are seen as essential to the public good, and many times, children's services are 

the main recipients of threats for public library cutbacks and closures.  These services have 

typically been designed for the mother with a small child who desires to visit the library during 

mid-morning times. According to Sullivan (2013), not all public library policies are for the good 

of children. Some library policies demand that all patrons preserve a quiet environment. This 

does not allow very young children to be expressive and explore print-rich materials with their 

parents.   

Very young children can be noisy, especially when they are having difficulty expressing 

a desire. Deciding which public library policies benefit children can be difficult (Sullivan, 2013). 

Policy must create an environment that makes both children and adults comfortable. Creating 

space for quiet adult reading that is separate for the noisy children discovering reading resources 

can help both adults and children enjoy the library (Sullivan, 2013). Jaegar et al. assert that 

public libraries are an essential resource for emergent literacy development in young children 

and that children need librarians to advocate for emergent literacy resources and development in 
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the public library (2014). Further, they state that research in the area of emergent literacy in 

public libraries can result in better policy choices and resource allocations.   

Education initiatives for early learning vary from state to state, but most states have 

standards that are spelled out for children entering kindergarten. These standards help to provide 

a definition for what a child needs to know in order to have a successful start in school (Albright 

et al., 2009).  A public acceptance of responsibility had developed for early childhood programs 

(Bowman, Donovan, & Burns, 2000).  These pressures place greater value on the use of tests and 

assessments for program evaluation. The greatest potential for supporting children's learning 

process is through the use of evaluation and assessment (Bowman et al., 2000).   

Communities and public library administration understand that children's services are an 

essential component to library services (Jaegar et al., 2014). The next generation of library users 

and the advancement of emergent and early literacy skills are areas where public libraries have a 

major stake in children's development. Staff members at public libraries believe in the services 

that they provide for the public, including early literacy development programs (Yilmaz, 2009). 

Public librarians actively participate in and support programs for children despite barriers such as 

funding to reach people in the community (Yilmaz, 2009). 

Public libraries have not had evaluation tools that could demonstrate their effectiveness in 

meeting stakeholder expectations in children’s programming. Many caregivers are taxpayers and 

voters. If libraries are delivering emergent literacy programming to those who are providing 

funding, then this helps to leverage participation and support in communities. Actively 

evaluating and demonstrating that standards are being met can also help provide evidence that 

libraries are having a substantial impact on the lives of children.   

 



14 

 

Assumptions  

This research assumes that: 

1.  Understanding caregivers’ perceptions of emergent literacy programming is imperative 

for maximizing participation in emergent literacy programming in public libraries. 

2. Understanding caregivers’ perceptions of programming for very young children is 

paramount for further investigation into emergent literacy in public libraries. 

3.  Caregivers at emergent literacy programs want to be there and have a perceived benefit 

for being there and motivation for participating.   

4. Caregivers demographic information is the same as the community surrounding the 

library where the data is collected.  

Overview of the Theory  

Self-determination theory describes human motivation and self-regulation (Deci & Ryan, 

1985b). Self-determination is a component of human functionality that is focused on the 

experience of choice (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). “Self-determination theory addresses such basic 

issues as personality development, self-regulation, universal psychological needs, life-goals and 

aspirations, energy and vitality, nonconscious, processes, and the impact of social environments, 

affect, behavior, and well-being” (Deci & Ryan, 2008, p. 182). Self-determination theory is 

rooted in motivation instead of cognition (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). According to Deci and Ryan 

(1985a), self-determination is often evident as a need to control the environment, but major 

differences exist between concepts of control and self-determination. This concept of need for 

self-determination is a need for choice rather than a need for control (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).    

 Self-determination theory has some features that are important to note. Self-

determination is a humanistic orientation that is rooted in rigorous quantitative and experimental 



15 

 

research (Sheldon, Williams, & Joiner, 2003). Positive assumptions are made in the self-

determination theory about human nature and propensities. This theory attempts to explain how 

negative outcomes can accrue, explaining that  self-determination is built on the assumption that 

people have three psychological needs that must be met in order to thrive.  Those needs are 

autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Self-determination theory examines how a person can 

struggle to have greater self-ownership of motivated behavior (Sheldon et al., 2003).   

Self-Determination Conceptualized 

The foundational concept of self-determination theory is the idea of flexibility in 

managing behaviors and the environment (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).  The origins of intrinsic 

motivation are rooted in the human need for competence, challenge, and control (Sansone & 

Harackiewicz, 2000). According to Deci and Ryan (1985a), the study of self-determination has 

led to examinations of human behaviors and experiences that have pointed to the importance of 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Self-determination is a core component of intrinsically 

motivated behavior, and it is also evident in some extrinsically motivated behaviors. Self-

determination is more than ability; it can also be need. “Self-determination is the capacity to 

choose and to have those choices, rather than reinforcement contingencies, drives, or any other 

forces or pressures, be the determinants of one’s action” (Deci & Ryan, 1985a, p. 38). Self-

determination theory recognizes the compelling evidence of human tendencies toward active 

development within the framework of fragmentation and conditioned responses (Deci & Ryan, 

2002). Self-determination embraces the ideal that all individuals have innate, natural, and 

constructive tendencies to develop a unified sense of self. Self-actualization is an idea that we 

have natural tendencies toward growth and goodness (Sheldon et al., 2003).    
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Self-determination theory does not focus on the individual's relationship with self 

(Sheldon et al., 2003). Self-determination theory focuses on the individual's tendencies not only 

within but also in relationships between individuals. "As negentropic (order-creating) systems, 

not only do we have an innate desire to increase our personal order, but we also wish to enhance 

social order: we want to bring about more coherent functioning in the social relations and 

systems in which we are embedded" (Sheldon et al., 2003, p. 17). Self-determination theory 

examines how individuals try to fit a sense of self in with others’ relations (Sheldon et al., 2003).  

  

Self-determination theory has evolved into four mini-theories that all share organismic 

and dialectical assumptions specific to the concept of basic psychological needs (Deci & Ryan, 

2002). Cognitive evaluation theory was the first component that formulated the effects of social 

contexts on intrinsic motivation. In this mini-theory, elements are contextualized as autonomy, 

controlling, and amotivating. Organismic integration theory internalizes and integrates the values 

and regulations that help to explain an individual's development of extrinsic motivation. This 

mini-theory also examines the degree to which individuals experience autonomy while engaging 

in extrinsically motivated behaviors (Deci & Ryan, 2002).  

The last two mini-theories are causality orientations theory and basic needs theory (Deci 

& Ryan, 2002). Causality orientations theory describes individual differences in people's 

tendencies toward social environments that help support their autonomy, control their behavior, 

or are amotivating. Allowance is made for predication of experience and behavior from 

orientations in this mini-theory. Basic needs theory explains the relation of motivation and goals 

that facilitate an individual’s wellbeing (Deci & Ryan, 2002).     
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Overview of Method 

   The study explores the perceptions of caregivers about emergent literacy programming 

in public libraries. A mixed-method design is used in three locations to investigate caregivers’ 

motivations for attending emergent literacy programming and their view of what constitutes 

emergent literacy programming. Further, it compares caregiver perceptions to Features for 

Quality Programs set by the National Research Council for Quality Programs for children. 

Mixed-method research “relies on neither quantitative nor qualitative research alone, some 

combination of the two provides the best information for the research questions and hypotheses” 

(Creswell, 2009, p. 138).  In this study, the specific research questions will be addressed using 

surveys and interviews with caregivers attending emergent literacy programming in a public 

library. Approaching the research in this way will allow for triangulation of the data resulting 

from the quantitative and qualitative methods (Creswell, 2009). This creates a research study 

where the sum of both parts is greater than each individual part. 

Overview of the Following Chapters 

  Chapter 2 contains literature reviews that address emergent literacy programming in 

public libraries, perceptions of caregivers, and self-determination theory.   The literature, which 

examines emergent literacy in public libraries, provides a foundation as to what emergent 

literacy is and how environments for children have been described for very young children by 

the National Research Council (2000). A brief history of how this area has changed over time in 

libraries is provided for context. Chapter three describes the overall design and methods to be 

used in this investigation as well as specific plans for data collection and analysis.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Emergent Literacy 

Emergent literacy is a set of prerequisites for reading readiness. It is the behavior a child 

exhibits before decoding of words starts to take place. An example of emergent literacy is talking 

about pictures in a book and turning pages. Justice (2006) differentiates emergent literacy from 

early literacy, and she notes that emergent literacy is a precursor behavior to early literacy. 

Emergent literacy typically takes place in children ages zero to three, while early literacy takes 

place during preschool years. Researchers believe that early literacy in children is a process that 

begins at birth (Wedvik, 2010). As very young children are exposed to music, sights, noises, and 

eye contact from other people, the brain starts taking shape (Kars & Doud, 2000).   

Teale (1995) states that establishing a meaningful, functional, purposeful foundation for 

early literacy is a critically important part of learning to read and write.  Children grasp concepts 

of reading at different rates, and they also take different paths to conventional reading and 

writing. “Emergent literacy encompasses all those behaviors in early childhood that lead to 

reading, writing, listening, and speaking” (Herb, 2012, p. 1).  Teale (1995) focuses on how 

libraries facilitate the area of emergent literacy in children’s lives through cooperatively working 

with library literacy programs that focus on families or the community.   

The National Early Literacy Panel identified six early literacy skills for the success of 

children learning to read: "1. Print Motivation, 2. Phonological Awareness, 3. Vocabulary, 4. 

Narrative Skills, 5. Print Awareness, and 6. Letter Knowledge" (Lonigan & Shanahan 2009, p. 

4). Whitehurst and Lonigan (1998) reviewed research on important components of emergent 

literacy that indicated that three elements, vocabulary, phonological processing, and print 
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knowledge, are among the strongest preschool predictors of later reading ability. Librarians have 

integrated these elements  into programming for children, and into workshops to train those 

working with children on how to implement tools that focus on the six early literacy skills. These 

skills are considered the ideal pre-literacy practices needed for children to succeed in our nation's 

preschools.  

"While phonological awareness is a powerful predictor of later reading success, research 

has shown that phonological awareness is just one of the oral language proficiencies important 

for reading" (Irwin, Moore, Tornatore, & Fowler, 2012, p. 21).   Children who know fewer 

words are not as likely to be able to identify words as they are reading. Children who enter 

school with lower vocabulary scores usually hear fewer different words and have a more difficult 

time with interactions involving adults. Part of the public library's mission is to play a crucial 

role in reading development and establish areas and context for target audiences. By doing this, 

public libraries establish a connection between families and reading materials (Irwin et al., 

2012).   

Federal initiatives that were in support of reading, such as Every Child Ready to Read @ 

Your Library, were formed out of the six early literacy skills (Lonigan & Shanahan 2009).  Every 

Child Ready to Read helped to facilitate programs for children that encouraged the development 

of emergent literacy skills in their everyday lives.  The library provided support for emergent 

literacy in the home in order to promote motivation for later reading. Every Child Read to Read 

@ Your Library fostered literacy development in five ways: talking, singing, reading, writing, 

and playing (Ash & Meyers, 2009). Parenting programs have failed to provide evidence of 

educational effectiveness; this fact has had a negative effect on parental involvement. (Barnett & 
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Frede, 2011). Providing context for educational effectiveness in emergent literacy programming 

will improve parental involvement in programming.   

Emergent Literacy in Public Libraries 

Public library environments are rich with emergent literacy opportunities and provide 

rich programming for children (Herb, 2012). Literacy building activities are used to show a range 

of representational and communicational modes that involve learning language through pictures, 

movement, writing, speech, or gesture. Children whose families engage in several different types 

of literacy activities with them may be more likely than other children to show multiple signs of 

emerging literacy (Nord, Lennon, Liu, & Chandler, 2000). "Children's environment may have 

more influence on their development of print knowledge than other aspects of development" 

(Justice & Sofka, 2010, p. 3). The development of emergent or early literacy is greatly 

influenced by the environments in which children are raised. Participation in emergent literacy 

programming will have positive impacts on children’s emergent literacy development skills, but 

libraries need to know what motivates parents to attend programming to get them in the door. 

Ramos (2013) pointed out that an important principle to remember is that good, early 

childhood interaction is developed by getting children involved in a wide variety of play 

activities that facilitate literacy integrally. Creating time for children that facilitates the power 

and enjoyment of reading and writing is essential to the early process of literacy and life-long 

learning. If a child’s first reading experiences are going to facilitate life-long learning, they must 

be associated with pleasure. Family units can build a child's first reading experiences around 

affection and a sense of well-being to help reading become a foundational habit for the child. 

Library programming focused on developing early literacy skills in children is an invitation for 

pleasure-centered activities focused on playful language, resources, physical objects, and 
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socialization through a magical environment of interactions. Many of these experiences are filled 

with social symbolism using artifacts and puppets (McKenzie & Stooke, 2009).   

The library environment offers the opportunity for children's librarians to take the 

initiative and become literacy leaders in their community (Feinberg, Kuchner, & Feldman, 

1998). No federal mandates exist for library services to children. Public libraries engage in a 

range of activities that are foundational to building literacy and provide inclusive communities 

that support twenty-first century learning, community development, and engagement (Jaegar, et 

al., 2014). Understanding what motivates caregivers to attend will give libraries tools to become 

better literacy leaders in their communities. Many libraries currently do not have context for how 

caregivers perceive library programming or why they attend programming.   

History 

Sullivan (2013) notes that children’s services only started to appear in public libraries 

around the beginning of the twentieth century, even though the history of public libraries dates 

all the way to the early nineteenth century. This initiative for public libraries to organize and 

implement a literacy-focused component was the foundation for many of the children's programs 

that are still offered today (Albright, Delecki, & Hinkle, 2009). This emerging concern for the 

literacy needs of children has fostered many of the best practices still seen in libraries today 

(Stooke & McKenzie, 2009). Since children's services only became a foundational part of public 

libraries in the last 50 years, an extensive historical literature on the changes that have occurred 

in this area is not available. (Sullivan, 2013).     

"Storytimes, lap-sit programs, and other services for young children are a major part of 

most public libraries' missions" (Lance & Marks, 2008, p. 1).  Research reveals that current 

public library programming has the same major components now as those used in the earliest 



22 

 

programs. These components include finger-plays, bounce rhymes, and reading books. In the last 

50 years, librarians began to realize the value of reading as a tool for children's learning success. 

Story hour was a response to the emerging theory called reading readiness (Lance & Marks, 

2008). According to Whitehurt and Lonigan (1998), reading readiness is the “skills children need 

to have mastered before they can profit from formal reading instruction” (p. 848).    

As public libraries started developing children's services, storytime for babies and 

toddlers began to appear in the public library (Albright et al., 2009). Libraries began to take note 

of children's interest in books at as early as eight or nine months of age.  Developing a love of 

reading in children is dependent on exposure to books in early childhood. Administration and 

librarians see storytime and babytime as a fun diversion and not as an educational foundation 

with expected learning outcomes (Albright et al., 2009). Creating fun learning experiences for 

children helps to instill intrinsic motivation that facilitates lifelong learning.       

Self Determination Theory 

A greater sense of choice, self-initiated behaviors, and personal responsibility are all 

components of self-determination that are necessary to meet developmental goals (Deci, et al., 

2011). Parents’ motivation for attending emergent literacy programming can be related to 

meeting developmental goals for their children’s reading readiness or it can be self-initiated 

behavior. Self-determination is fundamentally concerned with choice and is therefore built upon 

concepts of volition, intentionality, or will (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Self-determination theory 

operates on a continuum and is an active process. The self-determination continuum ranges from 

amotivation, which is completely lacking in any motivation, to intrinsic motivation, which is 

pleasure and self-determination in behavior (Gagne & Deci, 2005). Motivation for parents 
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attending emergent literacy programming will be composed of extrinsic and intrinsic motivations 

found on this continuum. 

Between these two extremes are mostly extrinsic types of motivation with differing levels 

of control (Gagne & Deci, 2005). “To be self-determining with respect to outcomes, people must 

have control over those outcomes, and not being able to control outcomes–which precludes self-

determination–will have negative consequences” (Deci & Ryan, 1985a, p. 37). Just because a 

person has control does not mean self-determination is a factor. Self-determination always 

implies that the person experiences control. According to Deci and Ryan (1985a), if a person 

feels pressured to apply control, then they are not self-determined.   

Cognitive Evaluation Theory 

 The cognitive evaluation theory lays the foundational groundwork for the theory of self-

determination. According to Deci and Ryan (1985a), concepts such as behavioral decision-

making and control-based outcomes allow for the development of self-determination. When an 

individual acts out of choice instead of obligation or coercion, he/she is engaging in self-

determination, and these choices are made as a result of need and a flexible understanding of the 

external environment (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).  

Competence. Self-determination and competence refer to fundamental relationships 

involving intrinsic motivation. The theory of self-determination examines “initiating and 

regulatory events in terms of their effect on a person’s perceived locus of causality and perceived 

competence, suggesting that events can have three different functional significances” (Deci & 

Ryan, 1985a, p. 85). According to Deci and Ryan (1985a), the first significance involves choice 

and positive feedback, which both facilitate self-determination competence. They also noted that 

both choice and positive feedback were found to enhance intrinsic motivation. The second 
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significance reveals how pressures from rewards, deadlines, and scrutiny cause specific 

outcomes and have controlling significance; these undermine intrinsic motivation. Lastly, 

negative feedback signifies a person’s inability to attain intended outcomes (Deci & Ryan, 

1985a).                                                                    

Causality. Self-determination theory involves both internal and external perceived locus 

of causality (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).  According to Deci and Ryan (1985a), the term locus of 

causality refers to the perceived basis for the beginning or regulation of a behavior.  Internal 

perceived locus of causality occurs when a behavior is experienced; the experience begins when 

an individual regulates or controls information about an event that occurs inside or outside that 

person. “External perceived locus of causality exists when a behavior is seen as being initiated or 

regulated by a controlling event, whether that event occurs inside or outside the person” (Deci & 

Ryan, 1985a, p. 111). The distinctions between these two terms of locus of causality are made by 

one’s sense of self.   

 Self-determination is applied to behavior. According to Deci and Ryan (1985a), some 

behaviors are non-self-determination behavior, and behavior can, at times, be either self-

determined or non-self-determined. Researchers make distinctions between self-determination 

behavior and non-self-determination behavior by examining the qualitative aspects of the 

behavioral and environmental circumstances (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). The qualitative examination 

of the behavior focuses what situational controls are present or missing and can identify the 

extent to which a behavior is self-determined. “By definition, intrinsically motivated behaviors, 

the prototype of self-determined actions, stem from the self” (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 55).  

According to Deci and Ryan (1985a), effects of “personal causation” can imply intent, 

and “impersonal causation” is that which is not implied (p. 163). This relationship examines a 
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continuum that measures the personal causation related to self-determination and impersonal 

causation related to non-self-determination. The relationship between these two types of 

orientations implies high levels of autonomy, which is representative of personal causation. “The 

control orientation is more closely related to the impersonal orientation than to the autonomy 

orientation” (Deci & Ryan, 1985a, p. 165). This control orientation lacks the experience of real 

choice; instead, the individual experiences pressure, tension, and anxiety (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).                             

Feedback. Deci and Ryan (1985a) note that negative feedback has a motivating effect, 

and it has been found to weaken intrinsic motivation.  Negative feedback can also have an 

important impact on self-determination. They also state that this feedback implies that 

incompetence will decrease intrinsic motivation. Little research exists on the effect of negative 

feedback on intrinsic motivation, but researchers hypothesize that negative feedback undermines 

intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).  Distinguishing “whether all negative feedback is 

predicted to decrease intrinsic motivation” is difficult (Deci & Ryan, 1985a, p. 61).  

Properly characterizing and appreciating others is a difficult process (Sheldon et al., 

2003). According to Sheldon, Williams, and Joiner (2003), differentiating ourselves from others 

and factors from the social environment is part of an individual's learning process. They also 

note that when these external systems are insensitive to our needs or manipulative, then 

differentiation by individuals from others and the environment becomes more important. The 

phenomenal self is an evolving character struggling for greater integration and self-ownership 

(Sheldon et al., 2003).   

Autonomy. Autonomy is associated with successful functioning that usually leads to 

greater skillfulness and higher adaptability (Sheldon et al., 2003). According to Sheldon, 

Williams, and Joiner (2003), autonomy leads to greater personal growth over time. An 
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individual's movement toward personal growth can be uncertain. A person can get stuck in 

maladaptive patterns if he or she becomes overwhelmed by circumstances or is insufficiently 

challenged (Sheldon et al., 2003).   

The struggle for self involves the relation with internal emotions and impulses and with 

other external people and environmental factors (Sheldon et al., 2003). According to Sheldon, 

Williams, and Joiner (2003), the struggle is motivated by a need for autonomy. "Although 

autonomy is sometimes confused with independence or competence, Deci and Ryan define it 

differently: as regulation of the self by the self rather than by non-assented-to internal or external 

forces” (Sheldon et al., 2003, p. 18).  They also note that a need for autonomy does not lead to 

narcissistic individualism, but it does lead to a need for relatedness. This is where the individual 

wants to achieve a sense of communion with other selves. The self-determination theory 

proposes that individuals have three basic needs: competence, autonomy, and relatedness 

(Sheldon et al., 2003).  Sheldon, Williams, and Joiner (2003) suggest that autonomy is the master 

need, because it represents the person's movement toward greater integration and self-regulation.    

Relatedness. Relatedness is as important to growth and development as competence and 

autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2002). According to Deci and Ryan (2002), exploratory behaviors in 

children reveal to a degree that children securely attach to a primary caregiver. They also note 

that security of attachment can be associated with exploratory behaviors. A general sense of 

satisfaction specific to relatedness needs can create intrinsically motivated exploration (Deci & 

Ryan, 2002).   

 More research links competence and autonomy to intrinsic motivation than relatedness. 

"There do appear to be many solitary types of activities for which people maintain high intrinsic 

motivation in spite of not relating to others while doing them" (Deci & Ryan, 2002, p. 14). 
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According to Deci and Ryan (2002), relatedness plays a more distal role in the promotion of 

intrinsic motivation. Relatedness is a crucial element for maintaining intrinsic motivation (Deci 

& Ryan, 2002).     

Intrinsic motivation. Deci (1975) defined intrinsic motivation as a human being’s desire 

for self-determination and proficiency in his or her environment. Deci (1975) noted that self-

determination is a key to intrinsic motivation. Malouf (1983) defines intrinsic motivation in 

terms of behavior exhibited without external pressure to do so, even when alternatives are 

available. “Intrinsic motivation is the energy source that is central to the active nature of the 

organism” (Deci & Ryan, 1985a, p. 30). It is the conceptualization of an individual’s need for 

competence and self-determination (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).  According to Sansone and 

Harackiewicz (2000), intrinsic motivation is the propensity of individuals to engage in activities 

that interest them, and to learn, develop, and expand their knowledge. Intrinsic motivation 

primarily focuses on how we learn and create enjoyment for that learning.   

Intrinsic motivation is essential to an individual’s need to be competent and self-

determining (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). These two needs are closely related, and they can operate 

separate of each other. Changes that affect a person’s self-determination will result in a change to 

the individual’s “locus of causality and intrinsic motivation” (Deci & Ryan, 1985a, p. 58.). 

According to Deci and Ryan (1985a), the relationships between an individual’s perceived 

competence and intrinsic motivation will create more intrinsically motivated desire for an 

activity. For this to happen, the activity must be challenging to the person; activities that are too 

easy are not expected to be intrinsically motivating, even if the person is extremely competent. 

“For the perceived competence to affect the intrinsic motivation, the perceived competence must 

exist with the context of some perceived self-determination” (Deci & Ryan, 1985a, p. 58).                      



28 

 

Any activity that is intrinsically motivated is pleasurable within itself or as part of 

activities that are also pleasurable in the substantive sense (Sansone & Harackiewicz, 2000). 

Real-life activities are not always intrinsically motivating. Sansone and Harackiewicz (2000) 

suggest that intrinsic and extrinsic motivation may be related and work together in impacting 

behavior. Sansone and Harackiewicz (2000) noted that intrinsic motivation could be vulnerable 

to challenge or failure. The theory of intrinsic motivation does not focus on the cause of the 

intrinsic motivation, but it instead looks at the conditions that “elicit and sustain” this propensity 

(Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 58). Deci and Ryan (1985a) also comment that some research suggests 

intrinsically motivated activity is grounded in the need for self-determination, because self-

determination or “freedom from control” is essential for intrinsic motivation to function (p. 30).   

The outcomes of intrinsic motivation reveal themselves in the values and regulatory 

processes that result in a student’s high-quality learning, conceptual understanding, personal 

growth, and adjustment to the environment (Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, & Ryan, 2011). Self-

determination theory examines the intentional behavior or motivation of actions. “Intrinsically 

motivated behaviors are engaged in for their own sake–for the pleasure and satisfaction derived 

from their performance” (Deci, et al., 2011, p. 328).  

  The motivated actions are engaged and wholly endorsed by one’s sense of self.  

According to Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, and Ryan (2011), when the motivated actions are self-

determined, they are part of a regulatory process of choice. Controlled actions are part of a 

regulatory process of compliance. “The important point in this distinction is that both self-

determinate and controlled behaviors are motivated or intentional but their regulatory processes 

are very different” (Deci et al., 2011, p. 327).     
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Other Related Theories  

 Theories foundational to the development of self-determination have focused on the 

overall amount of motivation that individuals have for particular behaviors or activities a person 

exhibits. Self-determination theory began by differentiating types of motivation and examining 

the motivation behind behaviors (Deci & Ryan, 2008). The evaluation elements of operant and 

attribution theories have been instrumental in the construction of the theory of self-

determination. Operant and attribution theories treat all behaviors as if they were chosen 

behaviors. These theories fail at sufficiently addressing how behavior is energized, and focus on 

the direction of behavior while making no distinction between autonomic (non-self-

determination) and chosen (self-determination) (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).  

 The operant theory examines the functions and explications caused by the law of effect. 

The majority of “research related to operant theory has been done with animals” (Deci & Ryan, 

1985a, p. 181).  Human cognitive capacities typically allow them to understand when 

reinforcements have been terminated; however, these capacities also allow research to point out 

that changes in intrinsic motivation that can be reinforced. According to Deci and Ryan (1985a), 

these reinforcements can be compared to starting at a baseline response and relating that baseline 

to extinction responding. Indications in operant theory research undermine behavioral 

explanations due to issues, including distraction, that offer little empirical evidence under 

scrutiny (Deci & Ryan, 1985b).    

The Attribution Theory was developed to draw a distinction between interpersonal 

perception and self-perception. Self-attribution theory asserts that individuals know their own 

internal mind through inferences. “By observing their own behavior and the circumstances 

within which has it occurred, people are said to logically derive what they must be feeling, 
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wanting, or believing” (Deci & Ryan, 1985a, p. 200). This theory is not a theory of motivation, 

but instead it is a theory of self-inferring. It is related to motivation through inferences about 

motivation, but it does not deal with the core motivational questions of the energization and 

bearing of behavior (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).                        

Organismic Integration Theory 

According to Deci and Ryan (1985a), extrinsic motivation refers to behavior that is based 

on something other than interest in the activity itself. Extrinsically motivated behaviors are not 

self-determined and are linked to some separate consequence.  Research has shown that students 

with more self-determined forms of motivation to complete homework correlate with students 

staying in school at higher rates (Deci, et al., 2011).  “Extrinsically motivated behaviors may 

range from being determined largely by controls to being determined by choices based on one’s 

own values and desires” (Deci & Ryan, 1985a, p. 35). Extrinsic motivation can vary based on the 

degree to which an individual experience is autonomous versus controlled. Activities that a 

person finds uninteresting require extrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).            

Externally regulated behaviors involve external contingencies to help maintain the 

performance (Gagne & Deci, 2005). These motivators are believed to strengthen the associative 

bonds that regulate people's behavior. “An associative bond is a hypothetical construct 

represented as a mechanistic link between some type of stimulus and a particular response, 

which then prompts the response when that stimulus is present” (Deci & Ryan, 2010 p. 24).   

Internationalization. The type of extrinsic motivation compared with intrinsic 

motivation is external regulation. Other forms of extrinsic motivation result when value and 

behavioral regulation become internalized (Gagne & Deci, 2005). According to Gagne and Deci 
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(2005), internalization can be defined as the values, attitudes, and regulating structures that 

individuals take; the external regulations are then transformed into internal regulations.   

When this happens, the external regulations are no longer required for the behavior to 

take place. Gagne and Deci (2005) note that self-determination theory notes that internalization 

is positioned at different points on the control to autonomous continuum regulations. Positioning 

internalization in this way helps describe the degree to which an external regulation has 

transformed (Gagne & Deci, 2005). Tranformation involves the assimilation of identification 

with other aspects of oneself.         

Amotivation is where an individual is lacking intention (Deci & Ryan, 2002).  

Individuals with amotivation either do not act, or act passively. "Amotivation results from 

feelings either that they are unable to achieve desired outcomes because of a lack of contingency 

or because of a lack of perceived competence" (Deci & Ryan, 2002, p. 17).  All other points on 

the continuum are considered motivated behavior (Deci & Ryan, 2002).                                                                    

Extrinsic Motivation  

The theory of self-determination is subdivided into extrinsic or non-intrinsic motivation. 

Three types of extrinsic motivations are identified:  external, introjected, and identified (Sheldon 

et al., 2003). External extrinsic motivation is acting to get rewards or avoid punishment. 

Introjected extrinsic motivation is acting to avoid self-imposed guilt. Lastly, identified extrinsic 

motivation is acting in accordance with personal values. All three of these types of extrinsic 

motivation can give rise to behavior that is not intrinsically motivated. These types of extrinsic 

motivation have varying degrees of self-integration or authenticity (Sheldon et al., 2003). 

Integrated regulation creates awareness in an individual that the behavior is part of who he/she is.   
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The behavior emanates from an individual’s sense of self and thus is considered self-

determined (Gagne & Deci, 2005). "In self-determination theory, external, introjected, identified, 

and intrinsic motivation represents a continuum of perceived locus of causality for behavior that 

ranges from completely external to completely internal" (Sheldon et al., 2003, p. 20). All 

motivated behavior can be located somewhere on the continuum (Sheldon et al., 2003).     

External motivation is derived from operant behaviorism that focuses on how different 

behaviors take place only when anticipated concrete rewards exist (Sheldon et al., 2003). 

According to Sheldon, Williams, and Joiner (2003), introjected motivation comes from the idea 

that a person acts out of an internal sense of pressure or guilt as part of the superego or self that 

forces compliance. Introjected regulation is taken in by an individual, but it has not been 

accepted internally. Instead, this type of regulation is controlling the person. Introjected 

regulations include contingent self-esteem and ego involvement (Sheldon et al., 2003).   

According to Gagne and Deci (2005), while the introjected regulation is within the 

person, the form of control is internalized extrinsic motivation. An example of this would be, “I 

work because it makes me feel like a worthy person” (Gagne & Deci, 2005, p. 334). Deci and 

Ryan (2002) note that introjected regulation is a type of extrinsic motivation that is partially 

internalized. The person experiencing introjected regulation will perform to avoid guilt or shame. 

Sheldon, Williams, and Joiner (2003), identified motivation as derived from the existentialist 

theory where an individual's maturity is a process of finding meaning and feeling with a sense of 

choice.   

A critical point "of the perceived locus of causality continuum is that it can represent a 

crucial issue within psychosocial developmental theory, to wit, whether people have internalized 

the doing of socially valued tasks that may have little intrinsic appeal" (Sheldon et al., 2003, p. 
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21). People who are considered mature will have learned to own their extrinsically motivated 

behavior completely. Not every behavior can be intrinsically motivated (Sheldon et al., 2003).                                

Causality Orientation Theory 

According to Gagne and Deci (2005), the self-determination theory suggests that 

autonomous and controlled motives differentiate in terms and experiences. The differences in 

terminology focus on the underlying regulatory process. Both autonomous and controlled 

motives are intentional. The main idea of self-determination is that the quality of a person’s 

motivation is more important or weighted for predicting significant outcomes (Deci & Ryan, 

2008). A key principle in self-determination is the difference between autonomous motivation 

and controlled motivation.                                                                                                                          

Autonomy orientation. “Autonomous motivation comprises both intrinsic and the types 

of extrinsic motivation in which people have identified with an activity’s value and ideally will 

have integrated in into their sense of self” (Deci & Ryan, 2008, p. 182). Gagne and Deci’s (2005) 

autonomy refers to an individual’s endorsement of his/her own actions at the highest level of 

consideration. Autonomously motivated people experience volition and self-endorsement in their 

behavior. According to Sheldon, Williams, and Joiner (2003), people either feel like they are 

pawns or origins. "The most direct indicator of integrated, self-regulated, autonomous 

functioning is the internal perceived locus of causality" (Sheldon et al., 2003, p. 19). They also 

note that the sense of self is completely engaged with the behavioral sequence; this means that 

self-responsibility for behavior exists. The origin of the behavior is inclined to be skillfully and 

creatively implemented, because the integrative capacities are employed. The opposite would be 

pawns who feel that they are regulated by the environment. A pawn's sense of self is not engaged 
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in his/her behavior. Pawns do not feel full of responsibility for behavior, and they are not likely 

to function successfully (Sheldon et al., 2003).   

"Contemporary self-determination theory proposes that all 'intrinsic motivation 

undermines' work by giving people an external perceived locus of causality for their behavior" 

(Sheldon et al., 2003, p. 19). According to Sheldon, Williams, and Joiner (2003), this occurs 

when people believe they are acting to get money, avoid criticism, or to meet deadlines. When 

this happens, the individual is not meeting his/her need for autonomy or self-regulation, whichs 

can mean that the activity is not satisfying and the individual's intrinsic motivation is diminished. 

Individuals are the origins of their behavior as they develop self and learn to experience the truth 

(Sheldon et al., 2003).                                                                                                                                  

Controlled orientation. Controlled motivation is motivation created due to positive or 

negative external forces. “Controlled motivation, in contrast, consists of both external regulations 

of external contingencies” (Deci & Ryan, 2008, p. 182). The reward or punishment and 

introjected regulation places pressure on an individual to behave in a certain way. The control 

directed at an individual causes action that has been partially internalized and energized. 

According to Deci and Ryan (2008), the factors that create the pressure that an individual 

experiences stems from elements such as approval motive, avoidance of shame, contingent, self-

esteem, and ego-involvements. Individuals experiencing control think, feel, and behave in a 

certain way due to this pressure.   

Basic Needs Theory 

Energy in the theory of self-determination is foundational to the matter of needs (Deci & 

Ryan, 1985a). “It addresses the energization and the direction of behavior and it uses 

motivational constructs to organize cognitive, affective, and behavioral, variables” (Deci & 
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Ryan, 1985a, p. 12).  Motivational theories must take into account the needs of the individual 

and environmental interactions.   

Needs are innate to the individual and considered to be anything “that must be satisfied 

for the organism to remain healthy” (Deci & Ryan, 1985a, p. 3). The direction indicated in self-

determination theory concerns the process that gives meaning to the individual through internal 

and external stimuli. This direction in self-determination moves the individual through behaviors 

to satisfying needs (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).   

According to Sheldon, Williams, and Joiner (2003), self-determination theory is 

particularly focused on authenticity. "The theory proposes that sometimes people act out of their 

deepest, most wholehearted and growth-oriented motives and needs, while at other times they act 

out of feelings of pressure, and coercion, or bad faith" (Sheldon et al., 2003, p. 20). Simple 

contrasts of the self-determination theory only address intrinsic or extrinsic motivation. One 

should note that self-determination is more complex, and people can feel authenticity while 

being engaged in non-intrinsically motivation. 

Self-Determination Theory in Reading Education 

Self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan 1985b) applied to education is focused on value, 

interest, and confidence that students have about their own abilities and attributes. According to 

Ryan and Deci (2000), positive potential in human nature is rooted in the intrinsically motivated 

need to exercise one’s ability to explore and learn. When an action is done for the inherent 

pleasure of doing so, this is an intrinsically motivated activity (Ryan & Deci, 2000).     

Most of the research on intrinsic motivation in reading focuses on school-aged children. 

Wedvick (2010) noted that t very little research has been conducted on reading motivation for 

children less than three years of age. He also stated that emergent literacy development for 
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children is defined, in general terms, as the phase when children begin exhibiting reading and 

writing behaviors that proceed to conventional literacy. Researchers believe that early literacy in 

children, as a component of written and oral language development, is a process that begins at 

birth (Wedvik, 2010). Early literacy experiences, no matter how or where they are carried out, 

have tremendous effect on the later school achievement and success of students (Teale, 1995).    

Curiosity is the desire to explore, discover, and understand (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).  This 

is a basic propensity of human nature that is an intrinsic motivator for individuals.  "Educators, 

parents, and policymakers have ignored intrinsic motivation and viewed education as an extrinsic 

process, one that must be pushed and prodded from without"  (Deci & Ryan, 1985a, p. 245). The 

role intrinsic motivation plays in promoting children's learning and achievement is becoming 

more important in education. With this new emphasis in mind, extrinsic motivation is viewed 

more in terms of being a component paired with intrinsic motivation to encourage active, 

growth-oriented learning for children (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). 

"Intrinsic motivation is in evidence whenever students' natural curiosity and interest 

energize their learning" (Deci & Ryan, 1985a, p. 245). Educational environments that provide 

students with rich sources that provide stimulation and challenge within the context of autonomy, 

offer learning opportunities that allow children to flourish. Children are required to achieve many 

learning and behavior goals in school, but these milestones are not necessarily intrinsically 

motivating to them. According to Deci and Ryan (1985a), children are not inherently interested 

in all parts of their school's curriculum, and they are not intrinsically motivated to perform the 

social and regulatory behaviors that are expected of them by the schools. They also note that 

children are just not intrinsically motivated to sit still and perform homework assignments in an 
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orderly fashion. Many components of acculturation and success require extrinsic motivation to 

be utilized (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).   

Motivation in schools can bring up two issues. Deci and Ryan (1985a) note that the first 

issue is how to facilitate intrinsic motivation in children toward learning, and  the second issue is 

how to implement extrinsic motivation effectively. "The central problem is how to utilize 

extrinsic structures in such a way as to encourage self-regulation and not alienate the children 

from the process of learning or stifle their intrinsic motivation for related topics and concerns" 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985a, p. 246). Some of the origin of these issues could have implications well 

beyond learning and achievement.   

"Children's experiences in school affect not just the development of their mental talents, 

but also their emotional adjustment and psychological well-being" (Deci & Ryan, 1985a, p. 246). 

Schools are the primary place where many children experience childhood activities outside of 

family socialization. This fact establishes schools as the major shaping agent for self-esteem, 

coping capacities, social development, and personal values of most children. Motivation theory 

focused on education should address children as a whole. Motivation in schools should be 

evaluated for not only its impact on a child's performance and achievement but also for other 

developmental factors (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).   

Establishing limits usually involves asking a child to do something that conflicts with 

his/her feelings (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). According to Deci and Ryan (1985a), giving the child 

alternative outlets for satisfying the expressed feelings acknowledges the potential conflict, 

which can help to avoid a power struggle. Power struggles work to undermine a child's self-

determination and intrinsic motivation.  Limiting a child's behavior can be done without hurting 

his/her self-determination and intrinsic motivation by taking time to allow as much choice as 
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possible and then making an allowance for feedback acknowledging the conflicted feelings (Deci 

& Ryan, 1985a).  Schools evaluate children's performance and establish pressure on children to 

meet standards in a variety of ways. Deci and Ryan (1985a) note that if the child is not 

motivated, then the school personnel assume the role of motivating the student. This pressure can 

take away a child's self-determination and intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).          

Targeted emergent literacy opportunities for children who are lagging in literacy 

development can significantly impact these reading development skills (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 

1998). Emergent literacy instruction is a vital component for children's development in reading 

(Cabell, Justice, Kaderavek, Smith, & Pence, 2009). Whitehurst and Lonigan (1998) note that 

emergent literacy skills are necessary for children starting school, because schools provide age 

appropriate curriculum where skills are graded, and early delays may impede children at each 

step. These delays magnify the gaps at each additional step the child encounters, and the child is 

not able to bridge these learning experiences that are demanded by the curriculum (Whitehurst & 

Lonigan, 1998).   

Children who are at risk for setbacks in reading can be assisted by interventions that 

enhance their emergent literacy experiences (Cabell, et al., 2009). These children may also be 

hindered by deficiencies in emergent literacy. These deficiencies are used as an excuse not to 

address reading skills effectively, and many of these children never develop reading skills 

(Cabell, et al., 2009). Children's librarians have demonstrated a substantial amount of support for 

emergent literacy development in children (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998).   

According to Medford and McGeown (2012), the theory that is most commonly used in 

reading research is intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. This theory notes that a child’s intrinsic 

motivation to read can be found in the fact that he/she finds reading interesting and enjoyable. 
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“Research suggests that being intrinsically motivated to read is advantageous, as intrinsic reading 

motivation is associated with higher levels of reading attainment, whereas extrinsic motivation is 

generally negatively associated with reading skill” (Medford & McGeown, 2012, p. 786). 

Intrinsic motivation for reading in children influences their ability to reach full reading potential. 

A child’s reading motivation is not only associated with his or her reading experiences, but also 

personality characteristics. Evidence presented by Medford and McGeown (2012) notes that 

reading motivation may be resistant to change. This does suggest that personality characteristics 

should be considered when examining possible reading motivating strategies.   

In research conducted by Baker and Wigfield (1999) and Wigfield and Guthrie (1997), 

reading motivation is composed of nine components: curiosity, preference for activity, 

involvement, competition, self-efficacy, grades, recognition, social interaction, and work 

avoidance. Interventions supported by intrinsic motivation for reading demonstrate higher 

“curiosity, involvement, and preferences for challenge” (Guthrie, Hoa, Wigfield, Tonks, 

Humenick, & Littles, 2007). According to Guthrie, Hoa, Wigfield, Tonks, Humenick, and Little 

(2007), little is known about the characteristics of children’s reading interests. One example is 

whether children’s interests are limited to specific authors or genres, or if these interests are 

broader. For intrinsic motivation to impact literacy skill development, children’s beliefs, reasons, 

and purposes that affect their individual reactions to literacy must be understood (Pintrich, Marx, 

& Boyle, 1993).  These personal characteristics are not just task-oriented; they are also 

components of children’s personalities (Pintrich, et al., 1993).   

Children's reading motivation has been measured based on their intrinsically motivated 

behaviors (Deci & Ryan, 1985b). Factors that motivate children to engage in literacy behaviors 

will differ greatly between learning styles, genders, and environments. For children who become 
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lifelong learners, an intrinsic motivation is involved in reading and writing. According to 

Gottfried (1985), academic-related intrinsic motivation is born out of a child’s inherent pleasure 

in learning and curiosity and persistence in difficult tasks. Self-determination in the form of 

intrinsic motivation leads to successful outcomes in education (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).  Intrinsic 

motivation about reading is created when children have pleasurable experiences with literacy. A 

child’s feeling of effectiveness in literacy skill development comes from successful experiences 

in the subject matter.     

According to Gurland and Glowacky (2011), a child might use statements like, “I should” 

or “I have to” to indicate coercion. A child who experiences activities with intrinsic motivation 

has autonomous feelings and a sense of personal volition. This child has a desire to engage in 

intrinsically motivating activities. Intrinsic motivation points to how an activity is experienced 

by a child. If the child finds the activity enjoyable and interesting, this is consistent with a 

broader set of values, personal desires, and goals that are integrated to form a child’s self-

regulation. The opposite would be to engage in the activity due to external or internal imposed 

coercion. “Note that, on this account, motivation is indexed not by whether individuals engage in 

an activity or not, but rather by how they experience the activity – as interesting, enjoyable, and 

personally valued verse pressured or coerced” (Gurland & Glowacky, 2011). Children that are 

interested in and have curiosity about reading thrive on their own; when children are given the 

opportunity to become autonomous in literacy exploration, they discover their own reasons for 

engaging in reading activity (Gurland & Glowacky, 2011).  

Making reading pleasurable for children is important if the desired result is establishing 

intrinsic motivation for lifelong reading (Gottfried, 1985). Taking children’s interest into account 

is vital to beginning intrinsic motivation about literacy (Gottfried, 1985).  Intrinsic motivation 
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about reading is created when children have pleasurable experiences with literacy. One method 

for measuring literacy development is intrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivation has effectively 

addressed literacy skill development in children’s programming. According to Gottfried (1985), 

school-related learning linked with intrinsic motivation is born out of a child’s inherent pleasure 

in learning, curiosity, and persistence in difficult tasks.   

Guthrie and Wigfield (1997) focused on childhood reading motivation as an indication of 

highly-skilled readers who have an interest in reading and higher intrinsic motivation. These 

children had higher values or more regard for reading activities (Guthrie & Wigfield, 1997). 

According to Guthrie and Wigfield (1997), the intrinsic motivation to read is multidimensional 

and complex. No single specific factor exists that all students experience that triggers intrinsic 

motivation for reading.   

Children with intrinsic motivation for literacy are described as possessing reading 

curiosity and a preference for challenges (Guthrie & Wigfield, 1997). These positive attitudes in 

children about literacy also demand more in their environments to encourage this behavior and 

feed their curiosity and need for challenges (Guthrie & Wigfield, 1997).  According to Park 

(2011), reading motivation is a strong predictor of reading performance alone, without other 

factors. Children who are believed to find pleasure in reading also enjoy being able to choose 

what they read. Children who show less interest in reading are not as involved in choosing what 

they read (Guthrie et al., 2007). This expression of preference is another example of how 

autonomy is a core component of intrinsic motivation. Collaboration between children is 

believed not to be closely related to an increase in reading motivation (Guthrie et al., 2007).   

Children benefit from being more motivated to overcome tasks and benchmarks in 

performing well at school (Logan, Medford, & Huges, 2011). If a child's motivation can help 
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play a bigger role in performance, then motivation may be more important for children facing 

greater challenges (Logan et al., 2011). Children motivated in their reading comprehension skills, 

if they have lower abilities, may be able to overcome those challenges (Logan et al., 2011).   

Zhou (2003) discusses three reasons for children’s motivation to read: external (to 

comply with authorities), identified (a child identifies the value of reading), and intrinsic (if a 

child enjoys reading) reasons. Early levels of reading for children highlight three important areas 

for achievement: reading knowledge, recognition of the characters, and understanding of the 

story (Zhou, 2003). Zhou (2003) indicated that intrinsic motivation for reading comprehension 

has a higher impact on children's reading skills and knowledge of reading six months in the 

future (Zhou, 2003). Intrinsic motivation has long-term impacts on reading knowledge (Zhou, 

2003). 

Understanding the importance of emergent literacy enables librarians to provide support 

that children need to be successful in reading as well as lifelong learning (Hume, Lonigan, 

McQueen, 2012). "Children's motivations, attitudes, and interests may be connected through 

their relationship with intrinsic motivation. In relation to reading, intrinsic motivation is 

indicated by children's curiosity, involvement, and personal feelings about the importance of 

reading" (Hume et al., 2012, p. 2).  Reading motivation, in terms of competence, efficacy, and 

purpose, may not have developed in many preschoolers. Many preschools have not grasped the 

importance of reading (Hume et al., 2012). Exposure to emergent literacy focused activities has a 

positive impact on a child’s development of reading. Establishing regular literacy activities that 

promote children's areas of literary interest will lead to greater literacy development.    

According to Guthrie and Humenick (2003), research on instructional features that 

increase literacy motivation for children in elementary school recommends access to books, 
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opportunities for choice, books with interesting content, and building on familiar material.  

Justice (2006) notes that not all children require attention to improve literacy motivation. If a 

child does require this attention, then focus should be given to increase engagement and 

persistence toward shared book reading (Justice, 2006). "Successfully motivating children who 

initially rejected books depends on careful prior planning by selecting highly interesting, 

developmentally appropriate activities, materials, and procedures that invited verbal and 

nonverbal interaction and matched the children's learning style" (Justice, 2006, p. 426). 

Summary  

Self-determination theory focuses on how individuals make choices. It has been utilized 

in research to study reading motivation in children. Most of the reading research has been 

focused on children that are school aged. The theory has implications for helping libraries 

increase parental involvement in emergent literacy activities. Libraries can design and market 

emergent literacy programming that will help motivate parents to use resources and participate in 

emergent literacy activities in the library. More research is needed on the motivation of parents 

with children younger than age three.   
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CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

 Public libraries are print-rich community resources for children’s emergent literacy skills 

development (Hume, Lonigan, McQueen, 2012). These community resources are freely 

accessible at public libraries, no matter the income level. Literacy skills encourage children to 

become lifelong learners. The activities associated with emergent literacy development focus on 

lifelong learning that can lead to enjoyment, understanding, self-expression, and learning about 

the world around an individual. Schools provide age appropriate learning materials where skills 

are graded, and early delays impede children at each step from obtaining success in their learning 

(Hume et al., 2012). Emergent literacy skills are necessary for children starting school (Teale, 

1995).  

This study investigates caregivers’ motivations for attending emergent literacy programs 

in public libraries and caregivers’ views of emergent literacy programs for young children, and 

compares their perceptions of emergent literacy programming to criteria established by the 

National Research Council. This chapter provides a rationale for the proposed project, research 

questions, theoretical framework, method selection, and procedures for data collection. This 

chapter also includes the proposed data analysis plan, limitations of the study, and proposed 

timetable for this dissertation study.   

Research Purpose and Questions 

 The purpose of this study is to explore why caregivers attend emergent literacy 

programming in public libraries with very young children, what characteristics they like about 

emergent literacy programs, and how these elements compare to the National Research Council 

Features for Quality Programs for children. This investigation was undertaken to help libraries 
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design, market, and develop emergent literacy programming that will have positive impacts on 

reading behaviors. The study is not a method of program evaluation.  A mixed-method 

explanatory sequential design utilizing surveys and interviews was used to address the following 

research questions: 

• RQ1:  What factors motivate caregivers to participate in emergent literacy programming 

in the library focused on children age 0 to 3?  

• RQ2:  What elements do caregivers expect to see in emergent literacy library 

programming for children age 0 to 3?   

• RQ3:  How do caregiver perceptions of emergent literacy programming in the library 

compare with the National Research Council’s (2000) Features for Quality Programs for 

children? 

Framework for Data Analysis 

 A mixed-method design utilizing surveys and interviews was used to collect data at three 

library locations. This Explanatory Sequential Design shows caregivers’ motivation for attending 

children’s programming in the library and how they perceive those programs. “Mixed methods 

research helps answer questions that cannot be answered by quantitative or qualitative 

approaches alone” (Creswell & Clark, 2011, p. 5).  

Theory application in social research helps give meaning to data. According to Creswell 

(2009), the purpose of theory is to provide useful explanations of phenomena and at the highest 

level, make possible predictions of future events. Self-determination theory, discussed in Chapter 

2, serves as the foundational theoretical framework for this research.  
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Figure 3.1. Self-Determination Theory. Adapted from  “Overview of Self-determination 
Theory,” by E. L. Deci & R. M. Ryan (Eds.), Handbook of Self-determination Research, pp. 3-
28.   Copyright 2002 by The University of Rochester Press. 

 

Self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan 1985b) provides a framework based on value, 

interest, and confidence that individuals have in abilities and attributes. Deci and Ryan (1985b) 

also note that educational environments that provide children with rich resources for learning 

give stimulation and challenge for growth and development. Offering learning opportunities to 

children that allow them to flourish through independent discover of library resources. Intrinsic 

motivation is vital to facilitating children's learning and achievement in education (Deci & Ryan, 

1985a).  

According to Ryan and Deci (2000), tapping into natural human potential is founded in 

the intrinsically-motivated need for children to exercise their ability to explore and learn. Most of 

the research on intrinsic motivation is focused on school-aged children’s reading. Little research 
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on the reading motivation of very young children has been done (Wedvik, 2010). A desire to 

explore, discover, and understand is central to curiosity (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). Curiosity is 

especially crucial during the development of very young children. Intrinsic motivation is an 

essential component for a learning foundation that results in lifelong learning.  

Self-determination theory explains why caregivers are motivated to attend emergent 

literacy programming in the public library. The motivation for these caregivers can be a mixture 

of intrinsic or extrinsic; also, the motivation could be either intrinsic or extrinsic. One example of 

intrinsic motivation for caregiver attendance may be a need to get out of the house with the 

children; however, if caregivers attend because they see the need for the children to socialize and 

understand the importance that print-rich environments have on children, then the motivation is 

extrinsic.  

The National Research Council provides the second framework used for this study. 

According to the National Research Council (2000), environments for children should contain 

the following: cognitive stimulation, rich language environments, and the fostering of social, 

emotional, and motor development. Also, the National Research Council (2000) notes that these 

elements should take place in an environment where a caring affectionate adult relationship 

exists.  

The National Research Council (2000) provides recommendations for quality 

programming for children using the following elements: 1. Active attention in the preschool 

years should be paid to cognitive, mental health, and physical development. 2. Responsive 

interpersonal relationships with teachers develop young children’s disposition to learning and 

emerging abilities. 3. Both class size and adult-child ratios are important. 4.  Children who attend 

well-planned, high-quality early childhood programs aimed at integrated domains that are 
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specified and incorporated across domains tend to learn more and are better prepared to master 

the complex demands of formal schooling. The last feature the National Research Council 

offered for quality programs was, very young children that are at high risk for failure in school 

are much more likely to succeed in school if they attend well-planned, high-quality early 

childhood programs, this element was not part of the research.     

The elements listed above have been put into a table to demonstrate how the survey 

questions correlate with the National Research Council’s Features for Quality Programs seen in 

Figure 3, located in the Quantitative Data Analysis section below. The questions for the survey 

also address how the motivations of caregivers were assessed. Some questions relate to more 

than one element seen in the National Research Council’s Features of Quality Programs. The 

goal of this survey was to cover all the elements in the National Research Council’s (2000) 

Features of Quality Programs and examine the motivation for caregiver attendance in this survey 

using language that any caregiver can understand, no matter what his/her level of education.    

Overview of Research Design 

For this study, a mixed method design was used that employs surveys and interviews. 

Both the quantitative and qualitative methods collected data that was analyzed for caregivers’ 

perceptions about emergent literacy programming in the library and why they attend 

programming. Data collection occurred in two phases at each of the three locations. Surveys 

were administered first and followed by interviews with a subset of the survey participants. The 

strength of this research design was that the use of one method offsets the weaknesses of the 

other method (Creswell, 2009).   

The mixed-method approaches increase the validity (Babbie, 2013). The study used mix-

methods for validity.  Both the quantitative and qualitative provide data that can be compared 
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with the National Research Council’s Features of Quality Programs and the self-determination 

theory, but both phases include open-ended questions that allowed participants to provide other 

concepts not included in the theoretical frameworks.   

Population  

The main branches of three medium-sized library systems were the locations used to 

gather data using surveys. Interviews were be conducted by phone and audio recorded. At each 

main branch, emergent literacy programs for children age zero to three were visited for one week 

to administer surveys to caregivers attending programs. All caregivers attending emergent 

literacy programs during that week were solicited for participation in the study by announcing 

the study at the beginning of the program.    

 The Florida Department of State defines medium library systems as serving a population 

between 100,001-750,000. These three libraries were chosen for data collection because they are 

in the same sizing category (medium) and have sufficient attendance records to support 

administration of at least 100 surveys.  There are more medium-sized libraries in Florida than 

any other size category.   

Demographic data from the U.S. Department of Commerce, United States Census Bureau 

(2015) helped the researcher select the three medium-sized library systems where data was 

collected. The largest of these medium library systems had a total population of approximately 

485,331 for 2014. Five percent of the populations were under five years old. The main three 

ethnicities were:  Caucasian 89.9%, Hispanic 13%, and Black or African American 5.3%. Those 

with a Bachelor’s degree or higher who were age 25 or older between 2009-2013 made up 20.4% 

of the county population.  The median household income was $43,888. 
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The U.S. Census Bureau (2015) demographic information for the second largest medium-

sized library system in this study estimated the population to be 283,988 for 2014. Youth under 

five years old were 5.4% of the county’s population. The main three ethnicities were:  Caucasian 

63%, Black or African American 31.4%, and Hispanic 6%. Those with a Bachelor’s degree or 

higher who were age 25 or older between 2009-2013 made up 44.2% of the county population.  

The median household income from 2009-2013 was $46,369.   

The smallest medium-sized library system in the study had an estimated population of  
 
178,985 for 2014, according to the U.S. Census Bureau (2015). Six percent of the population was  
 
under the age of five. The main three ethnicities were:  Caucasian 82.6%, Black or African  
 
American 11.2%, and Hispanic 5.4%. Those with a Bachelor’s degree or higher who were age 25  
 
or older between 2009-2013 made up 21.1% of the county population. The median household  
 
income from 2009-2013 was $47,461. 
 
 

Table 3.1. Demographic Characteristics 
 

Demographic 

Characteristics 

Library 

System #1 

Library 

System #2 

Library 

System #3 

Population est. 2014 485,331 283,988 178,985 

% of population under 5 yrs. 

of age 

5% 5.4% 6% 
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Table 3.1 – continued 
 

Demographic 

Characteristics 

Library 

System #1 

Library 

System #2 

Library 

System #3 

Top three ethnic groups Caucasian 

89.9%, Hispanic 

13%, and Black 

or African 

American 5.3% 

Caucasian 63%, 

Black or 

African 

American 

31.4%, and 

Hispanic 6% 

Caucasian 

82.6%, Black or 

African 

American 

11.2%, and 

Hispanic 5.4% 

% with a Bachelor’s degree 

or higher 2009-2013 

20.4% 44.2% 21.1% 

Median household income 

from 2009-2013 

$43,888 $46,369 $47,461 

Adapted from U.S. Department of Commerce, United States Census Bureau. (2015). State & 
county quickfacts. Retrieved from http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/12/12101.html. 

 

Caregivers have a strong impact on children’s mastery of early reading behaviors 

(Serpell, Baker, Sonnenschein, 2005). Each library system in this proposed project manages 

children’s programming differently. It is difficult to address future research for children’s 

programming without examining how parents perceive library emergent literacy programming 

and what motivates them to attend emergent literacy programming.  Caregivers’ perceptions can 

help public libraries market, design, and develop children’s programming. Parenting programs 

(Born to Read and Every Child Ready to Read), home visits, and other literacy-focused programs 
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for parents have failed to establish educational effectiveness of an effort to impact parental 

involvement (Barnett & Frede, 2011). Since emergent literacy programming focuses on children 

ages zero to three, caregiver input was used to answer questions about perceptions of participants 

and motivation for attendance, because very young children may not be able to verbalize 

answers. Many children do not see substantive effects from high-quality programming due to the 

fact they are not attending education programming consistently (Barnett & Frede, 2011).    

Approval from the Florida State University Office of Research’s Human Subjects 

Committee was requested and received before data collection began. Survey participants who 

provided contact information for follow-up interviews were contacted as soon as possible after 

the survey to schedule interviews.  

 

 

  
 
 
Figure 3.2. Explanatory Sequential DeEign. Adapted from Creswell, J. W. (2009). Research 

Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mix Methods Approaches, P. 209. Copyright 2009 by 
SAGE Publications Inc. 
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This Explanatory Sequential Design is a two-phase design (Creswell & Clark, 2007). The 

first phase of the design is quantitative data collection followed by data analysis; these were 

followed by qualitative data collection and analysis. The Explanatory Sequential Design was the 

most straightforward type of mixed-method design. Each method was used to collect data in 

separate phases and only one type of data was collected at a time, as one the quantitative data 

collection informed data collection in the qualitative phase. The qualitative results helped explain 

the initial quantitative results (Creswell & Clark, 2011). The qualitative results gave a deeper 

understanding to the open-ended questions in the quantitative portion of this study.   

Pilot Test 

A pre-test of the survey questions and of the telephone interviews was performed with 

three participants who attend emergent literacy programming at a public library other than the 

libraries selected to be used in this study. Since a survey was developed for this study, a test of 

the questions was needed to evaluate the appropriateness and quality of the survey prior to 

administering it in this dissertation. 

The pre-test consisted of a paper survey and a phone interview was given to three 

caregivers who have attended an emergent literacy program with their children under the age of 

three. Paper surveys and phone interviews were used for the pilot, since this was how the surveys 

and interviews would be conducted in the proposed project. No modification to the survey and 

interview questions was needed; a second pilot test was not conducted. The pre-test was 

completed, to insure the clarity of the survey and interview to the intended audience. The pre-test 

served as a way to evaluate the validity and reliability of the survey and interview questions.  
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Quantitative Data Collection  

According to Creswell (2009), a survey design provides a specific framework for 

quantitative descriptions of trends and attitudes of a population or a sample of that population. 

Surveys were used to collect caregiver’s perceptions of the library program they attend with their 

child or children, as well as the caregiver’s motivation for bringing their child or children to the 

library. The National Research Council’s Features for Quality Programs help to develop the 

questions used in the survey. Surveys are a method commonly used for measuring attitudes and 

orientations of populations (Babbie, 2013). Surveys can reveal the extent to which a respondent 

believes, or holds to, a particular attitude on a statement made by the researcher. Quantitative 

research can be used to explore the significance a social situation or problem has for an 

individual or group (Creswell, 2009).    

Emergent literacy programs at three medium-sized library locations in Florida provided 

data for the study. The library programs at the three selected main branches have regular 

attendance numbers that average over 30 (caregivers and children). All caregivers attending 

emergent literacy programs during a week of normal activity were solicited for participation in 

the survey. If any redundant survey participants were to be found, the first survey would have 

been used and the second survey would have been removed and destroyed. However, none of the 

participants completed the survey twice.   

 A paper survey was utilized in data collection as an affordable, easy to use, and 

convenient method for producing a questionnaire. Since research into caregivers’ perceptions of 

emergent literacy programming in libraries is lacking, finding relevant survey questions from 

previous studies was challenging. Creating questions specifically for the study allowed the 

researcher to accurately target the research areas of interest.   
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A copy of the survey is provided in Appendix B. The methodology used for survey 

design follows a specific format (Creswell, 2009). The nature of the survey was cross-sectional. 

Each library system’s data collection was handled one at a time over a week of normal activities. 

The surveys were self-administered. Short statements in the survey were presented to 

participants in which they are asked if they agree or disagree, using a Likert-Type Scale and an 

open ended question. The Likert-Type Scale format asked the respondents whether they strongly 

agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree. The Likert-Type Scale offers a way for participants 

to respond in unambiguous categories. It also allowed the researcher to measure the intensity of 

different items in the survey (Babbie, 2013).    

The purpose of the research was announced at the beginning of the program; the 

researcher introduced purpose and process at this time. Signs were put up in the library prior to 

the day of data collection to inform caregivers about the research. The library provided a table in 

the back of the program room where surveys were made available for the caregivers after the 

program has ended. Collecting data at the end of the program kept down distractions during the 

program. The caregivers were able to approach the table and fill out the surveys, and then the 

researcher received the surveys from the caregivers once they were finished. 

The survey was completed by participants in the program room and other locations in the 

library. The survey ended with a solicitation for volunteer participation in a telephone interview. 

Respondents who agreed to be interviewed supplied their contact information [phone 

number/email] and best time for the researcher to contact them in response to the last question on 

the survey.  Surveys were provided in Spanish for caregivers who feel more comfortable with 

that language, but no caregivers chose to take the survey in Spanish. Caregivers completed the 
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survey after the program and then return the survey to the researcher. Names of the participants 

were kept confidential by assigning a number and letter to each survey.   

Quantitative data analysis. The survey contained closed and open-ended questions. 

Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the data. The survey data was analyzed through a 

systematic process found in Figure 3 used in collecting and evaluating data. The data was 

examined as to the degree to which caregivers’ perceptions vary, since the answers were 

formatted using the Likert-Type Scale. The open-ended question were categorized based on  

themes presented.  

The survey provided descriptive context for the caregivers’ perceptions in comparison with the 

National Research Council’s Features for Quality Programs and motivation for attendance. For 

participants, a consent form was included with the survey to obtain permission to collect and use 

their survey data for research purposes. SPSS was used to analyze the quantitative data collected. 

A second researcher looked at entries in SPSS to evaluate the precision to increase the quality of 

the entries. The open-ended questions were categorized into themes seen in the framework 

provided by the National Research Council’s Features of Quality Programs and the self-

determination theory, and themes that did not fall into these categories were grouped separately. 

Figure 4 provides some context for the direction of the questions in the survey in relation to 

themes.   

 Population and sampling. Three library system locations considered to be medium-

sized systems by the Florida Department of State were chosen for data collection. As many 

surveys as possible were collected over a week of normal library activity at a main branch in 

each of the three Florida library systems chosen for this study. Fifteen interviews, five at each 

location, were conducted as soon as possible after the surveys were received. The population was 
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all caregivers attending emergent literacy programming at the main library during the week of 

data collection one of the three library systems. The samples consist of those caregivers who 

participated in the survey. 

 
Table 3. 2. Matching survey questions with the Self-determination Theory (motivation) and 

the National Research Council (2000) Features of Quality Programs. 
Matching survey questions with the Self-

determination Theory (motivation) and 

the National Research Council (2000) 

Features of Quality Programs 

 

Survey Questions 

Emergent literacy motivation  The program increases my child’s interest 

in books. 

Cognitive stimulation and  

Rich language environments 

Program helps my child learn about the 

alphabet. 

Emergent literacy motivation Program is helping my child develop a 

positive feeling about books. 

Motivation Program is helping my child to develop 

good memories about the library. 

Cognitive stimulation and 

Rich language environments 

Program is helping my child learn about 

reading. 

Motor Development How does the program help your child’s 

physical skills? 

Good physical care and warm affective 

relationships  

Program environment is warm, caring and 

supportive of my child. 
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Table 3.2 – Continued 

Matching survey questions with the Self-

determination Theory (motivation) and 

the National Research Council (2000) 

Features of Quality Programs 

 

Survey Questions 

Responsive adult Librarian nurtures my child’s learning. 

Motivation My child has fun attending this program. 

Motivation  What elements are important for 

programming? 

Motivation What is your favorite part of the program? 

Class size and adult-child ratio How many children do you think should be 

in a program with one librarian? 

Motivation Why did you come to the program today? 

Prepared to master the complex demands of 

formal schooling 

Program is preparing my child to start 

school. 

Social and emotional development My child’s need to interact with other 

children is supported by the program. 

 

Validity. “Threats to construct validity occur when investigators use inadequate 

definitions and measures of variables” (Creswell, 2009, p. 164).  This has been overcome by 

using environmental concepts that have been designed by the National Research Council (2000).  

The definitions are focused on young children and their learning environments.  These elements 

have been established and utilized on a large scale (National Research Council, 2000). The self-
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determination theory framework for motivation has been utilized in reading research with 

success (Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Gottfried, 1985; Medford & McGeown, 2012; Pintrich, Marx, 

& Boyle, 1993; Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). 

 To increase validity in this study, a pre-test was conducted to test for clarity and 

understanding. The pretest examined the survey instrument to make sure that the questions were 

easy to understand and do not need to be interpreted.  The pre-test also examined the interview 

questions and procedures to ensure that audio recording works properly.   

Qualitative Data Collection  

Qualitative studies examine how participants make sense of their lives (Creswell, 2009). 

The data from qualitative research is descriptive and exploratory in nature.  It is reported in 

words instead of numbers (Creswell, 2009).  Qualitative research relies on the examination of 

tacit knowledge (intuition and/or feelings), because the problem of appreciating multiple realities 

can be best appreciated within the context of words and pictures. Some of the qualitative 

interviews in this study were based on a set of topics to be discussed in-depth instead of 

standardized questions (Babbie, 2013). Other questions were standardized questions that came 

from the results of the survey.   

Once surveys have been collected from all the participants and analyzed, then 

appointments were scheduled for those that desire to be interviewed. The interview questions 

were open-ended and probe into the motivations caregivers have to bring children to the library 

for programming and how they perceived emergent literacy programming (Appendix C). “A 

qualitative interview is essentially a conversation in which the interviewer establishes a general 

direction for the conversation and pursues specific topics raised by the respondent” (Babbie, 

2013, p. 317).  Interviews expounded on topics from the survey’s open-ended questions, as well 
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as addressing motivation and perceptions of emergent literacy programming to obtain a deep 

understanding of the caregivers’ points of view. The interviews built on the data collected in the 

surveys.   

Interviews were scheduled at a time convenient to the participants during the week 

following the survey. They were conducted by phone so that the caregivers could participate at 

comfortable and convenient environment and time. The interviews were semi-structured, and 

open-ended questions in the survey drove the start of the interviews.  Each participant was asked 

several questions. Some answers to survey questions in the survey that revealed a strong feeling 

were revisited in the interviews. Some interviewees that have only neutral feelings were asked 

about their perceptions of the survey topics and why their answers were only neutral. Fifteen 

interviews were conducted to gain a deeper understanding of the content gathered in the surveys.  

The goal to obtain at least five interviews from each library system was accomplished. 

Each interview included the four questions in Appendix C. Other questions were asked based on 

the answers in the survey. The interviewee directed the conversation. The interviews were kept 

flexible to allow the caregivers to speak freely on themes relative to emergent literacy 

programming and motivation for attending programming. Interviewees were chosen based on 

new themes in the open-ended question of the survey and on those caregivers that present a range 

of feelings or no feeling in the Likert-Type Scale responses.   

Interviews were conducted over the phone to provide convenience due to the busy 

schedules of the caregivers. All phone interviews were recorded. The phone was put on speaker 

or conference mode and placed next to a recorder. The desire of the researcher was to create a 

comfortable environment for interviewing to ensure that the process was as candid as possible. 

The phone also allowed the caregivers to answer interview questions while caring for children.  
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While it is not necessary for the child to be at the interview, many caregivers do not have other 

childcare options and had to have the child present. 

The researcher began the interview session by introducing herself to the participant and 

noting the “opt out” option. None of the caregivers choose to “opt out,” then the interview began 

immediately. The participants were awareness of the length of the interview to relieve any stress 

and help manage the expectations of the participants as to the duration of the interview. The time 

frame was kept to approximately 30 minutes to prevent participants with small children from 

becoming overwhelmed and facilitate their answers being clear and concise on the topic of 

discussion. Participants who volunteer for interviews received a reminder about the scheduled 

time if needed. Some participants wanted to start the interview right after the initial contact.   

For the interviews, the participants were given ample time to reply. Then, the data from 

the sessions was organized and prepared for analysis. The audio recording enhanced the 

reliability of this study during the interview.  This ensured the accuracy of the researcher’s 

transcripts during the interviews, coupled with the data collected from the surveys.  

Data analysis. According to Creswell (2009), the process of analyzing the data involves 

transcribing the audio recording of each interview, typing up the forms used for note taking by 

the researcher, and arranging the collected material in an easy-to-read-and-process format. The 

researcher reviewed this collected material to gain a basic understanding of the participants’ 

meaning and tone. This was a non-numerical examination and interpretation of observations, to 

discover underlying meanings and patterns of relationship (Babbie, 2013).   

This study seeks to reveal the values, experiences, understanding, and beliefs of 

caregivers about why they participated in emergent literacy programming and their perceptions 

of emergent literacy programming. Much of the data analysis addressed themes along with how 
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caregivers perceptions emergent literacy programming in public libraries. These themes 

presented in Figure 3 (cognitive stimulation, motor development, etc.) revealed the motivation of 

caregivers and how they feel about programming from their libraries. The themes included what 

elements emergent literacy programming were perceived as desirable by caregivers, and how this 

programming was perceived in the minds of the caregivers. Responses that are surprising in 

nature were documented, as well as responses that have a common theme. The process of coding 

within the framework set by Figure 3 helped the researcher describe the participants’ underlying 

themes and perceptions. Themes materialized as the researcher analyzes the data. The 

descriptions and interpretations of the data were critical to provide findings for this study.  The 

findings represented a narrative of responses by the participants presented in a form that allowed 

the researcher to pinpoint themes, sub-themes, and quotes.  

After all the data was collected from the surveys and interviews, the qualitative portion 

was analyzed within the context of themes presented by the National Research Council’s 

Features of Quality Programs (2000) and the self-determination theory. The themes were related 

to the responsive adult, motivations for attending, what the children were learning, and the 

library environment.  Other themes that emerge were noted. After the interviews took place, the 

researcher made notes in the audio recording on themes that emerge.  

Some of the themes found in the open-ended question were not related to any of the 

theoretical frameworks presented in this research. The open-ended question in the survey 

(Appendix A) and the interview questions allowed caregivers to answer questions about 

emergent literacy programming in their own words. The coding allowed for themes not 

originally considered in this study. 
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The audio recordings were transcribed into HyperRESEARCH. A second coder checked 

the coding to ensure its accuracy. The interview questions were semi-structured. Readers had a 

sense of the participants, settings, and process, to facilitate replication of the study. Triangulation 

of the data was made to compare the data sets. The three different libraries systems had 

caregivers with very different ideas on emergent literacy programming.  Also the caregivers 

attended programming for very different reasons. 

 Sampling. The qualitative sample needed to be drawn from survey responses.  The 

qualitative sample were caregivers who took the survey and volunteers to participate in the 

interviews.  “Clearly, if the intent of the design is for the qualitative data to explain the 

quantitative results, the individuals in the qualitative sample need to be drawn from the pool of 

participants in the quantitative sample” (Creswell, 2015, p. 79). The qualitative sample is a 

subset of the quantitative sample; fewer individuals will participate in the qualitative portion. 

Allowing participants to volunteer for the qualitative portion was a way to identify participants. 

By incorporating the question, “Would you like to participate in an interview?” participants in 

the survey can volunteer to participate in the study. Those who wanted to be interviewed circled 

yes and include a phone number, an email address, and a day and a time of day to be contacted. 

The researcher examined how strong the answers were in the Likert-Type Scale and if any new 

themes emphasized in the open-ended question. The participants were chosen based on how 

strong answers or very neutral answers indicate feelings in the Likert-Type Scale and if they 

presented any new themes. Interviews were conducted with 15 to 20 volunteers. The goal was to 

interview five participants who took the surveys at each library system.  

Validity. “Qualitative validity means that the researcher checks for the accuracy of the 

findings by employing certain procedures” (Creswell, 2009, p. 190). The researcher had a second 
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coder. The audio recordings were transcribed and put into HyperRESEARCH for analysis. The 

second coder checked the audio recording coding in HyperRESEARCH for accuracy. The 

second coder listened to two recordings while reading the transcriptions.  The researcher and 

second coder reached a 95% level of agreement over the transcription coding.  

The researcher described the data in great detail to ensure the validity of the study. 

Caregivers comments were included in the findings.  Other validity strategies that were 

implemented that included rich descriptions to convey the findings, presenting negative findings 

if presented by participants, prolonged time in the field (one week at each library), second coder, 

and peer debriefing (Creswell, 2009).  

Ethical Considerations 

Due to the fact that this was a study of caregivers’ perceptions, attitudes, and beliefs 

about emergent literacy programming in the public library, the researcher made a formal request 

to the library system for permission to survey and interview adults with children who participate 

in these library programs. An application was filed with the Florida State University's Office of 

Research Human Subject’s Committee. The researcher described the study’s focus to both the 

library system and Florida State University, specifically how the surveys and interviews were to 

take place, the role of the researcher, and how the data was handled to protect confidentiality. 

The time frame for gathering data from the library systems, including the time period in which 

the researcher was actively surveying and interviewing participants was included in the 

information give to Florida State University's Office of Research Human Subject’s Committee.   

The researcher was given permission from the library system director and children’s 

librarians to conduct the survey and interviews.  The researcher met with the library director and 

children’s manager from the library system and describes the process for survey, interviews, and 
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the format needed to collect the data. The library director provided a letter of consent to Florida 

State University's Office of Research Human Subject’s Committee, agreeing to allow the 

researcher to collect data at his/her library. The researcher ensured that librarians leading the 

programming were comfortable with all aspects of the data collection in the library. The 

researcher approached the relationship with the library system with great care and understanding.   

 The researcher made the library director aware of survey times to minimize work 

inconveniences to the employees. All accounts of interaction on the part of the researcher were 

kept to the highest ethical standards set by the Office of Research. The researcher maintained a 

comfortable environment for the participants.   

Every attempt was made to ensure the confidentiality of the information provided by the 

participants, to the extent allowed by law. The researcher’s contact information, as well as the 

contact information for the IRB and major professor, was provided to the participants.  The 

participants were provided with a consent form, which was attached to the survey.   

The researcher ensured that participant safety and confidentiality were maintained during 

this study. The participants were informed in the informed consent form, using clear and concise 

language, of their right to refuse participation. The researcher complied with all safety and 

confidentiality requirements of the library system and Florida State University's Office of 

Research. The researcher’s contact information was made available to the library director and 

children's manager. Names of the participants were recorded on the surveys.  The names of 

participants were not in the interview audio recordings, and they were not shared with anyone 

else. The date, time, and location were on the forms that the attendees’ fill out so they can be 

correlated to the correct library system. All surveys and audio recordings were kept in a locked 
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file. The electronic files were kept on a password locked computer. The researcher was the only 

one who has the key to the file lock and password to the computer.    

Another major concern was protecting the privacy of the subjects during every part of the 

data collection. Concealing the identities of individuals and organizations was critical even if 

details must be suppressed so outsiders do not learn who participated in the study. The library 

system name was not used in any publications or reports on this study. The researcher was the 

only one who had the names of participants and their contact information. In the publication and 

reporting phase of this study, participants were not identified by name. New names were 

assigned to the participants to protect their confidentiality for reporting and publication purposes.     

Interviews were audio recorded using a recording device that was picked up the voice on 

the phone call; this device was kept locked away for the researcher’ access only.  Each 

participant was asked if they choose to participate before the interview started, and if so, the 

recorder was started and the question were asked again, so that a recording of the agreement was 

made. No participant chooses not to participate; the researcher did not have to politely end the 

conversation. The researcher had a password-protected digital record on the computer and a 

locked file cabinet used for protecting the data located at their personal office. The audio 

recordings were not distributed or copies made for any reason outside of research purposes. All 

participants were made aware of their ability to opt out at any time during the interview process.   

The interaction between the researcher and the participants in the interviews was limited 

to the specific nature of the research questions. Library directors have received a notification of 

the final report specific to their library system. If the library director requested a copy of the 

study, a copy was emailed to them.  These final reports do not have the name of any participants 

or library locations. The findings of this study were made available to the participants.  
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Limitations 

This study has several limitations. The first limitation is the lack of research in library 

and information science about emergent literacy, which makes it difficult to compare the results 

of this study with existing research to determine the extent to which it may represent other public 

libraries, emergent literacy programming, or caretaker populations.  A need exists for more 

research in the area of public libraries and emergent and early literacy, to enhance the 

understanding of its importance and application to public libraries.    

The study focuses on caregivers’ motivation for attending and bringing children to 

emergent literacy programming in three Florida public libraries and attempts to explore the 

beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions of this sample. The sample for this study does not reveal 

beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions for the total population of caregivers in the United States and 

therefore the findings will not be generalizable. Surveys at each location reveal a snapshot of the 

motivations and perceptions of caregivers attending emergent literacy programs during the week 

under observation.  

Another limitation of this study was that it only attempts to examine programming in 

three specific geographic locations. More research is needed on other emergent literacy programs 

in public library systems nationally.  "Ultimately, building a larger and more comprehensive 

knowledge base concerning early literacy skill development and promotion will require more 

high-quality research"  (Lonigan & Shanahan, 2009, p. 8).    

The main weakness of the Explanatory Sequential Design is the length of time for data 

collection in two separate phases. Data can contradict expectations and reporting negative results 

was just as important as reporting positive results (Babbie, 2013, p. 438). The interviews call on 

the subjective judgment of the researcher, which can lend itself to risks of results that the 
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researcher wants that are not accurate portraits of the data collected. A second coder examined 

the data to help increase the accuracy and address any issues of subjectivity.  

 
Table 3.3 Quantitative Advantages and Disadvantages; Qualitative Advantages and 

Disadvantages 

 
 
Adapted from Creswell, J. W. (2009). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mix 

Methods Approaches, p.5. Copyright 2009 by SAGE Publications Inc. 
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Summary of the Method 

 A mixed-method analysis using surveys and interviews that explored why caregivers 

attend emergent literacy programming and what caregivers’ perceptions of emergent literacy 

programming was in comparison with the National Research Council’s Features for Quality 

Programs (2000). The researcher used descriptive statistical analysis for the quantitative data 

collected to draw conclusions and gain knowledge about the perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes 

caregivers have about emergent literacy programming and their motivation to attending the 

programs. The qualitative analysis was coded in HyperRESEARCH for in-depth meanings 

related to caregivers’ motivation for attendance and perceptions. The overall goal of this 

methodology was to contribute to scientific knowledge through descriptions of caregivers’ 

motivations for attending library programming with their young children, their perceptions of the 

components of emergent literacy, and how those components compare with the Features for 

Quality Programs presented by the National Research Council (2000). 
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CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 

The purpose of this study was to examine caregiver’s perceptions of emergent literacy 

programming and their motivations for attending emergent literacy programming with their 

young children.  “The findings section reports the results of data analysis and shapes to 

subsequent discussion” (Hernon & Schwartz, 2016, p. 91).  This research study is a description 

that paints a picture of emergent literacy programming in public libraries through the eyes of 

caregivers. Chapters 1, 2, and 3, provides an overview of this project, reviewed relevant 

literature, and presented the research methods used in this project. Applying Deci’s and Ryan’s 

self-determination theory and the National Research Council’s (2000) Features for Quality 

Programs for children, this project explored the perceptions of caregivers using surveys and 

interviews.   

This study consists of three different case studies. While there are similarities between 

the programs, each environment is unique in terms of the way programs are presented. Analysis 

of the data allowed for the discovery of what motivates caregivers to attend emergent literacy 

programming; caregivers’ perceptions of emergent literacy programming; and how these 

elements relate to the Features for Quality Programs provided by the National Research Council. 

The study is not an evaluation of program quality in public libraries, and it is does not reflect on 

the role of caregivers in emergent literacy library programming. This chapter will present the 

findings of this study. 

The survey and interview data is presented by library system.  There were a total of 77 

surveys collected from all three-library systems and 15 interviews (five at each library system).  

Caregivers took part in surveys following an emergent literacy program at the Main Branch of a 
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medium size library system in Florida.  Data were collected from caregivers at each normal 

emergent literacy program held at the library during a typical week. A normal week at the library 

system meant that there were no holidays or special events.  The data was analyzed using SPSS 

and HyperRESEARCH.   

 Each survey took approximately ten minutes to complete and consisted of 17 questions.  

The survey questions had two questions about the ages and number of children the caregiver 

brought; the ages in the survey were coded as follows: birth to age one year old, over one year 

old to two, over two to three, over three to four, and over four to five.  Most of the questions 

employed a Likert-Type scale of one to five, measuring 1=strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=neutral, 

4=disagree, or 5=strongly disagree (Appendix B). According to Boone and Boone (2012), 

Likert-Type Scales are made up of single questions that use some part of the original Likert 

response scale, but do not support combining responses from the items into a composite scale.  

Since it is not the objective of this study to develop a composite scale, therefor the question 

format does not represent or follow the procedures for developing a Likert scale.  Likert-Type 

Scale data is considered ordinal data.  “Descriptive statistics recommended for ordinal 

measurement scale items include a mode or medium for central tendency and frequencies for 

variability” (Boone & Boone, 2012, p. 3). 

There was one question that allowed caregivers to rank parts of the program by 

importance, two open-ended questions, and a question that allowed caregivers to circle reasons 

why they were attending the program. There were two open-ended questions. The first open-

ended question asked, “How does the program help your child’s physical skills?” Answers to this 

question were categorized as follows: developing motor skills, movement, social interaction, 

follow instructions, attention span, listen, modeling behavior, songs/music, learning 



72 

 

concepts/vocabulary, and don’t know. The second open-ended question asked caregivers what 

their favorite part of the program was.  Answers to this question were categorized as follows:  

observing child, observing other children, songs/singing/music, dancing/movement, reading, 

props, librarian, social activity, don’t know, everything, and learn concepts/vocabulary.      

The surveys had a section where caregivers could indicate their willingness to be 

interviewed about the survey.  The section included a place where, if they indicated that they 

wanted to be interviewed, they could provide their contact information.  The second phase of 

data collection consisted of semi-structured interview questions.   All interviewees were asked 

four questions: 1. What elements do you typically like to see in library programs for your child?  

2. Why do you come to programming at the library?  3. Will you attend this program again?  4. 

What benefits do you get from attending the program? Participants were then asked questions 

tailored to their responses on the survey. For example, one caregiver marked all the elements in 

the ranking question as 1 or most important.  Part of the interview for this caregiver was to ask 

why all the elements in that question were marked as the most important.  Another example 

included a caregiver who gave the name of a puppet as an answer for one of the open-ended 

questions.  This answer was seen as new information that was not part of the original framework 

of the survey.  The average interview length was 26 minutes.   

Survey findings for each library system are presented below, beginning with the number 

and age of children with caregivers, followed by statements and questions related to caregivers’ 

perceptions of learning, of the environment, and of motivation.  A second coder checked five of 

the surveys entered into SPSS for accuracy.  All surveys were entered correctly and no changes 

were needed.  Findings from the interviews are presented after the survey findings for each 
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library system.  The relationship between the survey questions and these topics is displayed in 

Table 4.1. 

 
Table 4.1. Survey Topic Descriptions 

Topic Questions on Survey 

Age and number of children 1, 2 

Perceptions of learning 4, 7, 8, 10, 17 

Perceptions of environment 9, 11, 15 

Perceptions of motivation  3, 5, 6, 12, 13, 14, 16 

 

Caregivers took part in scheduled phone interviews during November and December of 

2015.  Five caregivers were chosen to participate in the phone interviews based on an 

examination of the surveys for evidence of new themes in the open-ended responses provided by 

potential interviewees. These caregivers were then contacted and interviews were scheduled at a 

time that was best for them.  All participants agreed to being recorded over the phone.  Many of 

the caregivers who wanted to participate included times of the day that would best meet their 

schedule.   

Interview responses were hand-coded for themes.  A second coder was enlisted to check 

coding, and any disagreement on coding was discussed until consensus was reached.  The codes 

for the first and second coders where compared with 94% agreement.  The coding differences 

were related to categories of the themes.  For example, a caregiver commenting on the 

motivation for attending an emergent literacy program might talk about socialization as if it is 

intrinsic, and then after reading further the coder might see that the caregiver validates the child 
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is being socialized which is an extrinsic motivation.  The second coder was used to ensure inter-

coder reliability.  

Data and categories from the hand-coding were entered into HyperRESEARCH.  The 

codes used for these interviews were based on the framework provided by the National Research 

Council’s (2000) Features for Quality Programs for children and the Self-Determination Theory.  

Nine categories and 117 codes were used to transcribe the interviews in HyperRESEARCH.  

Major codes are themes found in a particular library system’s interview data three or more times.  

Minor codes are themes found in a particular library system’s interview data one or two times.  

Since the nature of the interviews is to discover new themes, minor codes have been included in 

the analysis.   

 The emergent literacy programs in these three public libraries had very different content 

and activity structure.  All three library systems utilized music as part of their programs, but 

some had live music played by the librarian, some had music played on a stereo, and some 

librarians asked the caregivers to sing along.  All three library systems read books, but delivery 

of the book reading was varied.  Some of the librarians made the book reading interactive while 

others read the book and caregivers with their children listened.  All of the emergent literacy 

programs used props such as puppets and musical instruments, but the types of props varied and 

the way they were utilized was very different.   One librarian coached caregivers during the 

program on the importance of reading to children at home.    

 Caregivers’ level of participation in the program was different at each library system.  

Some programs asked caregivers play a very active role where they all marched around the room 

and sang with their child.  Other programs asked caregivers to play a passive role with the 

program.  In the more passive roles, caregivers allowed the children to interact with other 
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children and within the program as desired. In all three library systems, the caregivers acted as 

disciplinarians’ to their child.  The librarian in charge of the program set the guidelines what 

behaviors were acceptable.   

Library System #1 

Survey Findings 

 During the data collection week at Library System #1 there was one program with 58 

participants.  Of the 58 participants, there were 30 children and 28 adults.  Eighteen of the adults 

(31.0%) responded to the survey.  The program took place on Tuesday at 11:00 A.M. in a 

program room that was located next to the entrance of the library.  

The first question asked caregivers how many children they had with them at the program 

(M = 1.3, Mdn = 1.0, SD = 0.5).  Twelve (66.7%) of the caregivers had one child with them and 

six (33.3%) had two.   

 The second question asked caregivers to provide the ages of the children they brought to 

the library program (M = 2.2, Mdn = 2.0, SD = 0.7). Three (16.7%) children were in the one-

year-old group (age birth to one year).  Eight (44.4%) were in the two-years-old group (age 

between one and two years).  

 There were six second children attending the program with caregivers (M = 3.0, Mdn = 

3.0, SD = 1.1).  Of these, half (3, or 50%) were two-year-olds and the other half (3 or 50.0%) 

were four-year-olds.  

Perceptions of learning. Perceptions of learning survey questions address the following 

criteria: cognitive stimulation, rich language environments, motor development, social and 

emotional development, and preparation to master the complex demands of formal schooling.  

Question four asked caregivers if they perceived the program as helping their children to learn 
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about the alphabet (Mdn = 2.0, Mo = 2.0). The second most popular answer was strongly agree 

(7, or 38.9%).  The most popular answer was agree (9, or 50.0%). One participant marked neutral 

(1, or 5.4%) and one participant marked disagree (1, or 5.6%).  There were no participants that 

chose the answer strongly disagree. 

 Question seven asked caregivers if they believed the program was helping their child 

learn about reading (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0).  Strongly agree was the most popular answer (11, or 

61.1%).  Agree was the second most popular answer (5, or 27.8%).  One participant marked 

neutral for this statement (1, or 5.6%), and another caregiver marked disagree for this statement 

(1, or 5.6%).  None of the participants marked strongly disagree.   

 Question ten asked caregivers if their child’s need to interact with other children was 

supported by the program (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0). Strongly agree was chosen as the most popular 

answer (14, or 77.8%). Agree was the second most popular answer (4, or 22.2%). None of the 

participants marked neutral, disagree, or strongly disagree.  

Question seventeen asked caregivers if they believed the program was preparing their 

children to start school (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0). The most popular answer for this statement was 

strongly agree (12, or 66.7%). The second most popular answer was agree (4, or 22.2%).  Neutral 

and disagree were each chosen by (1, or 5.6%) of the participants.  Strongly disagree was not 

chosen. The findings for questions four, seven, ten, and seventeen are displayed in table 4.3. 

 Question eight was an open-ended question asking caregivers how the program helped 

their child’s physical skills. Participants responded with more than one answer, so the percentage 

of cases is greater than 100.0%. Develop motor skills (3, or 12.5%) was chosen by three 

participants. Movement (7, or 29.2%) was the most popular answer for this question; social 
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Table 4.2. Library System #1: Perceptions of Learning 

Perceptions 
of Learning 

Median Mode Strongly 
Agree n 

(%) 

Agree n 
(%) 

Neutral n 
(%) 

Disagree 
n (%) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

n (%) 

Alphabet 2.0 2.0 7(38.9) 9(50.0) 1(5.6) 1(5.6) 0(0.0) 

Reading 1.0 1.0 11(61.1) 5(27.8) 1(5.6) 1(5.6) 0(0.0) 

Interaction 1.0 1.0 14(77.8) 4(22.2) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 

Prepare for 
School 

1.0 1.0 12(66.7) 4(22.2) 1(5.6) 1(5.6) 0(0.0) 

 

 Question eight was an open-ended question asking caregivers how the program helped 

their child’s physical skills. Participants responded with more than one answer, so the percentage 

of cases is greater than 100.0%. Develop motor skills (3, or 12.5%) was chosen by three 

participants. Movement (7, or 29.2%) was the most popular answer for this question; social 

interaction (6, or 25.0%) was the second most popular answer.  Following instructions and 

attention span were the next most popular answers (2, or 8.3%). Three participants chose 

listening (3, or 12.5%). One participant mentioned songs/music as a theme (1, or 4.2%). 

Learning concepts/vocabulary, modeling behavior, and don’t know were not in the answers for 

this question.  These findings are summarized in Table 4.2. 

 
Table 4.3. Library System #1: Physical Skills 

Physical Skills N Percent Percent of Cases 

Don’t Know 0 0.0 0.0 

Learning Concepts/Vocabulary 0 0.0 0.0 

Modeling Behavior 0 0.0  0.0 

Develop Motor Skills 3 12.5 20.0 
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Table 4.3 - continued 

Physical Skills N Percent Percent of Cases 

Movement 7 29.2 46.7 

Social Interaction 6 25.0 40.0 

Follow Instructions 2 8.3 13.3 

Attention Span 2 8.3 13.3 

Listen 3 12.5 20.0 

Songs/Music 1 4.2 6.7 

            Total 24 100.0 160.0 

 

Perceptions of the environment.  Survey questions related to perceptions of 

environment addressed the following criteria: good physical care, warm affective relationships, 

responsive adult, class size, and adult-child ratio.  Question nine asked caregivers if the program 

environment was warm, caring, and supportive of their children (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0). The most 

popular answer was strongly agree (15, or 83.3%); the second most popular answer was agree (2, 

or 11.1%). One participant chose neutral (5.6%). None of the participants chose disagree or 

strongly disagree.  

Question eleven asked caregivers if they believe the librarian nurtures their children’s 

learning (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0). Strongly agree was chosen by 15 (83.3%) of the survey 

participants. Agree was the second most popular answer (3, or 16.7%). None of the participants 

marked neutral, disagree, or strongly disagree.  The findings for questions nine and eleven are 

displayed in table 4.4. 

Question fifteen asked caregivers how many children should be in a program with one 

librarian (M = 19, Mdn = 20, SD = 4.9). When respondents provided a specific numeric answer, 

that number was entered exactly. When participants provided a range of numbers, the highest 
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Table 4.4. Library System #1: Perceptions of Environment 

Perceptions  
of Environment 

Median Mode Strongly 
Agree n 

(%) 

Agree n 
(%) 

Neutral 
n (%) 

Disagree 
n (%) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

n (%) 

Warm, Caring, 
Supportive 
Environment 

1.0 1.0 15(83.3) 2(11.1) 1(5.6) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)  

Librarian 
Nurtures 

1.0 1.0 15(83.3) 3(16.7) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 

 

number in the range was used for coding. When participants answered in a comment, for 

example, if the caregiver answered by saying the current size seemed appropriate, the size of the 

program attendance that day was used in the coding. Two of the 18 survey participants at Library 

System #1 did not answer this question. Two participants answered 12 children (12.5%), four 

participants (25.0%) marked 15 children, seven participants (43.8%) marked 20 children, two 

participants marked 25 (12.5%) children, and one participant answered 30 (6.3%) children. The 

findings for question fifteen are displayed in table 4.5.       

 
Table 4.5. Library System #1: Program Size 

 Preferred 
Program Size 

Frequency (%) 

12 2(12.5) 

15 4(25) 

20 7(43.8) 

25 2(12.5) 

30 1(6.3) 

Total 16(100.0) 
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Perceptions of motivation.  Survey questions related to the perceptions of motivation 

address both interest in emergent literacy for children as a motivation and caregiver motivation 

in general.  Questions three, five, six, and twelve ask question using a Likert-Type Scale. 

Question three asked caregivers’ if the program increased their child’s interest in books (Mdn = 

1.0, Mo = 1.0). The most popular answer among caregivers was strongly agree (11, or 61.1%).  

The second most popular answer was agree (6, or 33.3%).  Only one participant marked neutral 

on this statement (1, or 5.6%).  None of the caregivers in the Library System #1 marked disagree 

or strongly disagree as answers for this statement.  

 Question five asked caregivers if they believed the program was helping their child 

develop a positive feeling about books (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0). Strongly agree was the most 

popular answer (12, or 66.7%).  The answer agree was the second most popular answer (6, or 

33.3%).  Neutral, disagree, and strongly disagree were not chosen as answers for this statement.  

 Question six asked caregivers if the program was helping their child to develop good 

memories about the library (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0).  The answer strongly agree was the most 

popular chosen (15, or 83.3%).  Agree was the next most popular answer (3, or 16.7%).  None of 

the participants marked neutral, disagree, or strongly disagree.  

Question twelve asked caregivers if their child had fun attending the program (Mdn = 1.0, 

Mo = 1.0). Strongly agree was the most popular answer (13, or 72.2%).  Agree was the second 

most popular answer (5, or 27.8%).  None of the participants answered neutral, disagree, or 

strongly disagree. The findings for questions three, five, six, and twelve are displayed in table 

4.6. 

Question thirteen asked caregivers to rank what elements are important for programming.  

Caregivers were asked to rank the following items from most important (1) to least important 
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Table 4.6. Library System #1: Perceptions of Motivation 

Perceptions of 
Motivation 

Median Mode Strongly 
Agree n 

(%) 

Agree n 
(%) 

Neutra
l n (%) 

Disagree 
n (%) 

Strongly 
Disagree n 

(%) 

Book Interest 1.0 1.0 11(61.1) 6(33.3) 1(5.6) 0(0.0) 0 (0.0) 

Positive 
Feeling 

1.0 1.0 12(66.7) 6(33.3) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 

Good 
Memories 

1.0 1.0 15(83.3) 3(16.7) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 

Fun 1.0 1.0 13(72.2) 5(27.8) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 

 

(6):  Learning, movement, group size, responsive/caring librarian, interacting, interacting with 

other children, having fun, and other.  Learning was ranked as most important by five (5, or 

27.8%) of the participants; it was also ranked as very important by four (4, or 22.2%) of the 

participants.  Two participants (2, or 11.1%) marked learning as important.  Learning was ranked 

as moderately important by five (5, or 27.8%) of the participants; it was also ranked as slightly 

important by two (2, or 11.1%) of the participants.   No one chose lowest importance as the 

ranking for learning.  

Movement was ranked most important by three (3, or 16.7%) of the participants, very 

important by two (2, or 11.1%) participants, important by three (3, or 16.7%) of the participants, 

and moderately important by three (3, or 16.7%) of the participants.  The highest number ranked 

for this category was slightly important by four (4, or 22.2%) of the participants.  Lowest 

importance was chosen by three (3, or 16.7%) of the participants.   

Group size was ranked as lowest importance by nine (9, or 50%) participants, more than 

any other level.  Group size was ranked most important by four (4, or 22.2%) of participants, 

very important by two (2, or 11.1%) of the participants, moderately important by one (1, or 

5.6%) of participants, and slightly important by two (2, or 11.1%) of participants.   
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Responsive/caring librarian was ranked as most important by ten (10, or 55.6%) of the 

participants.  Responsive/caring librarian was ranked important by four (4, or 22.2%) 

participants, moderately important by one (1, or 5.6%) participant, and slightly important by 

three (3, or 16.7%) participants.  No participant marked responsive/caring librarian as very 

important or lowest importance.   

Interacting with other children was ranked most frequently as most important by six (6, 

or 33.3%) of the participants, and very important by six (6, or 33.3%) participants.  Interacting 

with other children was ranked as important by one (1, or 5.6%) participant, moderately 

important by one (1, or 5.6%) participant, slightly important by three (3, or 16.7%) participants, 

and lowest importance by one (1, or 5.6%) participant.   Having fun was ranked more frequently 

as most important by eight (8, or 44.4%) participants.  Very important by three (3, or 16.7%) 

participants, important by three (3, or 16.7%) participants, and moderately important by three (3, 

or 16.7%) participants.  Having fun was ranked of lowest importance by one (1, or 5.6%) of the 

participants.  The findings for question thirteen are displayed in table 4.7. 

 Question fourteen is an open-ended question that asked caregivers what their favorite part 

of the program was.  Participants provided more than one answer to this question and so the 

percentage of cases is greater than 100.0%.  Observing child, songs/singing/music, and learning 

concepts/vocabulary were not chosen (0, or 0.0%) by any respondents; observing other children 

was chosen by one (1, or 5.6%) participant.  Songs/singing/music and dancing/movement was 

not chosen as an answer (0, or 0.0%) for this question.  Eight caregivers noted the librarian as 

their favorite part of the program (8, or 40.0%).  Four caregivers noted reading as their favorite 

 Question fourteen is an open-ended question that asked caregivers what their favorite part 

of the program was.  Participants provided more than one answer to this question and so the 
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Table 4.7. Library System #1: Perceptions of Motivation 

Perceptions 
of 

Motivation 

Most 
Important 

n (%) 

Very 
Important 

n (%) 

Important 
n (%) 

Moderately 
Important  

n (%) 

Slightly 
Important 

n (%) 

Lowest 
Importance 

n (%) 

Learning 5(27.8) 4(22.2) 2(11.1) 5(27.8) 2(11.1) 0(0.0) 

Movement 3(16.7) 2(11.1) 3(16.7) 3(16.7) 4(22.2) 3(16.7) 

Group Size 4(22.2) 0 (0.0) 2(11.1) 1(5.6) 2(11.1) 9(50) 

Responsive  10(55.6) 4(22.2) 0(0.0) 1(5.6) 3(16.7) 0(0.0) 

Interacting 6(33.3) 6(33.3) 1(5.6) 1(5.6) 3(16.7) 1(5.6) 

Having Fun  8(44.4) 3(16.7) 3(16.7) 3(16.7) 0 (0.0) 1(5.6) 

Total 36(100.0) 19(100.0) 9(100.0) 14(100.0) 14(100.0) 14(100.0) 

  

percentage of cases is greater than 100.0%.  Observing child, songs/singing/music, and learning 

concepts/vocabulary were not chosen (0, or 0.0%) by any respondents; observing other children 

was chosen by one (1, or 5.6%) participant.  Songs/singing/music and dancing/movement was 

not chosen as an answer (0, or 0.0%) for this question.  Eight caregivers noted the librarian as 

their favorite part of the program (8, or 40.0%).  Four caregivers noted reading as their favorite 

part of the program (4, or 22.2%).  Props, everything, and don’t know were each chosen by two 

caregivers (2, or 11.1%).  One caregiver mentioned social activity as their favorite part of the 

program (1, or 5.6%).  The findings for questions fourteen are displayed in table 4.8. 

 Question sixteen asked caregivers why they came to the program that day.  Participants 

were asked to circle all that apply from the following choices:  interact with kids, interact with 

adults, content of the program, to get out of the house, librarian, reading skills, come for fun, and 

come for other.   Interact with kids and program content were the most popular answers, each 

chosen by fifteen (15, or 20.0%) of the participants.  Interacting with adults was only chosen by 
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Table 4.8. Library System #1: Favorite Part of the Program 

 Favorite N Percent  Percent of Cases 

Learning 
Concepts/Vocabulary 

0 0.0 0.0 

Songs/Singing/Music 0 0.0 0.0 

Dance/Movement 0 0.0 0.0 

Observing Child 0 0.0 0.0 

Observing Other Children 1 5.0 5.6 

Reading 4 20.0 22.2 

Props 2 10.0 11.1 

Librarian 8 40.0 44.4 

Social Activity 1 5.0 5.6 

Don't Know 2 10.0 11.1 

Everything 2 10.0 11.1 

Total 20 100.0 111.1 

 

two (2, or 2.7%) participants.  Get out of the house was chosen by seven (7, or 9.3%) of the  

participants.  The second most popular answer was come for fun chosen by fourteen (14, or 

18.7%) of the participants.  The third most popular answer was reading skills (13, or 17.3%).  

Nine (9, or 12.0%) of the participants chose librarian as the reason why they came to the 

program that day.  None of the 18 survey participants provided an “other” response.  The 

findings for question sixteen are displayed in table 4.9. 

Interview Findings  

 The program for this library system averaged about 60 adults and children.  The 

interviewees volunteered to participate in the survey.  They were contacted by phone to schedule 

Interview Findings  

 The program for this library system averaged about 60 adults and children.  The 

interviewees volunteered to participate in the survey.  They were contacted by phone to schedule.
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Table 4.9. Library System #1: Why Did You Come to the Program? 

 Come to the Program N Percent  Percent of Cases 

Interact with Kids 15 20.0 83.3 

Interact with Adults 2 2.7 11.1 

Program Content 15 20.0 83.3 

Get Out of the House 7 9.3 38.9 

Librarian 9 12.0 50.0 

Reading Skills 13 17.3 72.2 

Come for Fun 14 18.7 77.8 

Total 75 100.0 416.7 

 

Interview Findings  

 The program for this library system averaged about 60 adults and children.  The 

interviewees volunteered to participate in the survey.  They were contacted by phone to schedule 

an interview.  Many chose to do the interview at the time of the initial contact.  Due to fact most 

of the caregivers were with the child all day, many noted specific times in the survey when they 

could be contacted.  Many of the interviews took place during the child’s naptime.   

Program elements caregivers want.  The major themes that emerged from asking 

caregivers about what elements they like to see in emergent literacy programming were as 

follows: responsive librarian, preparing children to start school, having fun, interacting with 

other children, reading books, emergent literacy, and songs/music/singing.  The most frequently 

mentioned theme focused on the responsive librarian in emergent literacy programming.  

Caregivers’ comments centered on how essential responsive librarians are to the success of 

emergent literacy programs.   
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 One caregiver commented on the responsive librarian with the following statement, “Like 

I said, this librarian is phenomenal, the other librarians that we have been to that do it, we just 

aren’t really into it.  But she makes every child feel welcome she acknowledges each child. She 

welcomes them when she comes in and she has a good handle on keeping them quiet and 

keeping their attention but letting them have fun.  I think the good thing about this whole thing is 

the librarian and she looks like she is actually enjoying it. And I think for the kids I think that's 

really important.”   

Another caregiver commented on the responsive librarian with the following, “Without a 

good librarian, I don't think you'll have the children engaged, so she is one that can engage the 

children and so that's kind of on a separate level, whatever the children's level is, and that's key. 

She's responding to each child and what I've found that the librarians that I'm seeing, the reason 

they're doing such a great job is because they are really trying to make a difference in the 

children's lives.” 

 Starting school was another theme many caregivers noted in the interview.  One caregiver 

commented, “Definitely, like I said she will be starting preschool next year and it is getting her 

used to paying attention, listening, following directions, and all that kind of stuff. Listening to a 

story, you know.  I think it makes a huge difference for the child and they have a program like 

that for the child it is great especially for the people that can’t afford preschool.  It's a really good 

thing.”   

Another caregiver made the following comment on how the library helped their child get 

ready to start school, “I think it absolutely is a great place to kind of help children introduce what 

some social norms are, such as when you go to the library, you need to be quiet. That's a big 

thing, as far as getting the child prepared for school, is they need to sit and listen, and they have 
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other instructors than just their parents. That helps prepare them. Also, the other part is, with the 

library program, they're reading. They're engaging in learning. That is preparing them to get 

ready to go to school. Especially with him not being introduced to letters, I think there's a hurry 

to learn kindergarten and the alphabet.” 

Caregivers saw having fun as an element that they liked to see in emergent literacy 

programming. Some caregivers would comment on how the children were having fun when they 

walked in the room for emergent literacy programming.  Others noted having fun as a description 

of the program elements.  A caregiver gave this comment about having fun, “I think they all 

come out of this having fun. My granddaughter sings little songs that they sing.”   Another 

caregiver described having fun as follows, “When you walk in the kids are all happy.”  Other 

descriptions of having fun were revealed as a part of extrinsic and intrinsic motivations for 

caregivers. Having fun was the reason the caregiver attended, instead of an element of the 

program.       

 Caregivers commented on interacting with other children as a desired element in 

emergent literacy programming.  Several caregivers commented on this theme in relation to their 

motivation for attending.  Caregivers commented on wanting their children to witness norms for 

group interaction and for them to have the opportunity to interact with other children around the 

same age.  Many caregivers noted this to be important to young children’s learning.  One 

caregiver commented, “Most kids that stay at home only have the brothers and sisters to play 

with and this gets them to sharing and picking up after themselves. They all when you watch 

when they go in there, they all know where the mats are.  They all go get them; they put them 

back.  It really teaches them a lot about how to get along with other kids.  They can’t think 
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they’re the only one and most of these children are with stay at home moms and they are the only 

one.  Here they’re not. They have to share. They can’t be the only ones, and it’s good for them.” 

 Reading books was another theme that caregivers liked to see as an element in emergent 

literacy programming.  Most of these comments from caregivers were essentially, “I like to see 

them read books.”  Other caregivers noted ways that the librarians made reading fun through 

creative activities or using voices.  Some caregivers felt like their child might be too young to 

really get the benefit of books being read, but they still enjoyed books being part of the emergent 

literacy program elements.  

 The theme emergent literacy is comprised of the following elements: vocabulary, 

narrative skills, print motivation, print awareness, phonological awareness, and letter knowledge.  

None of the caregivers at this library used the word emergent literacy, but they described how 

reading books in the program helped their child develop an interest in books.  One caregiver 

commented, “So that they learn to read books and love them. For those children that don't have 

that, it does give them exposure to the value of a good story or a book or what's inside of it, 

which we all know is very valuable.”   

 Songs/music/singing were part of all three-library systems’ emergent literacy programs.  

Caregivers commented on how they liked to see songs/music/singing as an element in emergent 

literacy programming.  Most of the comments were straightforward, such as like to see songs or 

singing.  Caregivers did talk about how these songs were carried over into the home.  Many 

caregivers noted that the children would request the caregiver to do certain songs with them 

during the week.   

 Minor themes for program elements that caregivers liked to see were as follows: 

creativity, learning concepts, making learning fun, movement, program props, and variety.  
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These program elements are constructed with time and planning.  These elements also require 

skill and training.  Having fun and making learning fun were separate themes, because some 

caregivers specifically noted that they felt like it was too early for education to be emphasized.  

They did want their child to have fun, but the caregivers’ felt like learning was not the focus.  

Other caregivers wanted fun learning experiences at this early age, and they felt like learning was 

a priority.      

 Creativity was also an element caregivers liked in emergent literacy programming.  This 

theme had to do with engaging a child’s imagination.  The caregiver commented on creativity 

with the following statement, “It shows them that they can go all kinds of places without even 

leaving their room. They can go on magic carpet rides and that kind of stuff. It helps with 

imagination.”  Other caregivers just noted creativity and imagination as part of the program 

elements that they liked.  Another comment was as follows, “I like the, not so much the learning 

the numbers and the letters, but more the creative aspect, the dancing, the imagination, the 

creative aspect.” 

 Caregivers also commented on learning concepts.  These comments were usually about 

specific concepts that the children were learning such as counting or colors. However, some 

caregivers felt like going to programs to learn concepts was not the best way to utilize emergent 

literacy programming.  One caregiver’s comment on this view is as follows, “In my perspective, 

I don't really look at it as a hardcore learning, ‘Teach my granddaughter letter and numbers.’”  

This caregiver did comment on learning the concepts at home one-on-one.   

 Making learning fun was another minor theme caregivers liked to see as an element of 

emergent literacy programming.  One caregiver provided the following comment on this theme, 

“They have a lot of fun and I think they learn.”  Another caregiver, when I asked her to describe 
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making learning fun in the program said, “Being allowed to play, not just sit down, listen. It's 

engaging and being able to not just take in but also be able to move his little two-year-old self, 

because I don't think just going and being quiet works. For him, jumping around is just part of 

learning also. I think for him, he is watching, that's very good for a certain amount of time, and 

then after that, being able to move helps keep him engaged.” 

 The minor theme movement as mentioned in the above quote was an element caregivers 

also like to see in programs.  Many caregivers noted jumping, dancing, and general movement as 

important components to emergent literacy programming.  Several of the comments noted how 

hard it is for children at this age (0 to 3) to sit still for long periods of time.   

 Props in the program were another element caregivers liked to see.  This minor theme 

played different roles in the program.  One prop specifically mentioned was a puppet.  The 

caregiver mentioned the puppet by name.  Another prop used was an egg with beans or rocks in 

them.  These were used as musical instruments for the children.  The children would hold the egg 

and shake it to the rhythm of a song.   

 Lastly, the minor theme variety was an element caregivers liked to see in the program.  

One caregiver gave this comment about variety, “Definitely and it’s not the same every week.  

Yes the puppet is the same and that's a good thing but um, what they do in between the stories as 

far as singing and dancing. It’s always something different and it's a surprise element to them.  I 

think that's a good thing that it’s not repetitive.”   

Caregiver perceptions of learning.  Caregivers’ perceptions of learning had one major 

theme and two minor themes.  The major theme was how the emergent literacy program helped 

prepare their child for school. This is discussed above in the context of program elements that 

caregivers like to see.  In this context, caregivers are talking about learning that is not mutually 
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exclusive to the program and many times the behavior they are describing in taking place outside 

the program.  

Many parents commented on how the program prepared children for school in context of 

skill development specific to following directions, paying attention, and listening. One caregiver 

made the following comment, “When you send them to school, not every child's going to sit still 

and they have to learn that you have to do what you have to do and not be distracted by that no 

so well behaved 3 year old that's running, stealing things from people, and making noise.  I 

believe that's a valuable lesson for a preschooler to learn to apply to school when it comes.  At 3 

years old, I don't think that a 3 year old doesn't need a steady diet of sit, learn and listen. They 

need it in small doses.” 

The minor themes revealed in the interviews were emergent literacy and social 

interaction.  These relate to perceptions of the learning the child is experiencing at this particular 

stage in life.  The caregiver commented on emergent literacy as part of the perceptions of 

learning by describing how the child liked to read one on one, and that was how the family was 

addressing the child’s need to learn letters. The caregiver gave this comment, “My 

granddaughter loves to read, but it’s on a one to one. I think at that age I think it’s more of a one 

to one and teaching them how to read like in letters and stuff.”  An example of comments on 

socialization as a perception of learning is, “How to participate with other kids and how to get 

along with other kids. It’s an important tool for success is being able to get along with other 

people. It introduces them to them.”  

Other caregivers had different perceptions of learning.  A concern that was discussed was 

the appropriateness of the program for very young children. A caregiver commented on this 

saying. “I bring the two-year-old and the baby just to have them come along for the ride, because 
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that's all I can do. It does make a difference, bringing the baby. I have a now 7-month-old, and 

being able to bring her along, even though she's not participating. My two-year-old, yes, that's 

who I come to the library specifically for.”  Another caregiver commented, “Learning's less 

important at this stage, because he's only a two year old.”  

 Another minor theme found in caregiver’s comments was how they liked everything.  

Another minor theme apparent in the interview data   is the   need for more money to support 

these types of programs.  This theme included comments on how there is a need for more 

emergent literacy programming.  Some caregivers even went so far as to say that they were 

afraid of losing this program.    

Perceptions of the environment.  A major theme that reveals caregiver’s perceptions of 

the environment was interest in program size.  For example, one caregiver made this comment, 

“I do think that's [group size] something worth looking at, and that one librarian...of course the 

parents are there, all the children of the parents are there, so it's not like things are going to get 

out of hand, but I can see that having an over-taxed amount of children, just having so many 

children there that the children are interrupting each other from watching what the librarian's 

doing. It's not necessarily the librarian's fault, its just there's so many children there, and it’s just 

so much going on. It's hard for a two-year-old to focus with a lot going on constantly.” 

 A large number of attendees at programs were an issue for a caregiver that felt like there 

should be no more than fifteen children in any one program.  She noted that in order for the 

children to get the individualized attention needed, smaller groups were necessary.  The 

caregiver made the following statement, “If there was a smaller group I think that would be 

fantastic.  I believe smaller groups work better.  You can get more out of them and you can teach 

more in a smaller group than in a large environment like that.  
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 Caregivers’ perceptions on the environment noted that the environment could be chaotic 

at times. The caregivers’ comment on the chaotic environment was as follows, “It’s fun but as far 

as gaining learning it’s too loud and confusing.  It should be a smaller group in order to be a 

learning thing.”  This theme was seen a few times with caregivers, but their feeling about the 

emergent literacy program was overwhelmingly positive.   

A minor theme that came out of the interviews was the importance of having an 

environment that is warm, caring, and supportive. Some caregivers spoke about responsive 

librarians as noted above.  One caregiver made the following comment concerning the library 

environment, “It might not be true, but I always feel like the library is a safe environment. Each 

time I go, the librarian and the other staff, the librarian, I feel like they're there and they pay 

attention, and they control. I don't worry about my child at the library, and I know that the other 

children, if they're there are a lot like-minded. They are interested in other children and 

learning.”   

Caregivers’ motivation for attending library programs.  Caregivers were asked about 

why they attended the emergent literacy program.  Caregivers’ motivations were both intrinsic 

and extrinsic.  Most of the caregivers commented on having multiple motivations for attending 

the program.  Intrinsic motivations were reasons for attending that gave the caregiver personal 

pleasure.  Extrinsic motivations were reasons they should attend that benefited the child.   

Intrinsit motivation. The major themes for caregivers’ intrinsic motivation were 

socialization in general and socialization for their child.  General socialization for caregivers 

included interacting with adults, children, or the librarian in an emergent literacy program.  

Providing an opportunity for the child to socialize included interacting with children and adults 

present in the emergent literacy program.  One caregiver provided this comment that addressed 
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both themes, “Well, again as it benefits my grandchild for the social aspects, it also gives me a 

chance ... I'm relatively new to Florida ... to meet other grand moms and some young moms and 

have a little chit chat. For the most part of it, I'm on the floor with my granddaughter, reinforcing 

sit, learn, and listen. There is a social aspect for me, as well.” 

 Minor themes related to caregivers’ motivation to attend emergent literacy programming 

included all of the following: free access to programming, get out of the house, and fun.  

Enjoying watching others in the program was an intrinsic motivation for caregivers. One 

caregiver said, “And it’s free, there is not a lot of free things left around. I go to the library 

myself at least once a month. I’m an avid reader, all my children are, and my grandchildren have 

been pretty good readers.”   

 One caregiver had this comment on getting out of the house, “It's always great to get out 

of the house. When you're taking care of two children, it can get kind of monotonous, so just 

being able to get out of the house even just for half an hour, 45 minutes, for some other program 

where I'm not so personally responsible for the children. That is nice.”   

 A caregiver commented on the programming being fun as a motivator for her, “It’s a 

wonderful program. I’ve really enjoyed it.”  When asked what motivated her to attend the 

program one caregiver had this comment, “Well it’s my grandchild, and I get to spend some 

quality time with them.”  One caregiver had this comment, “I have a lot of fun laughing at the 

librarian and the reaction of the kids and at my granddaughter.”  

Extrinsit motivation.  Major themes that describe caregivers’ extrinsic motivation are 

preparing their child to start school, fun at the library, routine, and socialization of their child 

with other children and adults in the emergent literacy program.  Many of the comments 

caregivers made about being extrinsically motivated to prepare their child for school also 
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involved comments on how the child was not currently in daycare.  Caregivers also commented 

on how routine was very important for their child, and it gave the child something to look 

forward to during the week.  All five caregivers commented on how socialization was either an 

intrinsic or extrinsic motivator for them.    

 Preparing children to start school was a major theme for caregivers’ extrinsic motivation 

for attendance.  One caregiver had the following comment on this theme, “It should be an 

introduction to listening to someone in the front of the room and giving that person your 

undivided attention in a small dose. I think that they're the prep things that should be stressed 

because I think that's the best tool that you can give to a preschooler. I sit there every week and, 

say, this one's going to be murder in kindergarten and this one's going to be sleeping in the back 

of the classroom.’ It's a package deal and if they promote that kind of readiness, I think it can be 

very beneficial. I enjoy it very much.” 

 Fun at the library was another major theme that motivated caregivers extrinsically to 

attend programming.  One caregiver had the following comment on fun at the library, “Yes, 

because I didn't want him in a structured learning program so early in life. You enjoy being with 

other kids without being out of control, sing along and you use animals.  The singing with the 

egg shaking, and kind of dancing, and the race too, with bringing stuff after.”  Another caregiver 

had this comment about fun at the library, “I think they all come out of this having fun. My 

granddaughter sings little songs that they sing. The older ones will really sing it, the younger 

ones just mimic it. But she’ll be doing things. They have a lot of fun.  Their favorite thing is 

Thursday is library day. They get up in the morning and say IT’S LIBRARY DAY!!! And then 

after library we let them play in the little area out there, and then they check out books, and that’s 
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what we read all through the week.  We also bring home books for the older one who is 8, you 

know to keep.  It’s an invaluable tool. It really is.” 

 Routine as an extrinsic motivation for caregivers had the following comment, “The 

starting of a routine.  Routines are real important for kids to start them out early with a routine.  

They come to expect it. Like I said, Thursday is library day, if it was Thanksgiving I think that 

they would have preferred to go to library day. They wake up, they know that Thursdays are the 

days that they can go. I don’t know. I think it’s great for the kids, and I really think that a lot of 

the younger ones, like we discussed, that were raised in the library, and all of them that were.  

That’s where they start. It reflects their learning.” Another caregiver commented as follows, “I'm 

kind of a structured person by nature, so I introduce that structure to her. In other words, 

Thursday mornings are my library. I implement the structure to Thursdays, we do this. That's a 

plus for me.” 

 A caregiver had this comment on socialization for her child, “My child is two, so for him 

to be around other children and see what proper behavior is, such as not fighting or hitting or if 

the librarian asks them not to run, no running.  Just being able to follow social norms and being 

quiet when they're asked to be quiet, and that sort of socialization with other children. It's not 

where they have to talk to each other or even go that far, but just knowing that other children, 

they're their own being and have their own space.”  Another caregiver had this comment on 

socialization, “She's been going there since she was one, so we've been going there two years. 

Again, ideally she's at the age of three, if you're familiar with three -year -olds, they're looking 

for a buddy, some friends and stuff like that. She really hasn't clicked on the socialization, but it's 

the introduction to a group setting.” 
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 Some minor themes were good memories and first educational experience outside the 

home.  One caregiver gave this comment on good memories, “Matter of fact when my daughter 

turns she says library, library and she knows she is going to the library. In fact me the other 

grandmother, have certain days that we do things and she looks forward to it.”  One caregiver 

commented on the education opportunity,” That’s their first education is the library.” 

 One caregiver had the following comment on her socialization as her intrinsic motivator, 

“the importance of socialization. My husband and his grandparents are not the only adults. There 

are other children out there that need to listen to adults, and just them being able to see that. He 

doesn't go to daycare.” 

Literacy behaviors outside the library program. A theme that appeared in the 

interviews focused on literacy behaviors that the caregiver and child were demonstrating outside 

the emergent literacy program.  Some of these behaviors took place in the library, and other 

behaviors took place outside the library. Some of the behaviors could include reading a book to a 

child at home or in the library.  Another behavior is singing a song at home that the child learned 

in the emergent literacy program.  The theme mentioned most often by caregivers addressed 

reading books both in the library and at home.   

 Caregivers talked about checking out books, either a book that was mentioned in the 

emergent literacy program, and other times it was completely unrelated.  Caregivers described 

learning at home and doing program songs and rhymes with children. The behaviors that took 

place outside the library were doing program songs and music. One caregiver made this 

comment, “We will sing and dance around the house and still mimic and get exercise.  We walk 

about the house and do the dinosaur march.”  The literacy behaviors mentioned that took place in 

the home of the caregivers who had been attending the program.    
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 Likelihood of future attendance at library programs. Caregivers were asked if they 

would return to the program.    All but one of the caregivers said yes.  One caregiver did say, “I 

think so.”  The majority of the caregivers interviewed were regular attendees at the emergent 

literacy program.  Some caregivers were attending for the first time.  

 In addition to their willingness to return to the program, caregivers also talked about 

attending other programs in the library.  These comments focused on programs such as movie 

night with popcorn or spending the night in the library.  One caregiver talked about Halloween 

programs.  These comments suggest that caregivers who participate in emergent literacy 

programs may also participate in other library programs.   

Ancillary findings. Caregivers when they were asked to talk about any other comments 

that were not covered in the previous interview questions. The comments caregivers made were 

findings that were outside the scope of the National Research Councils (2000) Features for 

Quality Programs and the self-determination theory. These findings reveal caregivers’ desire to 

advocate for the wonderful work that these emergent literacy programs are doing.  These 

ancillary findings also divulge the impact these emergent literacy programs are having.  There is 

overwhelming support from caregivers for emergent literacy programs.   

 Caregivers reported using library programs to replace daycare.  Caregivers used the 

library to make up for learning enrichment, socialization, and other opportunities daycares 

provide.  One caregiver commented, “More funding.  More funding.  More funding.  Get 

libraries open earlier.  It is ridiculous, for us to have a library program start at 11 AM for these 

kids.  The library needs to be open earlier and it needs to be going back to the way it used to be 

and be open earlier but good luck with that one.  I would like to see more, instead of having one 
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at this library and one at that library, I would like to see several during the day so that they 

wouldn’t have to be all stuck in there together.”     

 One caregiver, who was a grandmother, commented on the impact the program had made 

in her family, “Most of them have gone to college and have gone on to have successful careers, 

and I think that started with having somebody read to them, having somebody encourage them, I 

just think that it’s great for the kids.  If we had more kids in the library then we would have 

fewer kids out doing stupid things.  I don’t know if there have ever been any studies done on this 

where this kind of early intervention, and that's what I consider it, has been done.  It would be 

interesting to see how many of these kids actually went to college and I know that with our 

family it has helped every single one of them go through elementary and high school and it 

instills the quest for learning. It started at a very early age and it’s just my hypothesis that these 

kids started like this early will probably have better success in life later on because they are 

reading and it will take them all kids of places.” 

 The caregivers in this library system are effusive about the librarian doing programming, 

the program itself, and the huge impact the library is having on their lives.  The interviews of 

many caregivers indicated concern that funding will be cut, and this library program will no 

longer be available.   Caregivers noted in the interviews that the library programs were used as 

interventions and in place of daycare.    

Library System #2 

Survey Findings 

Data collected for Library System #2 included two programs with 59 participants at the 

first program and 120 participants at the second program. Thirty-one of the adults (17.0%) 

responded to the survey. The programs took place on Tuesday and Wednesday at 10:30 A.M.  Of 
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the 59 participants in the first program there were 31 children and 28 adults; of the 120 

participants in the second program there were 60 children and 60 adults.  The first question asked 

caregivers how many children they had with them at the program (M = 1.2, Mdn = 1.0, SD = 

0.5).  At this library, twenty-six (83.9%) of the caregivers had only one child with them at the 

programs, four (12.9%) of the caregivers had two children with them, and one (3.2%) of the 

caregivers had three children with them.  

 Twelve (38.7%) children attending these programs were in the one-year-old group (age 

birth to one year), seventeen (54.8%) were in the two-year-old group (age over one to two years), 

and two (6.5%) were in the three-year-old group (age over two to three years) (M = 1.7, Mdn = 

2.0, SD = 0.6).  

 There were five, second children attending the program with caregivers (M = 2.9, Mdn = 

3.0, SD = 0.8).  Of these, two (40%) were year olds (age over one to two years), two (40%) were 

three years old, and one (20%) was four years old (age over three to four years).  Only one-third 

child was reported by caregivers. The third child was three-years-old (age over two to three 

years).  

 Perceptions of learning.  Survey data collected related to perceptions of learning address 

the following criteria: cognitive stimulation, and rich language environments, motor 

development, social and emotional development, and preparation to master the complex 

demands of formal schooling.  Question four asked caregivers if the program helped their 

children learn about the alphabet (Mdn = 2.0, Mo = 3.0). Two answers for this question tied for 

second most popular: strongly agree (9, or 29.0%) and agree (9, or 29.0%). The most popular 

answer was neutral (10, or 32.3%). Two participants marked disagree (2, or 6.5%) and one 

participant marked strongly disagree (1, or 3.2%).  
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 Question seven asked caregivers if they believed the program was helping their children 

learn about reading (Mdn = 2.0, Mo = 1.0). Strongly agree was the most popular answer chosen 

(15, or 48.4%). Agree was the second most popular answer (13, or 41.9%).  One participant 

marked neutral for this statement (1, or 3.2%), another participant marked disagree for this 

statement (1, or 3.2%), and one participant marked strongly disagree (1, or 3.2%).  

Question ten asked caregivers if their children’s need to interact with other children was 

supported by the program (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0). Strongly agree was the most popular answer 

(25, or 80.6%). Agree was the second most popular answer (4, or 12.9%). Neutral was the third 

most popular answer (1, or 3.2%). One participant chose strongly disagree (1, or 3.2%). None of 

the participants chose disagree.  

Question seventeen asked caregivers if they believed the program was preparing their 

child to start school (Mdn = 2.0, Mo = 1.0). The most popular answer for this statement was 

strongly agree (12, or 40%). The second most popular answer was agree (11, or 36.7%).  Neutral 

was chosen by six (20.0%) participants.  Disagree was chosen by one (3.3%) participant.  

Strongly disagree was not chosen. One participant did not answer this question.  The findings for 

questions four, seven, ten, and seventeen are displayed in table 4.10. 

Question eight was an open-ended question asking caregivers how the program helped 

their children’s physical skills.  The percent of cases totaled more than 100% because caregivers 

could provide more than one answer.  Social interaction and modeling behavior were not chosen 

by participants. Learning concepts/vocabulary and don’t know were each chosen by one 

participant (1, or 2.6%).  Develop motor skills (11, or 28.2%) was chosen by eleven participants. 

Movement (19, or 48.7%) was the most popular answer for this question. Following instructions 

was chosen by one participant (1, or 2.6%), attention span was chosen by one participant (1, or 
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Table 4.10. Library System #2: Perceptions of Learning 
 

Perceptions of 
Learning 

Median Mode Strongly 
Agree n 

(%) 

Agree n 
(%) 

Neutral n 
(%) 

Disagree 
n (%) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

n (%) 

Alphabet 2.0 3.0 9(29.0) 9(29.0) 10(32.3) 2(6.5) 1(3.2) 

Reading 2.0 1.0 15(48.4) 13(41.9) 1(3.2) 1(3.2) 1(3.2) 

Interaction 1.0 1.0 25(80.6) 4(12.9) 1(3.2) 0(0.0) 1(3.2) 

Prepare for 
School 

2.0 1.0 12(40.0) 11(36.7) 6(20.0) 1(3.2) 0(0.0) 

 

2.6%), and listening was chosen by one participant (1, or 2.6%). Three participants chose 

songs/music (3, or 7.7%).  These findings are summarized in Table 4.11. 

 
Table 4.11. Library System #2: Physical Skills 

Physical Skills N Percent Percent of Cases 

Social Interaction 0 0.0 0.0 

Modeling Behavior 0 0.0 0.0 

Don’t Know 1 2.6 3.7 

Learning 
Concepts/Vocabulary 

1 2.6 3.7 

Develop Motor Skills 11 28.2 40.7 

Movement 19 48.7 70.4 

Follow Instructions 1 2.6 3.7 

Attention Span 1 2.6 3.7 

Listen 1 2.6 3.7 

Songs/Music 3 4.2 6.7 

            Total 39 100.0 144.4 

 

 Perceptions of the environment.  Survey questions related to perceptions of the 

environment address the following criteria: good physical care, warm affective relationships, 

responsive adult, and class size and adult-child ratio.  Question nine asked caregivers if the program 
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environment was warm, caring, and supportive of their child (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0). The most 

popular answer was strongly agree (28, or 90.3%); the second most popular answer was agree (2, or 

6.5%). One participant chose strongly disagree (1, or 3.2%). None of the participants chose neutral 

or disagree. 

Question eleven asked caregivers if they believe the librarian nurtures their children’s 

learning (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0). Strongly agree was the most popular answer (27, or 87.1%). 

Agree was the second most popular answer (3, or 9.7%). None of the participants marked 

neutral, disagree, or strongly disagree. The findings for questions nine and eleven are displayed 

in table 4.12.    

 
Table 4.12. Library System #2: Perceptions of Environment 

Perceptions of 
Environment 

Median Mode Strongly 
Agree n 

(%) 

Agree n 
(%) 

Neutral 
n (%) 

Disagree 
n (%) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

n (%) 

Warm, Caring, 
Supportive 
Environment 

1.0 1.0 28(90.3) 2(6.5) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 1(3.2)  

Librarian 
Nurtures 

1.0 1.0 27(87.1) 3(9.7) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 

 

Question fifteen asked caregivers how many children should be in a program with one 

librarian (M = 40, Mdn = 37.5, SD = 18.7).  Five of the 31 survey participants did not answer this 

question. Two participants answered, 10 children (7.7%), one participant (3.8%) said 15 

children, four participants (15.4%) said 20 children, one participant said 30 children (3.8%), four 

participants said 31 children (15.4%), one participant said 35 children (3.8%), one participant 

said 40 children (3.8%), three participants said 50 children (11.5%), and nine participants 

answered 60 children (34.6%). The findings for question fifteen are displayed in table 4.13. 
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Table 4.13. Library System #2: Program Size 

 

 Preferred 
Program Size 

Frequency (%) 

10 2(7.7) 

15 1(3.8) 

20 4(15.4) 

30 1(3.8) 

31 4(15.4) 

35 1(3.8) 

40 1(3.8) 

50 3(11.5) 

61 9(34.6) 

Total 16(100) 

 

 Perceptions of motivation. Survey questions related to perceptions of motivation 

address emergent literacy motivation and motivation for caregivers’ attendance.  Questions three, 

five, six, and twelve ask question using a Likert-Type Scale. Question three asked caregivers’ if 

the program increased their child’s interest in books (Mdn = 2.0, Mo = 2.0). The most popular 

answer among caregivers was that they strongly agree with the statement (12, or 38.7%).  The 

second most popular answer was agree (11, or 35.5%).  Neutral was the third most popular 

answer (5, or 16.1%). Disagree was chosen by two participants (2, or 6.5%).  Only one 

participant marked strongly disagree on this statement (1, or 5.6%).  

 Question five asked caregivers if they believed the program was helping their child 

develop a positive feeling about books (Mdn = 2.0, Mo = 1.0). Strongly agree was the most 

popular answer (15, or 48.4%).  The answer, agree was the second most popular answer (13, or 
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41.9%). Neutral was chosen as an answer by two participants (2, or 6.5%).  Strongly disagree 

was chosen by one participant (1, or 3.2%).  Disagree were not chosen as answers for this 

statement.  

Question six asked caregivers if the program was helping their child to develop good 

memories about the library (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0). The answer, strongly agree was the most 

popular chosen (15, or 83.3%).  Agree was the next most popular answer (3, or 16.7%).  None of 

the participants marked neutral, disagree, or strongly disagree.  

Question twelve asked caregivers if their child had fun attending the program (Mdn = 1.0, 

Mo = 1.0). Strongly agree was the most popular answer (25, or 80.6%).  Agree was the second 

most popular answer (5, or 16.1%).  One participant chose strongly disagree (1, or 3.2%).  None 

of the participants marked neutral or disagree. The findings for questions three, five, six, and 

twelve are displayed in table 4.14. 

Question thirteen asked caregivers to rank what elements are important for programming.  

Caregivers were asked to rank the following items from most important (1) to least important 

(6): Learning, movement, group size, responsive/caring librarian, interacting, interacting with 

other children, having fun, and other.  Learning was ranked as most important by nine (9, or 

31%) of the participants; it was also ranked as very important by six (6, or 20.7%) of the 

participants.  Four participants (4, or 13.8%) marked learning as important.  Learning was ranked 

as moderately important by six (6, or 20.7%) of the participants; it was also ranked as slightly 

important by four (4, or 13.8%) of the participants.   No one chose lowest importance as the 

ranking for learning.   

 Movement was ranked most important by four (4, or 13.8%) of the participants, very 

important by four (4, or 13.8%) participants, important by eight (8, or 27.6%) of the participants, 
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Table 4.14. Library System #2: Perceptions of Motivation 

Perceptions of 
Motivation 

Median Mode Strongly 
Agree n 
(%) 

Agree n 
(%) 

Neutral n 
(%) 

Disagr
ee n 
(%) 

Strongly 
Disagree n 
(%) 

Book Interest 
2.0 2.0 11(35.5) 12(38.7) 

 
5(16.1) 

 
2(6.5) 

 
1(3.2) 

Positive 
Feeling 

2.0 1.0 15(48.4) 13(41.9) 2(6.5) 0(0.0) 1(3.2) 

Good 
Memories 

1.0 1.0 26(83.9) 4(12.9) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 1(3.2) 

Fun 1.0 1.0 25(80.6) 5(16.1) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 1(3.2) 

 

moderately important by seven (7, or 24.1%) of the participants, slightly important by five (5, or 

17.2%) of the participants, and lowest importance by one (1, or 3.4%) by participant. Two of the 

survey participants did not rank these elements.   

Group size was ranked most important by three (3, or 10.0%) of participants, very 

important by one (1, or 3.3%) of the participants, moderately important by three (3, or 10.0%) of 

participants, and slightly important by four (4, or 13.3%) of participants. Group size was ranked 

as lowest important by nine (9, or 63.3%) participants, more than any other level.    

Responsive/caring librarian was ranked as most important by six (6, or 20.0%) of the 

participants.  Responsive/caring librarian was ranked very important by three (3, or 10.0%) 

participants, important by four (4, or 13.3%) participants, moderately important by seven (7, or 

23.3%) participant, and slightly important by eight (8, or 26.7%) participants.  Lowest 

importance was chosen by two (2, or 6.7%) participants.  No participant marked 

responsive/caring librarian as very important or lowest importance.  One survey participant 

chose not to rank this answer.  

Interacting with other children was ranked most frequently as, most important by four (4, 

or 13.3%) participants and very important by seven (7, or 23.3%) participants.  Interacting with 
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other children was ranked as important by twelve (12, or 40.0%) participants, moderately 

important by two (2, or 6.7%) participants, slightly important by three (3, or 10.0%) participants, 

and lowest importance two (2, or 6.7%) of the participants.    

Having fun was ranked more frequently as, most important by fourteen (14, or 45.2%) 

participants.  Very important was chosen by seven (7, or 22.6%) participants, important was 

chosen by two (2, or 6.5%) participants, and moderately important was chosen by two (2, or 

6.5%) participants.  Having fun was ranked of lowest importance by four (4, or 12.9%) of the 

participants.  The findings for question thirteen are displayed in table 4.15. 

Question fourteen is an open-ended question that asked caregivers what their favorite part 

of the program was.  Respondents provided more than one answer and so there percentage of 

cases are greater than 100.0%. Everything and learning concepts/vocabulary was not chosen (0, 

or 0.0%) for this question.  Observing child was chosen by two (2, or 4.9%) participants; 

observing other children was chosen by three (3, or 7.3%) participant.  Songs/singing/music was 

the most popular answer (16, or 39%), and dancing/movement was chosen as an answer by one 

(1, or 2.4%) participant.  Six caregivers noted the librarian as their favorite part of the program 

(6, or 14.6%).  Two caregivers noted reading as their favorite part of the program (2, or 4.9%).  

Props was chosen by five (5, or 12.2%) participants, and don’t know was chosen by one 

participants (1, or 2.4%).  Five caregivers mentioned social activity as their favorite part of the 

program (5, or 12.2%).  The findings for question fourteen are displayed in table 4.16. 

 Question sixteen asked caregivers why they came to the program that day.  Participants 

were asked to circle all that apply from the following choices:  interact with kids, interact with 

adults, content of the program, to get out of the house, librarian, reading skills, come for fun, and 

come for other.   Interact with kids was chosen by twenty-four (24, or 17.6%) participants, and 
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Table 4.15. Library System #2: Perceptions of Motivation 

Perceptions 
of 

Motivation 

Most 
Important 

n (%) 

Very 
Important 

n (%) 

Important 
n (%) 

Moderately 
Important  

n (%) 

Slightly 
Important 

n (%) 

Lowest 
Importanc

e n (%) 

Learning 9(31.0) 6(20.7) 4(13.8) 
6(20.7) 

4(13.8) 0(0.0) 

Movement 4(13.8) 4(13.8) 
8(27.6) 

7(24.1) 
5(17.2) 

1(3.4) 

Group Size 3(10.0) 1(3.3) 0(0.0) 3(10.0) 4(13.3) 19(63.3) 

Responsive  
6(20.0) 

3(10.0) 4(13.3) 7(23.3) 8(26.7) 2(6.7) 

Interacting 
4(33.3) 7(23.3) 12(40.0) 

2(6.7) 3(10.0) 2(6.7) 

Having Fun  14(54.2) 7(22.6) 2(6.5) 2(6.5) 2(6.5) 4(12.9) 

Total 40(100) 28(100) 30(100) 27(100) 26(100) 28(100) 

 
 

Table 4.16. Library System #2: Favorite Part of the Program 

 Favorite N Percent  Percent of Cases 

Learning 
Concepts/Vocabulary 

0 0.0 0.0 

Observing Child 2 4.9 6.5 

Observing Other Children 3 7.3 9.7 

Songs/Singing/Music 16 39.0 51.6 

Reading 2 4.9 6.5 

Dancing/Movement 1 2.4 3.2 

Props 5 12.2 16.1 

Librarian 6 14.6 19.4 

Social Activity 5 12.2 16.1 

Don't Know 1         2.4 3.2 

Everything 0 0.0 0.0 

Total 20 100.0 111.1 

  

interacting with adults was only chosen by fourteen (14, or 10.3%) participants.  Program 

content was the most popular answers chosen by twenty-six (26, or 19.1%) of the participants.  
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Get out of the house was chosen by nineteen (19, or 9.3%) of the participants.  The second most 

popular answer was come for fun chosen by nineteen (19, or 14.0%) of the participants.  Nine (9, 

or 6.6%) of the participants chose librarian as the reason why they came to the program that day.  

Reading skills was chosen by nineteen (19, or 14.0%) participants. Come for fun was chosen by 

twenty-five (25, or 18.4%) participants.  None of the 31 survey participants chose comes for 

other as an answer.  The findings for question sixteen are displayed in table 4.17. 

Interview Findings 
 
 The program for this library system averaged about 60 adults and children for one 

program and about 150 adults and children for the second program. The larger program featured 

a librarian playing a guitar and singing songs for the majority of the program. The interviewees 

volunteered to participate in the survey, so they were contacted by phone to schedule an 

interview. Many chose to do the interview at the time of the initial contact.  Since most of the 

caregivers were with their children all day, many noted specific times in the survey when they 

could be contacted. Many of the interviews took place during the child’s naptime. For this library 

Table 4.17. Library System #2: Why Did You Come to the Program? 

 Come to the Program N Percent  Percent of Cases 

Interact with Kids 24 17.6 80.0 

Interact with Adults 14 10.3 46.7 

Program Content 26 19.1 86.7 

Get Out of the House 19 14.0 63.3 

Librarian 9 6.6 30.0 

Reading Skills 19 14.0 63.3 

Come for Fun 25 18.4 83.3 

Total 75 100.00 416.70 
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system, only five caregivers volunteered to participate in the interview and so all five were 

contacted. 

Interview Findings 

 The program for this library system averaged about 60 adults and children for one 

program and about 150 adults and children for the second program. The larger program featured 

a librarian playing a guitar and singing songs for the majority of the program. The interviewees 

volunteered to participate in the survey, so they were contacted by phone to schedule an 

interview. Many chose to do the interview at the time of the initial contact.  Since most of the 

caregivers were with their children all day, many noted specific times in the survey when they 

could be contacted. Many of the interviews took place during the child’s naptime. For this library 

system, only five caregivers volunteered to participate in the interview and so all five were 

contacted.   

 Program elements caregivers want.  Major themes for program elements that 

caregivers desired were songs/music/singing, responsive librarian, and interactive or 

socialization.  Caregivers emphasized songs/music/singing over any other aspect of the program. 

Many of the caregivers that commented on songs/music/singing also described movement as part 

of their interest. Movement was mentioned less, but these interests are mentioned together in the 

majority of the comments made by caregivers. One caregiver described songs/music/singing and 

movement as follows, “Like songs, like ‘If You're Happy and You Know It’, you clap your 

hands and so just to learn what that means. My favorite thing, I think, is they sing a song about 

this little baby. You lift the baby up and you tickle their belly and different things. It makes it fun 

even if they are very young because we started going when he was just a few months old. It's still 

brought it to their level, where they could still enjoy it.”  One caregiver made this comment on 
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movement, “Movement, all of that, that's reaching your hands up, and listening to him, and 

clapping your hands, and reaching out for other children; it's all part of this sensory learning 

experience.” Another caregiver had the following comment on movement and 

songs/music/singing, “I definitely think that most of the songs, depending on who, there's more 

or less hand gestures and stuff, but I think definitely there's a lot of high motor, the signings, 

‘The More We Get Together,’ they do all of the motor and sign language, there's parts of that. 

Then also, just there's a sequencing song that they frequently do that is clapping and all this 

different hand movements. Then the larger motor movements, one of the most popular songs 

about the children is ‘Shake My Sillies Out.’ That's definitely, things like that, there's definitely a 

lot of dancing and movement involved.” 

 Another major theme was the responsive librarian. The two librarians that were doing the 

two emergent literacy programs both had been doing programming for over ten years.  One 

caregiver made the following comment: “There's definitely differences, and I think most of the 

people who have been doing it for a while are pretty good at it. I think it takes a certain type of 

person, especially with my experiences with toddlers; I have been to some family story times, 

but mostly the baby time. I have seen the people who fill in or who just started who just aren't 

very good with engaging toddlers, like they try to do too long of book. Like I said, just recently, I 

went to one of the libraries and there were new people, because the normal person was out sick, 

and they were a fill-in. They tried to read literally five-minute stories, and all of the kids were 

wandering around, and actually, the 18-month old that was with me was like, ‘All done? Go?’ 

Just got up and was totally leaving. You can usually tell the people that just don't have the 

knowledge of child development or whatever to be able to keep toddlers engaged.”  
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A caregiver also described the responsive librarian this way, “If you don't have the heart 

and the patience for kids, then the whole program goes downhill. Children can pick up on if 

people want to be there or not. That was one of the main things. If you can keep the programmer 

engaging with the kids and keep their attention, or to try to figure out, read the kids properly, I 

think that's a good program.” 

 Another caregiver described the responsive librarian as follows, “I've always felt very 

welcomed and all of the librarians who do the programs always are very smiley and nice and 

patient with ... a lot of the children will get up on stage or get up, and they're always very patient 

with and they'll gently nudge them off and try to urge them to move. A lot of kids take their 

props. They're just really good at making the kids feel welcome and dealing with toddlers who 

sometimes present challenges, and just being patient with all of that. I think all of the people who 

do baby time; I think that the kids think that they're like, like I said, like I was saying about the 

celebrity thing. I think they all think they're the greatest things ever because they're the baby time 

people. Again, I've never felt any sort of impatience or anything with them being noisy, things 

like that that you try to keep them quiet at the library, but they're little. They're not going to 

always cooperate with those rules. I've never gotten any bad vibes for anything like that.”  

Another caregiver talked about what a nonresponsive librarian might look like, “I haven't really 

had any negative experiences here in town, which I think you do experience sometimes in the 

smaller libraries. Not the people that are doing baby time, but some of the other librarians who 

probably just don't spend a lot of time around small children. You can tell that they do get 

frustrated with them. I try to be very respectful of the rules. I'm very big on teaching respecting 

the books and being quiet, but I've definitely seen where we've had librarians who get frustrated 

with the children acting up or things like that. I do think there's some variation, and I would say 
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that the main library, because it's probably the most popular spot, baby time, I think they have a 

higher tolerance and they're more used to the little ones. There is definitely some variation. Like 

I said, I think the smaller libraries, which I understand, are going to be less tolerant of the noise 

and stuff because it's more disruptive to everybody else.” 

 The last major theme was socialization. One caregiver described it this way, “I see less 

fussiness from him when he's doing that kind of interaction, whereas when he's sitting quiet for 

the story time, even though it's short, he kind of starts getting fussy. He will reach out as we're 

sitting there; if a child's looking up and he observes him, they reach out, both of them will do 

this, they'll reach out and touch each other’s hands, and touch each other, and give each other 

smiles. It's like he sees somebody is there that looks like him, like a little person, and they both 

want to grab and see what they're all about.” 

 Other themes that came from the caregivers’ interviews for programming elements were 

as follows:  movement, having fun, reading books, and emergent literacy.  The caregiver’s quote 

for movement is mentioned above with songs/music/singing.  One caregiver made the following 

comment about having fun and reading, “Well, my main thing, I guess, that I anticipate him 

getting out of this would be associating fun with the library and with stories. I figured that that 

will be the greatest benefit for him so later on, when he does go to reading himself and going to 

the library, he'll have already associated it with good fun.”  

Another caregiver offered this comment on reading books, “I would say it depends on the 

age, but most of the programs I have been to are toddler age, and definitely a lot of music, short 

books that you have a lot of pictures, things like that. I have been to some programs where they 

try to read long picture books and a two-year old is not going to sit for a 10 minute book.” The 
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theme fun is also found as part of the perceptions of learning and intrinsic and extrinsic themes 

caregivers gave during the interviews.   

 Perceptions of learning. The themes were highlighted for perceptions of learning were 

fun, socialization, and emergent literacy. One caregiver made the following comment on fun and 

socialization, “It's hard to number things when they're all kind of grouped together, in a way. All 

that is learning. Right now, he's just this little sponge that by singing, he's learning language. By 

hearing story time, he's learning language; he's watching people's faces and body movements, 

and learning from that. It's like when I said number two was interacting with other children and 

stuff, or people around in the room, it's kind of all encompassed into learning. I guess if I were to 

list it, I would want him to have fun first, because I think when you have fun, and then you're 

learning. You're more interested in learning. I think they all kind of work together, but I think 

having fun and interacting with other people, I think he's just with me right now. I'm a stay-at-

home mom. He's only really getting me, and sometimes his dad, will come home during lunch. 

Really, it's just the two of us, so I want him to be around more people to learn from. That's kind 

of why I put interaction with people, and then the third is learning.” 

 A caregiver gave this comment on socialization, “It gives me the opportunity to introduce 

her to other teachers besides myself. I am a stay-at-home mom and I know there are different 

ways and different methods of teaching your child; however, I think one of the best methods for 

a child to learn is to be introduced to different teachers also. Just to be with other little people, 

because we all learn from those that are even the same age.”  

A caregiver gave this comment on socialization, “You are also around a lot of other 

children, which is part of preparing social sense. It's not completely like school because 

sometimes school is a lot more laid back. If you're working on a worksheet or something like 
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that. I think there are some things that are similar and that will be positive as he goes to school, 

but then at the same time, you have to learn that it's not always so fun and sometimes school is 

more structured. It's a little bit of both.” 

  Concerning emergent literacy, one caregiver made this comment, “It went hand in hand 

with the program leader actually showing the book and being very expressive with the telling of 

the story. For her to see that mommy is not the only one that reads to her, and to see other kids 

actually paying attention or doing the activities with the book, it engaged her to start picking up 

more books now, and pretending to read to me, and allowing me to read to her a little bit longer 

than the few seconds that she will allow me to read.” A caregiver made this statement on how the 

program had impacted the child’s print motivation and print awareness, “Now she's more, a little 

bit more engaged in allowing me to read to her and her pretending to read to me. She's showing a 

little bit more interest in books after coming to the program and spending a little bit more time in 

the kids’ section of the library, and actually seeing other kids reading books or holding books. 

She shows a little bit more interest.”  

A caregiver gave the following comment increasing awareness of letter knowledge, “I 

think that there's some increase [in learning] just because we have sang songs about the alphabet 

before, but generally it's not a direct exposure to the alphabet. I'm trying to think if there's 

anything that they do regularly that's the alphabet itself. Like I said, we sing the alphabet song 

once in a while.  A caregiver gave this comment emergent literacy, “Obviously, that would 

increase awareness, but I feel the books, they don't really see the text. They're not really getting 

exposure in that way, but I guess that's mainly it, that there's limited exposure and I think that a 

lot of music and things like that they do pick up all sorts of stuff from it, including the alphabet, 

but it's not, I guess, as directly done.” 
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 Perceptions of the environment.  Two themes emphasized in the interviews on the 

perceptions of the environment were group size and the librarian. One caregiver made this 

comment, “I do think that the smaller the group, the more you're able to interact, especially with 

the librarian. They can get to know the children and they can be more for each child. There is 

another playgroup that we go to, like music play class, and it's usually a much smaller crowd and 

so the person leading the class knows each child by name. She can address them by name, put 

those in the songs.”  

Another caregiver made this comment about group size, “When you're a leader, or just a 

teacher in general, some people can deal with small groups, and some people can deal with larger 

groups, just depending on their style of teaching and what they feel comfortable with. It just 

depends overall with that individual. I wouldn't say cap it to ten, or cap it to 40, or cap it to even 

five, because it all depends on the teacher or whoever is leading the program, number one, or 

what the parents feel. I think it takes two people to be able, or even three people, to gauge how 

many people one person can handle. You can see it by the person's comfort and how they do 

classroom control. It seemed like, for that program, even though it was well over ... I think like 

over 30 kids there, maybe the number could have been decreased a little, but I don't think it 

would have changed the kids’ responsiveness to the program.”  

Another caregiver gave this comment on group size, “To me, the classroom size just 

doesn't matter, as long as they can fit everybody in.” 

 The librarian was another topic that caregivers described as part of their perceptions of 

the environment. A caregiver commented on a warm, caring, supportive environment verses one 

that is not, “I think, after keeping them engaged, I think that having someone that's sort of a 

celebrity that comes across as warm and welcoming is also important for them to feel 
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comfortable to interact and to actually enjoy the library. When I was a child, I remember there 

was a librarian who worked in the children's section who was not very good with children. She 

was very mean and yelled at me for something one time. I still remember it, and I didn't want to 

go to that library anymore because she wasn't nice. I think it's so important for them to feel like 

the library is a fun place and with nice people that are going to make it enjoyable for them.”   

 Another caregiver described the environment as follows, “The parents that were there 

were very open with just allowing their kids to flow with other kids. Weren't annoyed if kids 

made noises, or things like that. It was a relaxed atmosphere. The program director that was 

there, who was doing the program, seemed like he was not in some trouble with reading, and 

didn't have any problems, or didn't get frustrated, but just being very welcoming for anyone who 

would walk in, whether it be ten people or even just one person. Seemed very welcoming and 

engaging. It makes you want to come back with other kids and other families, where you actually 

got to interact and enjoy the program all together.”   

 Caregivers’ motivation for attending library programs.  Intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivation differs between library systems and individuals.  The motivation themes highlighted 

in Library System 2 were intrinsic motivations, extrinsic motivations, and changes in motivations 

overtime. The comments below show how caregivers’ motivations fall on a continuum of various 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivations that evolves with experience.     

 Intrinsit motivation. Themes for caregivers’ intrinsic motivations are getting out of the 

house, socialization, fun, and free access. One caregiver described getting out of the house with 

the following comment, “Not as much as I would have liked to, possibly because I'm a new 

mom, so it was just a little overwhelming in the beginning. I didn't get in the routine as quickly 

as I would like to, with his naps and all that, so I kind of stayed home more, but I was on groups, 
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like on Facebook there's groups that have questions for new moms, and I have friends that have 

newborns too, so we would talk on the phone. I have a neighbor across the street that just had a 

baby boy at the same time that my child was born, so we try to get together, but we've only done 

two or three meetings so far. I was kind of looking for something like this. It's just really nice, 

because it kind of forces me to get out of the house. I'd be like, ‘He's just about to take a nap. 

We'll just stay here.’ It's actually probably a little bit more positive for me too, to be able to get 

out of the house. He usually goes to sleep right after that. It stimulated him enough to go to bed, 

then I'll get like an hour to myself.”   

 Socialization was a major theme that caregivers gave for attending emergent literacy 

programs in the library. One caregiver made the following comment, “Yes. I actually left my job 

last year, when my daughter was five months old, and I had joined a mom group, but it was kind 

of intimidating, but I could go to the library, and week after week, I know the same people would 

be there, and one of my great friends now, I actually met there. I know. Because she has a 

daughter the same age, and, I don't know, as a first-time mom, it's nice having that, and knowing 

that they're going through the same thing. It does open up a platform for friendships, I think.”  

 This caregiver commented that the program was fun and free saying, “Well ... It's 

enjoyable for both of us. It's free; I think it's so awesome that our public library offers that. I 

don't know, we have a good time. We haven't been great about coming every week, like we were 

on a pretty good routine, but she just enjoys it, and she enjoys the atmosphere.” Another 

caregiver gave this comment, “Of course, it's fun for me to watch them having fun. Like I said, I 

just love watching them do the hand gestures and stuff. They can be so coordinated.” 

 Lastly, caregivers noted that free access was an intrinsic motivator for attending 

programming. An example of this is found in the comment, “Then, I also like that it's free, 
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because I'm not working right now, and I have to cut back on a lot of things that we normally do, 

because I was at home now taking care of my child.”  

The following statement was given on intrinsic motivation, “I go because it's a good 

activity to get out of the house. It's free and it's educational and my daughter enjoys it.” 

 Extrinsit motivation. Themes caregivers gave for extrinsic motivations were as follows: 

socialization, fun at the library, and positive environment. One caregiver described socialization 

in the following comment, “I think it's an excellent program. I think it really helps my child with 

learning and singing and seeing other kids in a positive way.” Another caregiver offered this 

comment on socialization, “I think the interaction is good for her and myself.” 

 Having fun at the library for children was an extrinsic motivation caregivers selected for 

attending programming. One caregiver gave this comment, “Especially with the toddlers and 

they have all this energy, then they get to use some of that and it still keeps it fun without making 

it where it's hard for them to focus and pay attention.”   

 Another caregiver made this statement, “Sure. I think for him the main thing is that he is, 

right now, and especially when we first started, he is just starting to get to where he is more 

interactive with what's going on. I think he enjoys it, but it's not like he is just exuding lots of fun 

and everything. For him personally sometimes, it's just naptime or whatever, just with him being 

a baby. I think he enjoys it.”  Lastly, this caregiver offered this comment on fun, “Just saying 

library, she gets excited. I think they associate the library with the fun and songs and programs 

and stuff.” 

 Caregivers talked about having a positive experience as an extrinsic motivation for 

attending programming. One caregiver described getting out of the house, socialization, and a 

positive experience in the following way, “I would say a way to get me and the baby out of the 
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house and meet other people and also to just help him have a positive experience at the library. 

I'm hoping later on, it will make it more fun to read and go to the library and things like that.” 

 Change in motivation. Motivations can change overtime.  The following statement given 

by a caregiver demonstrates how the motivation to attend the library program changed, “Well, a 

lot of it may have started with just finding ways to get out of the house and to do things with the 

baby and not be stuck in the house all day. That's probably where it started. At the same time, 

trying to find something where the baby also will enjoy it and get something from it. I'm a stay-

at-home parent, so I was looking for ways to meet other parents. I figured it would be beneficial 

on both parts as far as meeting someone else and then also the babies interacting and learning 

through the story time. I guess that's the main things of how it started and then just seeing how 

the program goes and benefits that I think will come from it, then the program content has 

become probably more important and made us attend more regularly. That's become probably 

more important now.” 

 Literacy behaviors outside the program. Two themes on literacy behaviors outside the 

program were emphasized by caregivers, songs and activities they do at home. One caregiver 

made the following statement, “Yeah, there's a lot of the songs that get requested quite often, and 

actually one of the librarians at the main library has made a CD of some of his songs that he's 

written. We also have that, and we sometimes listen to it in the car. I sometimes hide it because, 

after a while, you hear each song over and over, but they love it all.” 

 Another theme mentioned was reading behaviors outside the program. One caregiver 

offered the following comment, “No, but, I haven't checked any books out yet for her. I don't 

want to have to try to keep up with them yet. We have a ton of books at home, and you know, 



121 

 

she has her favorites and whatever, but I'm sure eventually we will check books out, when we 

have gone through all of them a hundred times.”   

 Likelihood of future attendance at library programs. All of the caregivers commented 

“yes,” when asked if they planned on returning to the program in the future. One caregiver took 

the comment further with this statement, “Then, really, the teachers facilitating it, they are 

instrumental in getting that, filling in the spot. If they were up there not doing a good job, the 

program wouldn't be what it is. It would just ... They'd all be staring off into space, and probably 

people wouldn't be coming back.” The caregiver in this comment notes how important the 

librarian is to program attendance. 

 A caregiver discussed attendance with the following statement, “We actually go to a 

program at another library. We hit them all up sometimes, depending on who does it.”  In this 

case, the caregiver visited multiple emergent literacy programs in different locations.    

 Ancillary findings. Themes not addressed as part of the National Research Councils 

(2000) Features for Quality Programs or the self-determination theory focused on how the 

caregivers found out about the library program and diversity in the program.  These themes were 

outside the scope information being examined in order to answer the research questions.  The 

ancillary findings are centered on marketing, diversity, and the librarians. One caregiver 

commented on finding out about the library program through word of mouth, “One of my 

coworkers actually told me about it. Yeah. I would have done it when I was on maternity leave 

too, and I didn't know about it.” This comment focuses on an element of marketing. 

 One caregiver gave the following comment on diversity, “I think it's just exposing him to 

other languages and other people, so when there was a Chinese woman singing the song in 

Chinese, he could just relate to a different look and a different sound, and just have that from the 
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beginning that there's different people all over the world can come together and sing together. I 

think just being able to expose him to different people and different sounds and different 

languages early on will, in my opinion, allow him to be more accepting of other views and other 

languages in the world.”  Diversity sensitivity training in young children was a new theme 

emphasized in this quote.   

 The librarians in the emergent literacy program are held almost at a celebrity status by 

many of the caregivers. Several of the caregivers commented on this celebrity status. These 

librarians are valuable assets to the community; they are priceless to both families and the library 

systems they serve.  Caregivers’ motivation for attending these programs changes as they learn 

new and exciting ways to help their children develop emergent literacy.  

Library System #3 

Survey Findings 

 The data collection week at Library System #3 included two programs with 66 

participants at the first program and 42 participants at the second program. Twenty-eight surveys 

were collected from Library System #3.  Thirty-three children and 33 adults participated in the 

first program.  There were a total of 66 participants. In the second program were 20 children and 

22 adults. The programs took place on Tuesday at 9:30 and 10:30 A.M.  

 The first question asked caregivers how many children they had with them at the program 

(M = 1.0, Mdn = 1.0, SD = 0.26).  Twenty-six (92.9%) of the caregivers had only one child with 

them at the program and two (7.1%) had two children with them.  

 The second question asked caregivers to provide the ages of the children they brought to 

the library program (M = 1.57, Mdn = 1.5, SD = 0.6). Fourteen (50.0%) children were in the one-
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year-old group (age birth to one year). Twelve (42.9%) were in the two-year-old group (age over 

one to two years). Two (7.1%) were in the three-year-old group (age over two to three years).  

 There were only two, second children attending (M = 2.5, Mdn = 2.5, SD = 0.7).  One (1, 

or 50.0%) of the second children attending the program with caregivers was in the two-year-old 

group (age over one to two years), and the other one (1 or 50.0%) was a three-year old (age over 

two to three years).  

 Perceptions of learning. Survey questions related to perceptions of learning address the 

following criteria: cognitive stimulation and rich language environments, motor development, 

social and emotional development, and preparation to master the complex demands of formal 

schooling.  Question four asked caregivers if the program helped their children learn about the 

alphabet (Mdn = 2.0, Mo = 1.0). The most popular answer was strongly agree (10, or 35.7%). 

The second most popular answer was agree (8, or 28.6%) and neutral (8 or 28.6%). Two 

participants marked disagree (2 or 7.1%).  There were no participants that chose the answer 

strongly disagree.  

  Question seven asked caregivers if they believed the program was helping their children 

learn about reading (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0). Strongly agree was the most popular answer chosen 

(16, or 57.1%). Agree was the second most popular answer (11, or 39.3%). One participant 

marked neutral for this statement (1, or 3.6%), and another caregiver marked disagree for this 

statement (1, or 5.6%).  None of the participants marked disagree or strongly disagree.  

 Question ten asked caregivers if their children’s need to interact with other children was 

supported by the program (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0). Strongly agree was chosen as the most popular 

answer (23, or 82.1%). Agree was the second most popular answer (5, or 17.9%). None of the 

participants marked neutral, disagree, or strongly disagree.  
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 Question seventeen asked caregivers if they believed the program was preparing their 

child to start school (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0). The most popular answer for this statement was 

strongly agree (16, or 57.1%). The second most popular answer was agree (10, or 35.7%). 

Neutral was chosen by one participant (1, or 7.1%). Disagree and strongly disagree were not 

chosen. The median was 1.0, and the mode was 1.0. The findings for questions four, seven, ten, 

and seventeen are displayed in table 4.18. 

 
Table 4.18. Library System #3: Perceptions of Learning 

Perceptions of 
Learning 

Median Mode Strongly 
Agree n 

(%) 

Agree n 
(%) 

Neutral n 
(%) 

Disagree 
n (%) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

n (%) 

Alphabet 2.0 1.0 10(35.7) 8(28.6) 8(28.6) 2(7.1) 0(0.0) 

Reading 1.0 1.0 16(57.1) 11(39.3) 1(3.6) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 

Interaction 1.0 1.0 23(82.1) 5(17.9) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 

Prepare for 
School 

1.0 1.0 16(57.1) 10(35.7) 2(7.1) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 

 

Question eight was an open-ended question asking caregivers how the program helped 

their children’s physical skills.  The percent of cases totals more than 100% because caregivers 

could provide more than one answer.  Learning concepts/vocabulary was the second most 

popular answer (7, or 21.2%).  Develop motor skills (5, or 15.2%) was the third most popular 

answer. Movement (12, or 36.4%%) was the most popular answer for this question. Two 

caregivers chose social interaction (2, or 6.1%); two caregivers also chose listening (2, or 6.1%). 

Three participants chose modeling behavior (3, or 9.1%). Two participants chose songs/music (2 

or 6.1%).  Following instructions, attention span, and don’t know were not in the answers for this 

question.  These findings are summarized in Table 4.19. 
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Table 4.19. Library System #3: Physical Skills 

Physical Skills N Percent Percent of Cases 

Don’t Know 0 0.0 0.0 

Learning 
Concepts/Vocabulary 

7 21.2 28.0 

Modeling Behavior 3 9.1 12.0 

Develop Motor Skills 5 15.2 48.0 

Movement 12 36.4 46.7 

Social Interaction 2 6.1 8.0 

Follow Instructions 0 0.0 0.0 

Attention Span 0 0.0 0.0 

Listen 2 6.1 8.0 

Songs/Music 2 6.1 8.0 

            Total 33 100.00 132.00 

 

 Perceptions of the environment. Survey questions related to perceptions of the 

environment addressed the following criteria: good physical care, warm affective relationships, 

responsive adult, class size, and adult-child ratio. Question nine asked caregivers if the program 

environment was warm, caring, and supportive of their children (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0). The most 

popular answer was strongly agree (26, or 92.9%); the second most popular answer was agree (2, 

or 7.1%). None of the participants chose neutral or disagree.  One participant (3.6%) chose 

strongly disagree.  

 Question eleven asked caregivers if they believe the librarian nurtures their children’s 

learning (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0). Strongly agree was chosen by 26 of the survey participants 

(92.9%). Agree was chosen by one participant (3.6%). Neutral was chosen by one participant 

(3.6%). None of the participants marked disagree or strongly disagree.  

The findings for questions nine and eleven are displayed in table 4.20. 
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Table 4.20. Library System #3: Perceptions of Environment 

Perceptions 
of 

Environment 

Median Mode Strongly 
Agree n (%) 

Agree n 
(%) 

Neutral 
n (%) 

Disagre
e n (%) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

n (%) 

Warm, 
Caring, 
Supportive 
Environment 

1.0 1.0 26(92.9) 2(7.1) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 1(3.2)  

Librarian 
Nurtures 

1.0 1.0 26(92.9) 1(3.6) 1(3.6) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 

 

Question fifteen asked caregivers how many children should be in a program with one 

librarian (M = 22.7, Mdn = 20, SD = 9.2).  Four of the 28 survey participants did not answer this 

question. One participant answered 6 children (4.2%), one participant (4.2%) said 10 children, 

two participants (8.3%) said 12 children, five participants said 15 children (20.8%), four 

participants said 20 children (16.7%), one participant said 25 children (4.2%), two participants 

said 30 children (8.3%), and eight participants said 33 children (33.3%). The findings for 

question fifteen are displayed in table 4.21. 

Perceptions of motivation. Perceptions of motivation address both emergent literacy 

motivation and motivation in general.  Questions three, five, six, and twelve ask question using a 

Likert-Type Scale. Question three asked caregivers’ if the program increased their child’s 

interest in books (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0). The most popular answer among caregivers was 

strongly agree (16 or 57.1%).  The second most popular answer was agree (10 or 5.7%). Only 

two participants marked neutral on this statement (2 or 7.1%).   None of the caregivers marked 

disagree or strongly disagree for this statement. 
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Table 4.21.Library System #3: Program Size 

 Preferred 
Program Size 

Frequency (%) 

6 1(4.2) 

10 1(4.2) 

12 2(8.3) 

15 5(20.8) 

20 4(16.7) 

25 1(4.2) 

30 2(8.3) 

33 8(33.3) 

Total 24(100) 

 

 Question five asked caregivers if they believed the program was helping their child 

develop a positive feeling about books (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0).  Strongly agree was the most 

popular answer (18, or 64.3%).  The answer, agree was the second most popular answer (8, or 

28.6%). Neutral was chosen as an answer by two participants (2, or 7.1%). Disagree and strongly 

disagree were not chosen as answers for this statement.  

Question six asked caregivers if the program was helping their child to develop good 

memories about the library (Mdn = 1.0, Mo = 1.0).  The answer, strongly agree was the most 

popular chosen (26, or 92.9%).  Agree was the next most popular answer (2, or 7.1%).  None of 

the participants marked neutral, disagree, or strongly disagree.  

Question twelve asked caregivers if their child had fun attending the program (Mdn = 1.0, 

Mo = 1.0). Strongly agree was the most popular answer (24, or 88.9%).  Agree was the second 

most popular answer (3, or 11.1%).  None of the participants marked neutral, disagree, or 
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strongly disagree.  One of the survey participants did not answer this question. The findings for 

questions three, five, six, and twelve are displayed in table 4.22.        

 
Table 4.22. Library System #3: Perceptions of Motivation 

Perceptions of 
Motivation 

Median Mode Strongly 
Agree n 

(%) 

Agree n 
(%) 

Neutral 
n (%) 

Disagree 
n (%) 

Strongly 
Disagree n 

(%) 

 
Book Interest 1.0 1.0 16(57.1) 10(35.7) 

 
2(7.1) 

 
0(0.0) 

 
0(0.0) 

Positive 
Feeling 

1.0 1.0 18(64.3) 8(28.6) 2(7.1) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 

Good 
Memories 

1.0 1.0 26(92.9) 2(7.1) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 

Fun 1.0 1.0 24(88.9) 3(11.1) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 1(3.2) 

      

Question thirteen asked caregivers to rank what elements are important for programming.  

Caregivers were asked to rank the following items from most important (1) to least important 

(6):  Learning, movement, group size, responsive/caring librarian, interacting, interacting with 

other children, having fun, and other. Some of the 28 survey participants did not answer the 

ranking questions.  

Learning was ranked as most important for thirteen (13, or 50%) of the participants.  

Learning was also ranked very important and slightly important by two (2, or 7.7%) of the 

participants.  Six participants (6, or 23.1%) marked learning as important, and three participants 

(3, or 11.5%) marked learning as moderately important. Two participants (2, or 7.7%) marked 

learning as slightly important.  No one chose lowest importance as the ranking for learning. Two 

participants did not rank learning.  

Movement was ranked most important by four (4, or 15.4%) of the participants, very 

important by one (1, or 3.8%) participant, important by four (4, or 15.4%) of the participants, 

moderately important by five (5, or 19.2%) of the participants, slightly important by eleven (11, 
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or 42.3%) of the participants, and lowest importance by one  (1, or 3.4%) by participant. Of the 

28 survey participants two of them did not rank this element. 

Group size was ranked most important by four (4, or 14.8%) of participants, very 

important by one (1, or 3.6%) of the participants, important by one (1, or 3.6%) of the 

participants, slightly important by two (2, or 7.4%) of participants, and lowest importance by 

nineteen (19, or 70.4%) of participants.  One survey participant did not rank this element.  

Responsive/caring librarian was ranked as most important by seven (7, or 26.9%) of the 

participants, very important by seven (7, or 26.9%) participants, important by six (6, or 23.1%) 

participants, moderately important by three (3, or 10.7%) participants, slightly important by two 

(2, or 7.1%) participants, and lowest importance by one (1, or 3.6%) participant.  Two survey 

participants chose not to rank this answer.  

Interacting with other children was ranked most frequently as, most important by five (5, 

or 19.2%) participants and very important by six (6, or 23.1%) participants.  Interacting with 

other children was ranked as important by three (3, or 11.5%) participants, moderately important 

by seven (7, or 26.9%) participants, slightly important by four (4, or 15.4%) participants, and 

lowest importance one (1, or 3.8%) of the participants.  Two survey participants chose not to 

rank this answer.    

Having fun was ranked more frequently as, most important by eight (8, or 30.8%) 

participants.  Very important was chosen by six (6, or 23.1%) participants, important was chosen 

by five (5, or 19.2%) participants, moderately important was chosen by four (4, or 15.4%) 

participants, and slightly important was chosen by one (1, or 3.8%) participant.  Having fun was 

ranked of lowest importance by two (2, or 7.7%) of the participants.  The findings for question 
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thirteen are displayed in table 4.23. The element other had one entry that the caregiver ranked as 

five and wrote “providing somewhere outside the home”.   

 
Table 4.23. Library System #3: Perceptions of Motivation 

Perceptions 
of 

Motivation 

Most 
Important 

n (%) 

Very 
Important 

n (%) 

Important 
n (%) 

Moderately 
Important  

n (%) 

Slightly 
Important 

n (%) 

Lowest 
Importance 

n (%) 

Learning 13(50.0) 2(7.7) 6(23.1) 
3(11.5) 

2(7.1) 0(0.0) 

Movement 4(15.4) 1(3.8) 
4(15.4) 

5(19.2) 
11(42.3) 

1(3.8) 

Group Size 4(14.8) 1(3.7) 1(3.7) 0(0.0) 2(7.4) 19(70.4) 

Responsive  
7(26.9) 

7(26.9) 6(23.1) 3(11.5) 2(7.7) 1(3.8) 

Interacting 
5(19.2) 6(23.1) 3(11.5) 

7(26.9) 4(15.4) 1(3.8) 

Having Fun  8(30.8) 6(23.1) 5(19.2) 4(15.4) 1(3.8) 2(7.7) 

Total 41(100.0) 23(100.0) 25(100.0) 22(100.0) 22(100.0) 24(100.0) 

 

Question fourteen is an open-ended question that asked caregivers what their favorite part 

of the program was.  Respondents provided more than one answer to this question, and so their 

percentages of cases are greater than 100.0%. Observing child was chosen by one participant (1, 

or 2.1%) for this question. Songs/singing/music was the most frequently chosen as an answer 

(18, or 38.3%) for this question; this answer was the most popular theme found in the answers.  

Dance/movement was the second most popular answer (10, or 21.3%).  Reading was the third 

most popular answer chosen by participants (9, or 19.1%).  Social activity was the fourth most 

popular theme in this open-ended question (5, or 10.6%).  Librarian was chosen by one (1 or 

2.1%) participant; props were also chosen by one (1, or 2.1%) participant; everything was chosen 

by one (1, or 2.1%) participant; learning concepts/vocabulary was chosen by one (1, or 2.1%) 
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participants. Observing other children and don’t know was not mentioned in the answers for this 

question (0, or 0.0%). The findings for question fourteen are displayed in table 4.24. 

Table 4.24. Library System #3: Favorite Part of the Program 

 Favorite N Percent  Percent of Cases 

Learning 
Concepts/Vocabulary 

1 2.1 3.7 

Observing Child 1 2.1 3.7 

Observing Other Children 0 0.0 0.0 

Songs/Singing/Music 18 38.3 66.7 

Reading 9 19.1 33.3 

Dancing/Movement 10 21.3 37.0 

Props 1 2.1 3.7 

Librarian 1 2.1 3.7 

Social Activity 5 10.6 18.5 

Don't Know 0 0.0 0.0 

Everything 1 2.1 3.7 

Total 20 100.00 111.10 

 

 Question sixteen asked caregivers why they came to the program that day.  Participants 

were asked to circle all that apply from the following choices:  interact with kids, interact with 

adults, content of the program, to get out of the house, librarian, reading skills, come for fun, and 

come for other.   Interact with kids was chosen by twenty-eight (28, or 19.6%) participants, and 

interacting with adults was only chosen by ten (10, or 7.0%) participants.  Program content was 

chosen by twenty-six (26, or 18.2%) of the participants.  Get out of the house was chosen by 

fifteen (15, or 10.5%) of the participants. Thirteen (13, or 9.1%) of the participants chose 

librarian as the reason why they came to the program that day.  Reading skills was chosen by 

twenty-three (23, or 16.1%) participants. Come for fun was chosen by twenty-eight (28, or 

18.4%) participants.  The findings for question sixteen are displayed in table 4.25.  
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Table 4.25. Library System #3: Why Did You Come to the Program? 

 Come to the Program N Percent  Percent of Cases 

Interact with Kids 28 19.6 100.0 

Interact with Adults 10 7.0 35.7 

Program Content 26 18.2 92.9 

Get Out of the House 15 10.5 53.6 

Librarian 13 9.1 46.4 

Reading Skills 23 16.1 82.1 

Come for Fun 28 19.6 100.0 

Total 75 100.00 416.70 

 

Library System #3 

Interview Findings 

 The program at this library system averaged about 60 adults and children for both 

programs. The interviewees volunteered to participate in the survey, and they were then chosen 

for interviews based on new information presented in open-ended and ranking questions. They 

were contacted by phone to schedule an interview. Many chose to do the interview at the time of 

the initial contact. In one of the programs, the librarian asked caregivers to agree to read to their 

children everyday. More coaching was present in this program than any of the others in this 

study.  According to Steward, Bailey-White, Shaw, Compton, and Ghoting (2014), enhancing 

storytimes with tips on early literacy and handouts increases caregivers’ knowledge and 

motivation to apply the tips.   

 Program elements caregivers want. Major themes for program elements that caregivers 

like to see in emergent literacy programs were songs/music/singing, movement, responsive 
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librarian, socialization, and emergent literacy. Songs/music/singing, and movement are not 

mutually exclusive themes. Many caregivers mentioned both themes within the context of the 

other. One caregiver stated regarding songs/music/singing, “With the Book Babies, we read at 

least two or three books, at least. We sing at least five songs, I feel like we're constantly singing 

songs in there. Then we do, like we circle up while singing songs and playing on tambourines, 

we sing a couple songs to learn about people's names and learning about the syllables in names, 

and directions. The kids need to learn directions, like to stop and to go left and to go right and to 

turn around and to walk forward and to walk backward and things like that, that could be cool 

too. Then we get to play with the shaker eggs while singing songs, and so they learn to actually 

shake it to the beat instead of just shaking to be shaking, and that's pretty cool too. To me, that's 

so much more than just two books and a craft. I love how they put together their program, and I 

wish other places did it, too. Unfortunately not every place does.” Another caregiver offered this 

comment on movement, “Dancing, shaking the eggs, doing the hand movements that are great.”  

 One caregiver gave the following comment on the responsive librarian, “A friend of mine 

said that the librarian was really great and, you know, what could be more great, but I really 

didn’t give that a second thought, but when I went for something, the librarian at the beginning 

of each session, she has a song for each new child. She walks up to the children. She says their 

name. She knows a lot of them. Some of them, she even knows their siblings and their birthdays, 

and that’s just really meaningful. A friend of mine says, ‘If you want to love me, love my child,’ 

and I completely agree with that.”  

Another caregiver made this statement, “You have to have some passion for what you're 

doing for it to be kind of exciting. The librarian, she is fantastic. I love this woman. When we 

move, I want to take her with me and have her teach my child because she's just amazing. She 
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has so much energy and so much passion, and she loves being there every week. She honestly 

cares about what she's doing, and that just makes it easier to learn.” A caregiver made the 

following comment about program elements she liked and how the responsive librarian was 

important, “She will approach different children. When we're in a circle, she'll interact or teach, 

not necessarily everybody in that class, but she definitely tries to pay attention and involve the 

children that aren't trying to get involved. She tries to get them involved. Obviously their 

mothers and grandmothers know. I feel they just love the children.” 

 Another caregiver gave this comment about the responsive librarian, “She learns the 

children's names. Obviously there are a lot of kids in her class. She still seems to give enough 

individualized attention. Even if my daughter doesn't recognize it, it’s inviting to me and I bring 

my daughter. I think that the second librarian, not my daughter, but some kids want to go up in 

the front, into whatever she's doing, or they want individual attention from her, and she's 

definitely willing to give it, and she's very welcoming and inviting to those kids. I think there's a 

girl that must, I don't know if she has special needs or whatever, but she always brings that girl to 

the front and lets her dance on, or do whatever she's doing. My daughter doesn't benefit from it, 

but it's still a positive experience.”  Lastly, a caregiver also made this remarked regarding the 

responsive librarian, “Gee, I’ve never seen a librarian who’s that into a children’s program in a 

good way. She truly cares about what she does. I believe that if she weren’t paid to do it, she’d 

still do it. She’s just that into it. Yeah. As soon as we get there, the kids are doing hugs, which 

sounds simple but that tells me that the librarian cares about who’s coming. As I said before, she 

knows their names. She talks to the parents beforehand and afterwards and she truly does care 

about the kids. I feel like a couple more times and she’ll know exactly who I am and who my 

child is.” One can infer from these quotes that the caregivers in this library system obviously feel 
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very strongly about the librarians doing these programs. Both the caregivers and the librarians 

appear to be making a large investment into the lives of these children.   

 Socialization was another theme found in program elements that caregivers desire. 

Another caregiver commented on why socialization in program elements is so important to her, 

“Yeah. With my family background, most of my family are introverts and not very sociable at 

all, and I know that made it tough growing up for me at times, and especially nowadays when 

those kids are stuck to electronics and not really interacting. That effects jobs. That effects so 

many things in your life that I want my daughter to be able to be as sociable as she needs to in 

life and it kind of starts now. If they don't get interaction now, they don't know anything else, so 

that's why it's important to me.”  

Another caregiver shared this comment on socialization, “Well, for a lot of these little 

ones, they are the only one in the family, first children, whatever; they are not interacting with 

children on a daily basis. Now, that's not true for all of them, but it is for mine. I think it 

introduces the social skills they are going to need for the rest of their lives, and that's very 

important. It's in a closed setting where they are learning it in a positive way.” Lastly, this 

caregiver commented on why socialization was so important to her, “Again, I'm a stay-at-home 

mother and we ... just my son and I. He doesn't watch TV. I don't have too many neighbors or 

friends that have children, so being up there gives us an opportunity to then interact with others. 

To me, it helps learn how to deal with my child, or how to teach my child and get him excited 

about learning.” 

 Emergent literacy was a major theme that was highlighted in the interviews when 

caregivers were asked about what program elements they like to see. One caregiver made the 

following statement on emergent literacy as an element in the program, “My undergrad studies 
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were actually psychology and child development, and the language studies that they have for 

children before they can even say full sentences are extremely important. I just think that 

whoever designed this was right on the research.”  

Another caregiver gave this comment on emergent literacy, “The couple of classes that 

I've been to, I haven't learned much about the alphabet and how to show him letters and associate 

letters with words.” Lastly, this caregiver contributed the following comment, “Well, just this 

point in time she is only 11 months old. She's not advanced enough to be learning 1234 or ABC's 

all the week. She is learning. She is learning about the nursery rhymes, she's got favorites, and 

whatever, and I think that's important I don't know why, but it is.”  

 Having fun, preparing my child to start school, and reading books were all minor themes 

for program elements that caregivers wanted. One caregiver gave the following statement on 

having fun, “Oh, yeah, I’m a firm believer that the best way to learn is when you’re enjoying 

what you’re doing and the babies obviously have fun in this class. There’s no doubt about that at 

all.” 

 One caregiver gave this statement on how the program was preparing her child to start 

school, “Well, again it goes back to socialization. They are learning to interact with other kids. 

The books obviously are already teaching them the value of the material, the things they'll need 

for school. Even the movement, the clapping, the sign language, I think that helps them get into 

the school way of life.” 

 Reading books was another minor theme for program elements.  A caregiver gave the 

following statement on reading books, “With me, he gets ... He doesn't want to sit still while 

we're trying to read a book, but when the director at the program, when she's reading her book, 
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and it's very animated and everybody else is paying attention. He looks around the room and sees 

all these other children paying attention.” 

 Perceptions of learning. The two themes for the perceptions of learning were modeling 

behavior and social interaction. One caregiver related regarding modeling behavior, “My kids are 

on the younger spectrum; they benefit from seeing kids that are just a few months older than 

them do some of the activities like jumping, and then they'll try and jump too.”  

Another caregiver noted about modeling behavior and social interaction, “I really liked ... 

I think it's really healthy for young children to interact with other young children. I like that they 

can model behavior. I like that they can ... Like sometimes my daughter will be maybe be not 

playing with something, or they have a little puzzle table outside the library, the classroom. She 

can watch other kids and see how they play with it, or she can hear them talk. She can see how 

they interact. I think it's the confidence.” Lastly, this caregiver gave this comment on social 

interaction, “It's the social interaction. I'm a stay-at-home mom, and so he doesn't have a daycare 

and he gets to play with all these other kids.” 

 Perceptions of the environment. Analysis of caregivers’ interviews revealed three 

themes for perceptions of the environment:  age appropriate; program size; and warm, caring, 

supportive environment. In some of the comments by caregivers, more than one of these themes 

was present. One caregiver commented on the age appropriate and on the warm, caring, 

supportive environment, “Yeah. It's age appropriate; there are a lot of other children there. Other 

moms are generally very friendly, and the librarians are very friendly. Sometimes they remember 

your child's name; there's a nametag for your child, so that shows they value an individual child, 

not just a big group. I just think it's a positive environment; there's nothing negative about it. It's 

warm. It's inviting.”   
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 Another caregiver offered the following comment on the warm, caring, supportive 

environment, “Oh, yeah. The one I had growing up was in South Florida, and I just remember 

these adults who always told us to be quiet, who never encouraged different reading. They just 

wanted us to stay quiet and go to the kids’ aisle, take a couple books and go home. There wasn’t 

a lot of engagement. Theirs wasn’t what I see at this library. This one has its own kids’ section, 

which is huge. I think the kids’ section at this point is probably half the size of the library I grew 

up with. I’ve never seen so many titles for children, and it just excites me to bring my child here 

when she’s older and let her browse and take out things. It’s much different than I grew up with.” 

This statement makes a comparison between the caregiver’s own childhood experience in the 

library and what her child was experiencing. Caregivers in all three-library systems seem to be 

generational users of the library.    

 This caregiver also gave a statement about the warm, caring, supportive environment, 

“Yeah. There are multiple staff members; I know three off the top of my head. I'm pretty sure 

there are more, but off the top of my head I can only think of three that actually know my 

daughter by name. They're always welcoming to her and to me. They're always like, ‘How are 

you doing today? Are you ready for Book Baby? Read to read books?’ That's pretty nice to kind 

of be on a first name basis kind of thing. It's pretty nice and welcoming, and I never met a rude 

mom or a mean staff member or anything at the library. It is very inviting. I know, when we go, 

we have a good time every single time, and I know, when we go, my daughter gets so excited to 

see all the books and the people and to move about and sing the songs; she gets so excited, and 

that makes me happy. It's definitely a welcoming place for sure.”  

Lastly, another caregiver shared the following comment, “It's just a comfortable place to 

be. With all the mothers and children there, they're all open and welcoming to everybody. 
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Granted, I know that certain parts of the library are not for children, but he knows. When we pull 

up to the library, he knows where he's going. He's excited.” This library system seems to make a 

separate space for children and caregivers. This space may help caregivers and children 

experience a sense of belonging.   

 Program size was a theme found in the caregivers’ perceptions of the environment. A 

caregiver gave this comment on program size, “I think we've gone a few times when it's gotten 

quite large. It's overwhelming the room, and she has more of a challenge keeping their attention 

when it's such a massive group. I think between 12 and 18, you're really maxing out their 

attention, if you will. I think when so many children are in the room that they start focusing more 

on the other children after a while.” 

 Caregivers’ motivation for attending library programs. Motivation for caregivers is 

composed of both intrinsic and extrinsic factors.  These motivations change overtime as the 

caregivers and children learn and have new experiences. One caregiver reported her motivation 

for going to the library was the emergent literacy program. She commented, “To be honest, when 

I was a kid, I rarely went to the library unless it was a school field trip, but I’m very impressed 

with our libraries here and if this program wasn’t there, I would hope I would still bring my child 

to the library, but because this program does exist, it gives me a reason to bring her, and as she 

gets older, to really engage her in the rest of the library also, not just the program.”  What got 

this caregiver inside the library was the program.    

 Intrinsit motivation. Intrinsic motivation for caregivers had three themes: socialization, 

getting out of the house, and free access. Socialization for caregivers involved adults and 

children.  One caregiver related regarding socialization, “My girlfriend that I come with, our 

children are four days apart in age. When they started hanging with each other, her son was still 
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crawling but my son was walking, and her son started walking, seeing my son walking around. I 

feel, again, it was a sharing thing. ‘Here, you can have this and then give me this.’"  

Another caregiver stated about socialization, “There's mother's getting together and we 

share our experiences with each other, and we talk about other groups. They're saying, ‘Hey, if 

you ever have a problem, try this group.’ I know my girlfriend ... I don't breastfeed but she does, 

and when we're in the library, she wanted a breastfeeding group that she can go to.”  

This caregiver also noted how socialization was helping her network with other 

caregivers, “I've made friends or acquaintances, I guess. I have not really exchanged phone 

numbers with them. We have made plans to meet at the mall for the kids to have a play date with 

mothers from the group. We get together at a certain time on Fridays. Another mother to talk to 

is always great. A single mother having to go through this but raising your child ... It never hurts 

to have some other advice or opinions.”     

 A caregiver commented on getting out of the house and socialization with the following 

statement, “It benefits me because it gets me out of the house, and it gets me to interact with 

other moms that I maybe otherwise wouldn't meet.” 

 Lastly, a caregiver with the following comment addressed the theme free access and 

socialization, “It's free. It's definitely fun for her and myself, and we can meet a lot of the other 

moms and that helps me a lot.”  

 Extrinsit motivation. Several themes for extrinsic motivation were emergent literacy, 

making learning fun, and socialization. One caregiver made the following statement on emergent 

literacy as an extrinsic motivation, “I have more than one grandchild, and I have one who is 3 

months younger than this 11-month old that goes to this program. She has not been introduced to 
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books, and I try to hand her a book while I read to her. She's not interested at all. Where if you 

hand my 11-month a book, she engages immediately.”  

Another caregiver related how her motivation for attendance involved emergent literacy, 

“Like I said, I just don’t know that people see the value in introducing books to babies because 

they can’t read, they can’t engage, they can’t hold the book or turn the pages, but I disagree. I 

think they absolutely can engage. Even if they’re not reading a word, they’re learning very, very 

basic skills that when they can hold a book and when they can turn the pages and understand 

plots and characters, they’re going to have that basic already, so whoever decided that this 

program was a good idea, I think was right on target.”  

A third caregiver commented on emergent literacy, “I kind of already touched it, but 

when we first started, she did not care about books at all, not whatsoever. I would try to read and 

she would just walk off and like, ‘Whatever mom,’ kind of thing. Now she sees books and she 

gets so excited. She can't actually read it yet because she's only eighteen months old, but you can 

see her trying to figure it out. She gets so excited when I let her turn the page, and she gets so 

excited pointing things out on the pages.”  

 Socialization involved their children’s interactions with both children and adults during 

the program. One caregiver advised, “Then it benefits the children, because they get to interact 

with other children; they become familiar with the library.”  Another caregiver agreed, “She's 

definitely more social than what she was quite before. She understands the animals, and the 

different sounds, and she's learning syllables. She's only a year and a half, and she understands 

that her name has two syllables, which I think is fantastic.” Lastly, a caregiver noted 

socialization of her daughter was her main focus for attending. She made this comment, 
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“Because I'm kind of on a mission to socialize my daughter and not only do this, it's still a good 

thing to do, but I also think she's a different person in a group.” 

 Fun was a theme that caregivers noted in the interviews. The context for this theme 

involved how the library program made learning fun during the program. One caregiver made 

the following comment on making learning fun, “Learning is everything. I try to find things that 

are very rich in things that my child can learn, things that she can hold onto and build on later. I 

mean, I would probably still go if it was just entertainment, but the fact that she is learning very 

basic things is more the reason I do go.”  

Another caregiver gave this comment on how the library program makes learning fun, 

“Yeah. They really enjoy it. I mean the one-month old is hard to say, but hopefully she will 

enjoy it in a few months or years. But my 20-month old, I can see she really likes to watch the 

other kids. Sometimes when they ... She's a little bit shy, so she doesn't always get up and 

interact, but when she sees them getting up and running around, she likes it, she smiles. It's fun, 

we interact with other people, we're learning, we're dancing. It's just fun.” 

 Literacy behaviors outside the program. Themes for literacy behaviors outside the 

program were as follows: checking out books, doing program songs and activities, and reading 

outside the program.  

 One caregiver commented on checking out books from the library, “Yes, about every 

other week we check out books, and I check out probably ten to fifteen at a time. Some of those 

will be ones that they've done in either that current book or a past one. Some of them are just 

other books that aren't in the library and are assigned, and I think would be interpreting for her, 

so yeah, I definitely check out some of the ones that they have read in the program before.” 
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 Another caregiver shared regarding songs that she liked to do with her child outside the 

program, “Our favorite one is ‘The Elevator Song,’ because she likes being lifted up and all that 

when she's really stressed out, I could do that song and it cheers her up, so that one and the 

‘Everybody Knows I Love My Toes’ song, we do that one in the bath, and that's the only way I 

can clean her feet, because then she lifts up her foot for me, and I'm cleaning while I sing the 

sing. I try to incorporate them into my life as well, then, she's more familiar with them.” 

 A caregiver gave a comment on reading to her child outside the library, “When we get to 

the library, if we're not actually in Book Babies, then she wants to pull all the books off the shelf 

and look through them, and I think that's an amazing thing because there's so much knowledge in 

books. It's really exciting; I don't have to worry about my daughter not being able to read, if that 

made sense.”   

 Likelihood of future attendance at library programs. All caregivers were asked if they 

would attend the program again.  Each caregiver answered yes. One caregiver stated, “Yeah, I’m 

going tomorrow, actually. Like I said before, it’s also because I know that in the future, these are 

going to be building blocks that she’ll be able to use later, and so I plan on continuing to go to 

the library for programs like this one.”   

Another caregiver made this statement, “Yeah. I've been going for almost a year now, so 

obviously I'll go again, and I'll keep on going until I move in the summer.” Lastly, a caregiver 

offered this comment, “Oh, yeah. We went this morning.” 

 One caregiver noted that there was not that many opportunities in this county for children 

to interact with other kids, have fun, and learn. Her comment also clarified why she keeps going, 

“There aren’t very many outlets in this county that hit all of those on the head, but I’ve gone to 
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Book Babies two or three, maybe four times, and every time I’ve been impressed with all 

everything. That’s why we keep going.”  

 Ancillary findings. The themes found in the ancillary findings were found outside the 

scope of the research questions.  The ancillary findings were subject areas that were discovery 

while analyzing the interviews, but were not themes anticipated originally.  Marketing was a 

theme that several caregivers brought up during the interviews. One caregiver observed, “What 

happens is that a library may offer a Saturday program and then nobody shows up, so is it due to 

marketing, or do people just not want to come anyway?” Some caregivers shared that they found 

out about the program through word-of-mouth. One caregiver said, “Actually, my neighbor is the 

one that introduced me to this program. She found out about this at the grocery store from a 

mother that was going to the program. It's word of mouth. We just love it. Make sure you look it 

up on time. It's, I'm ready. Let's go. We're going to do this today. That's how bad we feel it in 

wanting ... We know that our children love it.”   

 One theme identified during the interview was how a caregiver used the library program 

to help her child develop a love for reading. The caregiver commented, “I don’t really remember 

a whole lot of programs like this at all, library or otherwise, growing up.  I’m actually not a big 

reader myself. I’m fine not reading. I just don’t enjoy it. I think that… I kind of wish I would 

enjoy reading, because there’s so many great books out there and so I really want to foster that in 

my own child.” This comment revealed how the caregiver desired something for her child that 

she does not have. The caregiver is utilizing the library program as an intervention for her child.  

 Another caregiver, commenting on her perception of caregivers attending the program, 

stated, “I would say most is middle class just because I know a lot of them from other circles and 

of course, I’m generalizing. There are people from across every socio-economic path, I’m sure. 
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They’re also stay-at-home moms. They’re also very involved in their children’s lives. They want 

them to eat organic food, things like that, and the clients that I have, a lot of them are working 

mothers. The ones who do stay at home suffer from illness, depression, anxiety, what have you, 

and they don’t want to bring their kids out. A lot of them don’t think that their kids…they can’t 

learn things until they’re in school, things like that, and so I see a huge difference in motivators 

across socio-economic paths for sure.”   

 Another theme that was emphasized in the interviews was the vast amount of effort that 

is needed to participate in a library program and the motivation needed. Those not experiencing 

the large amount of work it takes to participate in activities with small children sometimes forget 

this element. The caregiver shared, “There’s a lot of aspects to this that I think deserve to be 

looked at from the eye of research and how, I guess, what they call user-inspired research can 

influence some of this, but I think coming from the mouth of the parents, you experience what’s 

going on. You’re motivated enough to drive and pack up a kid and schedule nap time around it, 

so it’s really important to you all. You all invest a lot, not only that, but many of you all are 

taxpayers, so you’re very vested in it, these programs that get a lot of participation. I thought that 

was the best way to kind of start with measuring what was going on.” 

 Coaching was a program element that was present in this library system.  Coaching was 

only observed in Library System 3. One caregiver addressed coaching with this comment, “Part 

of it is that she encourages the class to read five books per week here. Five different books to 

your child every week, and I think we never really talked about that until we started the program. 

We read to her, but we didn't bring in the variety that she recommends. I think it helped.” 

Another caregiver shared this comment on coaching, “They set out books for us that are 
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suggested for our age group of children. It helps you get an idea of what's there or to introduce to 

your child.” 

 Lastly, a caregiver commented on the emergent literacy as a community resource. These 

types of programs are an added benefit to the communities that have them. The caregiver 

remarked, “I just haven’t known about a program that offers things like this for infants. I’ve 

known about story times at libraries for pre-school age children, but babies itself is 0 to 18 

months. The fact that they even offer that is really important to me, because I feel like most 

people would say, “Oh, well, they don’t even read, so why would we bother. I see it as a huge 

asset for our community. 

Summary 

Emergent literacy programs in public libraries are points of intervention for many 

caregivers.  When coaching is coupled with the emergent literacy content, the impact can be 

multiplied through increased exposure to emergent literacy practices at home, as well as, at the 

library.  Caregivers understand that these emergent literacy programs offered at the library are 

valuable resources, and there is high regard for the librarians who do the emergent literacy 

programming in the library.  
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 This study consisted of a survey and semi-structured interviews with caregivers who 

participated in emergent literacy library programs in three different Florida library systems. 

Following the surveys, caregivers who responded that they wanted to be interviewed were 

contacted to schedule times.  Interviews took place over the phone and were transcribed. Chapter 

4 introduced the findings from analyzing the surveys and interviews. This chapter will expound 

upon the analysis by discussing the findings and offering some conclusions. “The discussion 

section presents the interpretation of those findings; it enables the author to comment on findings 

and to do so in the context of the existing literature” (Hernon & Schwartz, 2016, p. 91).  The 

discussion section also includes the topics for further research and limitations of the study.   

Restatement of the Problem 

Caregivers have a strong impact on a child’s language and literacy development (Barnett 

& Frede, 2011). Caregiver involvement is essential to producing lasting effects on reading 

development (Barnett & Frede, 2011). Bridging the gap of early childhood care and education 

starting at birth is not the responsibility of a single entity. Caregivers have a strong influence on 

children’s mastery of early reading (Serpell, Baker, Sonnenschein, 2005).   

Research conducted by Teale (1995) and Irwin, Moore, Tornatore, and Fowler (2012) 

establishes the important role public libraries play in children’s development of emergent literacy 

skills. Current publications that address emergent literacy in public libraries note that a 

significant need exists for more research (Albright et al., 2009; Herb, 2012; Teal 1995; Yilmaz, 

2009; Irwin, et al., 2012). As caregivers and libraries understand the importance of emergent 

literacy, children will receive the support they need to become successful in reading, as well as 
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become lifelong learners (Hume, Lonigan, McQueen, 2012). Exposure to emergent-literacy-

focused activities has a positive impact on a child’s developing interest in learning to read. It is 

imperative that researchers continue to examine this area to inform libraries as to how to better 

serve the information needs of caregivers with very young children. More research is needed on 

how to help parents educate their children, and how they can be more involved in their children’s 

literacy development (Barnett & Frede, 2011).  

 This study investigates caregivers’ views of emergent literacy programs for young 

children and compares their perceptions of emergent literacy programming in the library to 

criteria for learning and environments established by the National Research Council (National 

Research Council, 2000). The caregivers’ perceptions, attitudes, and beliefs about library 

programming for children are important, as responsibility for the attendance of young children in 

emergent literacy programs falls to their adult caregivers. If caregivers do not exert the effort 

needed for their children to participate in programming at the public library, then these programs 

will not be utilized. This study addresses the following research questions: 

• RQ1:  What factors motivate caregivers to participate in emergent literacy programming 

in the library focused on children ages 0 to 3?  

• RQ2:  What elements do caregivers expect to see in emergent literacy library 

programming for children ages 0 to 3?   

• RQ3:  How do caregiver perceptions of emergent literacy programming in the library 

compare with the National Research Council’s (2000) Features for Quality Programs for 

children? 
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Review of the Method 

 The research study consisted of surveys and interviews. A mixed-method explanatory 

sequential design was employed at each site to explore caregivers’ perceptions of emergent 

literacy programming and to compare these perceptions with the National Research Council’s 

(2000) Features for Quality Programs for children. The study is not an evaluation of emergent 

literacy programming in public libraries. The survey allowed for participation from as many 

caregivers as possible to be captured during the data collection time. The interviews offered a 

deeper understanding of the survey answers given by caregivers. Interviews were semi-

structured. The average interview time for all 15 caregivers was 26 minutes.   

 Surveys from caregivers who circled “yes, I would like to participate in an interview,” 

were evaluated for new themes in the open-ended questions and for extremely positive or 

negative answers in the Likert-Type Scale questions. Also, the ranking question was analyzed for 

possible new perceptions of emergent literacy programming, for example, if a caregiver ranked 

all elements give as most important.     

Discussion of the Findings 

In the following sections, the findings from the survey and interviews relative to research 

questions and to age differences between library programs are discussed. The last research 

question discussion considers the National Research Council’s (2000) Features for Quality 

Programs for discussion related to the findings on caregivers’ perceptions.   

 Based on the analysis of the surveys, group size seemed to be unimportant to caregivers. 

This deviated from the National Research Council’s (2000) Features for Quality Programs for 

children, which recommends low adult-child ratios to help facilitate interaction between the adult 

and children. During the interviews, caregivers commented on how group size did matter to 
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them. Caregivers used words like “chaotic” to describe some of the environments. The 

interviews helped to clarify how caregivers perceived group size.   Several answers for the open-

ended question on group size indicated that the current group size was fine or that the librarian 

should make the decision on group size.  This was a new theme that had not been addressed in 

the theoretical framework.  One caregiver who answered the open-ended question this way was 

interviewed.  The comments provided in regards to the program size noted that caregivers were 

present with the children and that this provided some control for the children during the program.  

Having a caregiver present to attend to a child made larger numbers manageable for the librarian.  

The environment was still described as chaotic, but the chaos was still more manageable than if 

there were 30 or more children and only one librarian trying to conduct an emergent literacy 

program.   

 A possible reason the survey did not reveal the caregivers view on the chaotic nature of 

the emergent literacy program is that there were other program elements that were more 

important to the caregivers.  In the ranking question on the survey, caregivers noted having fun, 

socialization, and the responsive adults as more important than program size in every library 

system.  However, program size was a concern for some caregivers.  This could mean that all of 

the elements in the ranking question were important to some extent to caregivers.   

 Much of the qualitative portion demonstrates what can be called advocacy for emergent 

literacy programming. Advocacy is defined as “verbal support or argument for a cause or policy” 

(Streatfield & Markless, 2011, p. 313). Advocacy in libraries is articulating a story in regards to 

changing in policy to meet objectives.  In best-case scenarios, evaluation-based advocacy leads 

to evidence-based decision making.   
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Age of Children Attending Programming  

There is a wide range of ages for children attending emergent literacy programming in 

this study.  Ages of children attending the emergent literacy programs should be taken into 

account when designing a program due to the developmental differences that occur between 6 

months of age and three years of age. Due to the lack of staffing and time allotted for 

programming; many libraries have to combine age groups for programs. This was the case in all 

three library systems.  Library system #3 did try to separate the babies from toddlers, but there 

were children a mixture of each age group that attended both of these programs.  While this 

might not be the best way to meet the emergent literacy development needs of children, it may be 

the only way libraries can accommodate caregivers who desire to attend emergent literacy 

programming with their children.  Depending on the program size and design, literature 

demonstrates that children should be able to receive benefit of the program even with a wide age 

range (Ortiz, 2015; Sullivan, 2013).   

The ages of children attending programs differ between the three participating library 

systems. The survey asked caregivers to give the age of their child or children.  At Library 

System #1 and #2, two-year-old children made up over half of the population of children 

attending this program. At Library System #3, half of the children attending were in the one-

year-old group (age birth to one year). This program was called Book Babies, and it was 

designed for children birth to one year of age.   

Several of the caregivers with two or more children had children three-years-old or older.  

These numbers are helpful in offering some idea on what age child was present in the program.  

It does not represent all children in the program who were participating in the emergent literacy 
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program.  The actual age of other children participating in the program might be different from 

those represented by the survey.   

Brain development shapes a child’s growing ability to learn. This learning includes 

complex thought, supportive empathic involvement, and the capacity for influential life chances 

that promote success and satisfaction. Early brain development is guided by ongoing interactions 

with humans in social and educational environments (Institute of Medicine and National 

Research Council of the National Academies, 2015). Responding to babies’ learning needs with 

widespread public library programming has the potential not only to promote health and literacy 

development all over the county but also to exert a positive cultural influence on very young 

children (Knoll, 2016). 

While doing something is better than nothing to serve the 0-to-3 populations’ literacy 

needs, a much more effective solution would be for programs to be designed for meaningful 

connections and interactions (Knoll, 2016). One program might have more two-year-old 

children, and other group might have more one-year-old children. Caregivers did not comment in 

the survey or in the interviews on whether this was a concern to them. The interest and abilities 

of these groups differ greatly. However, one caregiver noted that she felt like the design of the 

program was appropriate for the abilities and age range of her child.  As research begins to 

address the importance of emergent literacy programs to communities, library systems should 

consider developing tailored programs that match the level of development of the children 

attending the emergent literacy programs (Knoll, 2016).     

Caregiver Participation 

 A total of 77 surveys were completed by caregivers tallied across all three-library 

systems; this group included one male and 76 females. The overall participation rate was lower 
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than expected.  Some caregivers who declined to participate in the survey said, “I am sorry, but I 

am too busy watching my child.”  It may be that for other non-respondents, attending to their 

young child’s needs also prevented them from participating in the study. In future investigations, 

it may be worth considering providing childcare in order to maximize caregiver participation in 

the study.  

One male and 14 females were chosen to be part of the interviews. Those who filled out 

the survey indicated satisfaction with the library programs they attended, and many caregivers 

who volunteered for the interview had a point of view they wished to share.  Five 

caregivers who participated in the interviews commented on their educational background, which 

included nursing, speech pathology, psychology, and early childhood. This may indicate that 

these respondents had a professional as well as a personal interest in the study. Other caregivers 

did not reference their education, but felt that the program they were attending gave their child a 

foundation for future learning.  It was clear that participants in the interviews all shared an 

interest in their child’s education, but they had considerably different opinions concerning what 

their child should be learning. All caregivers interviewed were advocates for early childhood 

programming in the library. 

RQ1: What factors motivate caregivers to participate in emergent literacy programming in 

the library focused on children aged 0 to 3? 

Making reading pleasurable for children is important if the desired result is establishing 

intrinsic motivation for lifelong learning through reading (Gottfried, 1985).  A way to approach 

literacy development in children is by examining the intrinsic motivation the child is 

experiencing. A feeling of effectiveness and success as the child develops literacy skills is vital 

for reading intrinsic motivation (Gottfried, 1985). The main goal for emergent literacy 
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programming in libraries should be creating pleasurable experiences for children in a print-rich 

environment.  

Caregivers’ motivations change over time due to knowledge that is gained and in 

response to new experiences. One caregiver noted that her original reason for coming to the 

program involved getting out of the house and doing something with her child that was free. 

Both of these were intrinsic motivators for the caregivers.  Once she participated in the program, 

the educational benefits were realized. She now comes because the program makes learning fun 

for her child.  This motivation is an extrinsic motivator.  This caregiver now experiences both 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivations for attending emergent literacy programming.  

It is vital for libraries to get caregivers into emergent literacy programs, but what gets 

them there may not be the reason they come back (Teale, 1995).  As caregivers learn about 

emergent literacy and early childhood development from librarians, their motivations may 

evolve.  It is very important for librarians to understand that this is a continuum that is always 

changing for caregivers.  The surveys and interviews suggest there is a lot of responsibility on 

librarians to educate caregivers about cognitive and physical developmental benefits children 

receive from taking part in emergent literacy programming.  

Caregivers demonstrated both intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation for attending 

emergent literacy programs. Extrinsic motivators for caregivers usually involved a benefit for the 

child. Triggers for intrinsic motivation do not follow one specific formula for success; each adult 

and child responds differently to different experiences (Guthrie & Wigfield, 1997). Some 

caregivers had only intrinsic motivators for attending, but most caregivers were attending for a 

wide range of reasons that involved intrinsic and extrinsic motivation with varying degrees.   
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Intrinsic motivation.  Caregivers’ motivations for attending emergent literacy 

programming in all three library systems included the following themes: socialization, free 

access, getting out of the house, and fun. Several comments from all three library systems 

emphasized socialization. Caregivers’ intrinsic motivation involves creating a network of other 

caregivers that provides information to address knowledge gaps. This can especially be helpful 

for first-time mothers.  It is important to note that several caregivers commented in the 

interviews that they were first-time mothers who wanted to connect with other mothers.  This is 

an opportunity for libraries to educate these caregivers on developmental benchmarks and 

learning experiences for very young children.  Also, libraries can use this occasion to help 

facilitate networking for these first-time mothers.  One caregiver noted that she was a military 

wife and did not have her family.  For caregivers without a support system, networking can be a 

great help. 

Free access was also an intrinsic motivator for caregivers. Few free, fun educational 

opportunities exist for children, according to one caregiver. Some of the caregivers have had to 

quit working to be at home with their children have no extra money for children’s activities.  

Children’s self-perceived efficacy at mastering new skills influences their academic success. 

Intrinsic motivation in reading development is multidimensional.   

Getting out of the house was another important intrinsic motivator for caregivers.  In 

some cases, caregivers planned their whole day, including naptime, around the emergent literacy 

program. Some caregivers commented on driving 20 minutes to get out of the house and 

participate in a program. One caregiver noted a library existed closer to her house, but she drove 

to the one across town because it was better.   
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Making learning fun or having fun was an important theme for caregivers’ motivation to 

attend library programs. Many of the comments about fun involved the library and learning. 

Caregivers noted that learning should be fun at this age. Children who have intrinsic motivation 

for reading have reading curiosity and preference for challenges in reading (Guthrie & Wigfield, 

1997). Pleasurable experiences with literacy resources develop intrinsic motivation for reading. 

Choice and repetition must be ever-present in these programs to facilitate competence and 

autonomy. Access to print-rich environments is key for developing a child’s intrinsic motivation 

for reading.   

According to Deci and Ryan (1985a), “intrinsically motivated learning is superior to 

extrinsically motivated learning, particularly with respect to conceptual understanding” (p. 270). 

Caregivers enjoyed the program and the librarian and found watching the children fun. In 

summary, having fun instills intrinsic motivation in caregivers and children, which will motivate 

future attendance and help children develop literacy activities outside the library. The program 

will be so much fun for children that they want to sing the songs again and read the book again.   

Extrinsic motivation. Two major themes for extrinsic motivation appeared in all three-

library systems, fun and socialization with adults and children. Library System #1 themes 

included routine and preparing the child to start school.  Library System #2 themes included a 

positive environment as part of the extrinsic motivations for caregivers.  Emergent literacy was 

an extrinsic motivation theme found in Library System #3. Research suggests that learning in 

autonomy-supported environments should receive more attention (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). 

“Children are active participants in their own development, reflecting the intrinsic human drive 

to explore and master one’s environment” (Institute of Medicine and National Research Council 
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of the National Academies, 2015, p. 27). Children’s maturation depends on their ability to exert 

autonomous control over important regulatory functions.    

Some caregivers noted fun as being extrinsically motivating because they saw their child 

get so excited on Library Day. More than one caregiver enjoyed their children becoming excited 

every time they drove past the library. These behaviors let the caregivers know their children 

were having fun. One caregiver noted how happy all the children were in the room after they 

arrived for the program. 

Socialization was also emphasized in the interviews. Many of these activities can be as 

simple as parents having conversations with toddlers and infants. These conversations help 

children develop language skills. “Social experiences provide emotional security and support that 

enables learning and can also contribute to the development of language, number skills, problem 

solving, and other cognitive and learning skills that are foundational for school readiness and 

academic achievement” (Institute of Medicine and National Research Council of the National 

Academies, 2015, p. 148).   

The mind’s development is drawing from the child’s inquisitive activity and social 

experience (Institute of Medicine and National Research Council of the National Academies, 

2015). Very young children are extremely vulnerable to the positive and negative input they 

receive from parents; this serves as a foundation for children’s self-perception as to how they are 

performing tasks. Literature supports the effect of parents and other caregivers’ feedback on 

children’s self-concept and motivation. Social experiences are an important part of children’s 

socio-emotional skill development that is required for academic success (Institute of Medicine 

and National Research Council of the National Academies, 2015).   
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Preparing for school and emergent literacy were both extrinsic motivators for caregivers. 

The comments included references to the need for print awareness, listening skills, and 

vocabulary.  Caregivers want their children to be ready to start school, and they want them to 

have the skill development appropriate for their age.  One caregiver, however, noted that the 

child was not learning anything because he was just two.  The majority of the interview 

participants described how learning and education were important for their children, but they 

wanted learning to be a fun experience.   

Routine was a theme that appeared in Library System #1. Caregivers noted that routine 

was important for children—keeping things consistent for caregivers and children so they know 

when a library activity is and what to expect. The caregivers also noted that structure was 

important for children. Also, a theme in Library System #2 was a positive environment. 

Caregivers commented in the interviews that they liked that people were happy and that the 

librarians and staff were welcoming.  

RQ2: What elements do caregivers expect to see in emergent literacy library programming 

for children age 0 to 3?    

According to Guthrie and Humenick (2003), research on instructional features that 

increase literacy motivation for children recommend access to books, opportunities for choice, 

books with interesting content, and building on familiar material.  Some of these elements 

included cognitive development and physical development that would pertain to children 0 to 3. 

The themes below were emphasized in the interviews.  All caregivers were asked what elements 

they wanted to see in emergent literacy programming.  Many of these themes were related to 

what went on it the programs, but other themes had to do with the library and librarian.   
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 Responsive librarian. The responsive librarian was a theme found in all three library 

systems for program elements caregivers desired. The most important element of any educational 

environment is a knowledgeable and responsive adult. According to the National Research 

Council (2000), relationships between children and teachers are an important predictor of the 

child’s social interaction with peers, behavioral problems, and school achievement. It is vital that 

librarians interact with children, and facilitate interaction among the children attending their 

programs.  The responsive librarian is a focal point to the success of emergent literacy 

programming. 

 In Library System #1 the librarian was the caregivers’ favorite part of the program.  

While in Library System #2 and #3 caregivers’ favorite part of the program was 

songs/music/singing, but the librarians produced this activity.  Each of these components 

facilitates entertainment and excitement about literacy.  According to Knoll (2016), children’s 

librarians are to be administrators, entertainers, program planners, outreach providers, advocates, 

child development specialist for birth through age whatever, liaisons to schools, early literacy 

coaches, toddler-language interpreters, homework helpers, and readers’ advisors and collection 

developer-for every child. 

 Warm, caring, supportive environment.  The results of the survey demonstrated that 

caregivers strongly agreed that their library provided a warm, caring, supportive environment for 

programming.  In the interviews, caregivers described the way the librarian and staff learned 

their child’s name and made them feel safe.  Caregivers commented on other locations and other 

experiences that did not make them feel welcome.  All caregivers in this study perceived that 

their library and library staff created a warm, caring, supportive environment for them and their 

children to participate in emergent literacy programming.  According to Knoll (2016), the very 
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young child should recognize the librarian as part of the safe growing social world in the library. 

Emergent literacy programming in public libraries serves as a good opportunity for children to 

experience positive emotional self-expression in a safe environment (Knoll, 2016).  Caregivers 

comment in several interviews how they felt safe and welcomed to the program environments, 

and their children were welcomed.  

“The physiological developmental process that babies and toddlers are experiencing, 

along with the adult’s ability to provide adequately for those needs, are a reality and simply must 

be addressed” (Knoll, 2016, p. 9).  A warm, caring, supportive environment respects the 

conditions listed above while striving to provide for children and their caregivers.  According to 

Knoll (2016), accepting the physical maturation and change that are part of infancy and toddlers 

can help create a library where children belong.  As libraries accept the reality of the growing 

process, which can include crying, diapers, and slobbering, can be a fundamental component for 

creating an environment that is warm, caring, and supportive (Knoll, 2016).  Anticipating these 

events in a child’s developmental process can send a message to caregivers and very young 

children that they are welcome to the library, and their caregivers will be able to attend to them 

(Knoll, 2016).  

 Emergent literacy skills. Emergent literacy was a major theme for Library Systems #1 

and #3. The emergent literacy comments demonstrated the range of caregivers’ perceptions 

about emergent literacy in library programs for very young children. Evidence in the survey and 

interviews reveal a broad spectrum of caregivers’ perceptions of learning for very young 

children. Many caregivers feel that their children are not learning much, while others feel that 

their children are sponges soaking up all kinds of information. Libraries can utilize educational 

initiatives, such as the National Research Council’s (2000) Features for Quality Programs, to 
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help bridge gaps for caregivers who lack knowledge of the developmental abilities of very young 

children.  Some of the caregiver comments contradict research and comments from other 

caregivers, indicating that some caregivers may not understand the importance of emergent 

literacy develop for young children. Libraries can consider focusing on bridging gaps in 

understanding for caregivers concerning emergent literacy. Caregivers’ gaps in emergent literacy 

understanding can be addressed through coaching and education; children can receive from 

caregivers the needed attention to emergent literacy development at home.   

Many caregivers’ comments demonstrated an understanding of emergent literacy and 

how important it is for their children to be ready for school. In some cases, caregivers said that 

their children were not able to learning anything. A disjointed view existed regarding child 

development and learning abilities for children 0 to 3 years of age. The discontinuity in 

perceptions could be related to knowledge gaps about early childhood development and 

emergent literacy.  This is an opportunity for libraries to help inform caregivers through 

coaching and resources on their child’s early childhood development and emergent literacy 

skills.   

Elements of adult language that facilitate a young child’s language development are as 

follows: varied vocabulary during conversations, extended discourse on a topic, and language 

related activities (Knoll, 2016). Emergent literacy programs include many of these experiences 

that help children develop language skills.  Language related activities include storybook 

reading, talking with children about their interest and experiences, singing, correcting errors in 

language, and pretending during play. These elements can help foster early childhood language 

skill development that will predict a child’s language skills in kindergarten through fourth grade 

(Knoll, 2016). 
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Movement, singing, and music. The survey results from Library System #1 

demonstrated that caregivers perceived the program as impacting their children’s physical skills 

through movement and social interactions. The survey results from Library System #2 also 

showed that caregivers perceived the program as impacting their children’s physical skills 

through movement and developing motor skills. Developing motor skills included but was not 

limited to dance and clapping. The survey results from Library System #3 found that caregivers 

perceived the program as impacting their children’s physical skills through movement. These 

answers to this open-ended question obviously concluded that opportunities for movement is 

definitely a consideration for caregivers attending emergent literacy programming. 

Many of the comments made by caregivers in the interviews included an interest in 

movement along with the songs/music/singing present in these library programs. The more 

experiences in language processing a child has, the more optimal development of brain will 

occur, causing support for verbal fluency (Fernald & Weisleder, 2011).  Language experiences 

can include learning to sing new songs. Library programs in this study all included music and 

singing along with movement.  Combining language with movement fits very well with the early 

development needs that children fewer than three are experiencing.   

As very young children play through stretching and maintain balance, it is important that 

these isometric exercises are encouraged and welcomed (Knoll, 2016).  These minor activities, 

along with holding a book, create a foundation that will help the child continue to grow and 

develop.  Children are consistently developing physically, emotionally, and intellectually within 

social context, while their brain is growing both holistically and dynamically.  Caregivers in all 

three library systems noted the need to allow children to move.  These simple events seem 

unimportant, but they are actually complex learning experiences (Knoll, 2016).   
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 Socialization. Another major theme that applied to all three library systems was 

socialization and interaction. At Library System #1 caregivers indicated on surveys that children 

need to interact with other children. This element scored higher on the Likert-Type Scale than 

learning the alphabet, reading, or preparing for school. Strongly agree and agree were chosen by 

the majority of caregivers in regards to these questions. At Library Systems #2 and #3, 

caregivers strongly agreed and agreed that the programs supported their children’s need to 

interact with other children. Interaction with other children received a high percentage of 

strongly agree on the Likert-Type Scale.   

 The higher scores for interact may indicate that the programs were specifically serving a 

purpose by introducing children to interactive environments with other children. The other 

questions on the alphabet, reading, and preparing for school indicated that caregivers were 

experiencing these as a secondary effect to library programming.  The largest benefit and focus 

for caregivers stemmed from children interacting with others. Caregivers demonstrated strong 

opinions about their children interacting with other children during the program. Comments on 

social interaction flowed through all the interviews.  Caregivers understand how important it is 

for their children to develop relationships with other adults and children. It was a major theme 

seen in the comments on program elements that caregivers desired.   

In the interviews caregivers commented on for the importance of their children learning 

how to act with other children. Some comments included how a child might want to grab another 

child, but that the child had to learn not to say hello that way.  “Human relationships, and the 

effects of relationships on relationships, are the building blocks of healthy development” 

(National Research Council Institute of Medicine, 2000, p. 27). This is a critical area of 

development for children under three years of age. The implications of this statement point to the 
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importance the responsive librarian plays in helping very young children build a basis for future 

relationships.  Also, having caregivers’ participation in facilitating these healthy relationships 

within the program group is beneficial to building a healthy foundation for future relationships.   

According to Denham, Bassett, and Zinsser (2012), caregivers are important socializers 

for children.  Caregivers give children opportunities develop social competence through 

experiences.  Socialization is an everyday occurrence for children.  Denham, Bassett, and Zinsser 

describe three types of emotional socialization: modeling expression, reaction, and teaching 

emotion.  All of these forms of emotional socialization are occurring within emergent literacy 

programming.  According to the National Association for the Education of Young Children 

(2009), social development is part of the framework children need for optimal learning and 

development.  Children will need socialization skills to function in society.  Caregivers see 

socialization as a possible added to the National Research Council’s Feature of Quality Programs 

for Children.  Caregivers’ perceptions of program elements included socialization for children.  

It is important for librarians to note socialization as part of the developmentally appropriate 

components of emergent literacy programming.  

 Group size.  Caregivers’ comments on group size ranged from, it is chaotic to it does not 

really matter to me, the librarian should decide.  Caregivers talked about how many children they 

thought should be at one emergent literacy program.  Caregivers commented that if the program 

got to big they would just not attend.  Librarians may be able to handle larger group sizes for 

emergent literacy programming because caregivers attend with their children, making for an 

overall low adult to child ratio.   Also, caregivers’ commented on social interaction as a focus of 

attending programs.  If socialization is the reason caregivers are attending, then larger groups 

may actually meet those needs better.   
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 These programs and so many others help to facilitate provision of information to 

caregivers on research-based practices that explain what caregivers can do to help their children 

become ready to read. For Library System #1, the major theme for caregivers’ perceptions of 

learning focused on preparing children to start school. “Young children’s self-perceived 

capability to master learning challenges develops early,” and will have a significant impact on 

their success in school (Institute of Medicine and National Research Council of the National 

Academies, 2015, p. 137). The expectations from caregivers and educators contribute 

dramatically to the child’s achievement in school.  Children’s early experiences correlate directly 

with cognitive development and school readiness (Ramey & Ramey, 2004).  If the program size 

becomes to large for the librarian to interact, transmit information, and make attachments with 

children, then the goals of emergent literacy programming are lost.   

 This movement and socialization paints a very chaotic picture when 30 or more little 

people are learning how to say hello using what motor development skills they possess to 

interact around other people, and are participating in the program through by dancing and 

clapping. According to Knoll (2016), noisy occurrences should be simply allowed and validated 

when dealing with very young children in the library. This information suggests that librarians 

must be very patient with the noise level and the diverted attention of children discovering others 

and moving around the room.  

Making learning fun. The themes emphasized in Library System #2 were making 

learning fun, socialization, and emergent literacy. Use of descriptive language by children, 

depicting experiences as well as storybook reading, contributes to their language development.  

“What matters is not just how much language young children are exposed to, but the social and 

emotional contexts of language shared with an adult” (Institute of Medicine and National 
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Research Council of the National Academies, 2015, p. 150). The preparations that enhance early 

reading skills are entrenched in children’s everyday social experiences, highlighting the 

important aspect of social interaction in developing emergent literacy skills.   

Modeling behavior. Not only is exposure to rich language environments in social 

settings important for children, but also providing rich learning experiences within these 

environments is crucial for developing intrinsic motivation. When learning is motivated 

intrinsically, it offers a more growth-generated opportunity for a child. The focus is on the 

child’s natural curiosity and energized interest in learning. This active learning style allows 

children to follow their own interests and direct their own learning (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).   

Caregivers commented on their children’s desire to model other children in the emergent 

literacy program.  Modeling behavior and socialization were the two major themes highlighted in 

Library System #3. Children around one year of age imitate the observed action they believe the 

actor intended. “Children’s intuitive understanding of causal inference has long been recognized 

as a fundamental component of conceptual development” (Institute of Medicine et al., 2015, p. 

93). Babies can perceive the goals of others, allowing them to intervene; this allows them as 

toddlers to act helpfully. As children develop the ability to read and interpret the queues and 

preferences of others, they mature a sense of helpfulness that forms a foundation for later moral 

understanding. Even children under the age of one will follow the direction of their mother’s face 

and read her expressions.  

Perceptions of the environment. Care and teaching in learning environments has a 

strong influence on the outcomes of children’s lives. “Virtually every aspect of early human 

development, from the brain’s evolving circuitry to the child’s capacity for empathy, is affected 

by the environments and experiences that are encountered in a cumulative fashion” (Institute of 
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Medicine and National Research Council of the National Academies, 2015, p. 6).  New 

knowledge of these areas has yielded important and useful information that aids in the care and 

learning of children.     

Survey.  Two questions addressed the caregivers’ perceptions of the library environment. 

The survey questions asked caregivers about the librarian being nurturing and if the environment 

was warm, caring, and supportive. For Library Systems #1, 2 and 3, caregivers overwhelmingly 

marked strongly agree (83.3% or higher) for a warm, caring, and supportive environment. This 

was also the case for their perception that librarians nurture their children’s learning. Caregivers 

noted the importance of librarians’ responsiveness to the program participants.  What is 

pleasurable to one child is not guaranteed to be pleasurable to all children.   

Even data from surveys where learning elements were given lower scores on the Likert-

Type Scale, these questions on the environment received consistently high scores across all three 

library systems. The librarians that provided the programs in this study are creating an inviting 

place for the development of emergent literacy skills in the eyes of caregivers. The caregivers 

commented on the librarians aiding children in discovering words, books, and other resources 

while nurturing the natural tendencies of these very young children. These results demonstrate 

that many libraries are making a positive impact in the lives of children as a resource for 

emergent literacy development.   

Program size was not an important element in the ranking question. It was ranked lower 

than any other element. For the question, how many children should be in a program for one 

librarian, most caregivers in Library System #1 said 20 children. This would lower the number of 

children attending this program during the data collection week by 10 children. For program size, 

most of the caregivers in both Library Systems #2 and #3 felt like the librarian should decide, or 
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that the current size was acceptable. For Library System #2, this would mean 61 children per 

librarian, and for Library System #3, this would mean 33 children per librarian.   

Interviews. The interviews also revealed that the library environment was warm, 

supportive, and caring. Words like safe, fun, warm, comfortable, inviting, exciting, friendly, 

positive, relaxed, engaging, welcoming, and interactive were used to describe the library 

program environment. Some of the context of these words included the staff and librarian as part 

of that environment.   

Caregivers commented on both good experiences in the programs used for this research 

study and on bad experiences in other locations. One caregiver commented on being “yelled” at 

in a library as a child. One caregiver who noted having a bad experience also stated that she did 

not enjoy reading, and that she wanted her child to have good experiences so that he or she 

would develop a love of books and reading. The experiences children have in the library have a 

lifelong impact that can either hinder or help their desire to read. Unfortunately, caregivers did 

comment on negative experiences with librarians at other locations, who did not make them feel 

welcome. 

All caregivers were asked about program size due to this category being the only one that 

did not line up with the National Research Council’s (2000) Features for Quality Programs for 

children. Many of the caregivers noted that the current program environment could be chaotic at 

times, with children running everywhere. One caregiver focused on how smaller numbers 

allowed for more interaction with the librarian. This particular caregiver indicated that knowing a 

child’s name was important.   

One caregiver noted that it would be nice if more programs were offered and the program 

numbers were much smaller. Even though this element was not ranked high on the survey, the 
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interviews revealed that this element of an emergent literacy program is important to some 

caregivers. Three caregivers commented on wanted a program small enough that the librarian 

could interact with their children and the room was less chaotic. Many of these caregivers, 

however, ended that comment by stating that they are overwhelmingly thankful to have the 

program.  A possible reason the survey and interviews were different might be that caregivers 

place greater importance on program content, the responsive librarian, and socialization than on 

program size.  If a short survey, there might not be a way to indicate how all of the elements 

work together in an emergent literacy program.  The interviews allowed caregivers to put the 

answers in their own words without utilizing a theoretical framework.   

RQ3: How do caregiver perceptions of emergent literacy programming in the library 

compare with the National Research Council’s Features for Quality Programs for 

children? 

 Caregiver’s perceptions of emergent literacy programming were closely aligned with the 

Features for Quality Programs the National Research Council (2000) established. According to 

Brown, Girio-Herrera, Sherman, Kahn, and Copeland (2012), high quality early life experiences 

can improve a child’s educational and behavioral outcome. It is imperative that children engage 

with quality learning activities and responsive, supportive relationships that offer emotional 

support early in life when they are developing language, self-regulation, and social skills. 

Research demonstrates that high-quality early childhood experiences that include parental 

involvement produce short and long-term advantages (Ortiz, 2015).  

 The National Association of Education of Young Children defines quality early 

childhood education as an “environment that is safe and nurturing while promoting physical, 

social, emotional, and cognitive development of children and being responsive to family needs” 
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(Ortiz, 2015, p. 13). This is a more generalized statement, but it is very similar to the first point 

that is presented in the National Research Council’s (2000) Features for Quality Programs. 

Libraries are working to address caregivers’ gaps in knowledge about early childhood 

development through programs such as Every Child Ready to Read @ your library. This 

program provides posters and brochures in a printable format to libraries to help caregivers learn 

more about how to help their children develop reading skills. Every Child Ready to Read @ your 

library focuses on activities involving talking, singing, reading, writing, and playing (Steward, et 

al., 2014).   

 The following discussion considers caregiver responses as they relate to the different 

aspects of the Features for Quality Programs established by the National Research Council for 

quality preschool programs. 

 Active attention should be paid to cognitive, mental health, and physical 

development. Caregivers were not clear on the specific expectations they had for attention paid 

to cognitive and mental development of children in emergent literacy programming.  Many 

caregivers felt like their child should just be having fun at this early are or that they child was not 

yet really able to learn.  Other caregivers were actively engaging their child in emergent literacy 

activities and preparing them to start school.  Cognitive and physical development play a chief 

consideration in program design because the skills, knowledge, and physical development of 

children ages 0 to 3 differ dramatically. The caregivers’ perceptions of learning in these 

programs vary between library systems more than the caregivers’ perceptions of the 

environment.    

 In the survey, the largest age group of children attending the programs in Library System 

#1 and Library System #2 were two-year olds. Lindon (2012) noted the three areas critical to 
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two-year-old children are curiosity and enthusiasm for learning, building their capacity to learn, 

and forming relationships. Two-year-old children are moving into pretend play and making 

social contact with other children (Lindon, 2012). According to Lindon (2012), “Twos in a group 

larger than a sofa-full can be engaged, but only with lively singing and dancing” (p. 22).  

However, one caregiver commented that the child was only two- years- old and was not learning 

anything.  This may reveal an issue that libraries should consider:  caregivers’ gaps in 

understanding their own child’s development.  If a parent does not know where their child should 

be developing physically and cognitively this could impact the child’s ability to meet 

developmental benchmarks (Lindon, 2012).   

 The largest age group of children among survey respondents attending the programs in 

Library System #3 consisted of one-year olds. This aged child rapidly develops fundamental 

abilities that are utilized as building blocks for skills throughout his or her life. Babies express 

their feelings through gestures, expressions, and sounds. They learn through repetition. They are 

using newfound movements to explore and discover their world.   

 Very young children begin the process of developing social skills through their nurturing, 

supportive relationships with adults and their friendships with other children (Lindon, 2012). 

Social interaction with adults and children should be a priority for children in regards to 

preparation for school, progression toward a sense of community and establishment of 

relationships.  

 Social interaction received the highest number of strongly agree answers from caregivers 

in comparison with any in the category of perceptions of learning. It was also a theme 

emphasized in the interviews.  One reason that caregivers perceived social interaction as 

important could be that most caregivers only brought one child.  The child may not have other 
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opportunities during the day to interact and socialize with other children.  Social interaction 

included adult-to-adult interaction.  The reason for this could be that caregivers are staying at 

home and need to talk with other adults as well as network.     

 The caregivers’ perceptions of physical skills relative to the program were that the 

emergent literacy program helps their children develop movement skills and social interaction 

skills. Two-year-old children have a “do it myself” attitude, but struggle with a desire for 

unobtainable independence (Lindon, 2012, p. 31). Allowing children the opportunity to 

concentrate on movement skills through repetition helps them to further their development. 

 “Large physical movements are just as important for the later skills of writing as finer 

coordination” (Lindon, 2012, p. 38). Very young children need to have access to opportunities 

that allow them to be physically active and socially interactive. A child’s physical development 

depends on engaging activity, which requires that adults also be active participants (Lindon, 

2012). Maintainable, dynamic play should be a core value of the adult leading the program 

(librarian). 

 The question on the alphabet received fewer positive answers than questions on preparing 

their child for school.  Caregivers either do not perceive this as important or do not perceive feel 

that once a week programming is enough to address this area of learning.  In the surveys and 

interviews caregivers do not perceive reading and the alphabet as important to emergent literacy 

programming. Libraries should consider educating and coaching caregivers on the importance of 

emergent literacy development in very young children.  If caregivers do not feel that once a week 

programs can effective address these areas then libraries can help caregivers address this at home 

and provide more emergent literacy programming throughout the week.  One reason for the 
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results in the survey and interviews related to the alphabet and reading could be that caregivers 

do not understand the potential impact of exposing children to literacy rich environments.  

 Responsive interpersonal relationships between teachers and children are fostered 

to develop young children’s disposition toward learning and emerging abilities. Children 

thrive in an environment of close, dependable relationships that offer love, security, and 

responsive interaction. “Most successful interventions, whether they are primarily preventive or 

therapeutic, are based on facilitating that relationship and helping both the child and the 

caregiver to learn to adapt successfully.” (Institute of Medicine and National Research Council 

of the National Academies, 2015, p. 28).  Responsive interpersonal relationships help children to 

develop a disposition toward learning and emerging abilities. The National Research Council 

(2000) notes that the responsive adult is the most important component for quality environments 

for children. Relationships with responsive adults are building blocks for a child’s healthy 

development.  

 A librarian operates as a coach for caregivers in emergent literacy programming (Teale, 

1995). Caregivers have the potential to impact the frequency that their children receive literacy 

learning by including literacy activities in the home on a regular basis and participating in 

literacy programming. Librarians have a responsibility to coach families on the importance of 

reading play in a child’s life. Active engagement for children and caregivers is a key component 

in active participation.   

 Caregivers had strong opinions on the librarian and the environments where emergent 

literacy took place.  The caregivers were positive in questions on both on the survey and 

interview.  The children’s librarians who provided the programming were held in high esteem by 

the caregivers.  Caregivers called these librarians celebrities and other caregivers commented on 
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how they could not see ever finding another librarian as wonderful.  The points of responsiveness 

that caregivers noted involved knowing the child by name and being attentive to the children 

during the program.    

 In one library system survey one caregiver marked neutral in response to the rating of the 

librarian nurturing their child’s learning.  Every other response given was strongly agree or 

agree.  Caregivers have a positive perception of librarians facilitating learning in the public 

library.  The one caregiver that chose neutral may have been attending emergent literacy 

programming for the first time.  However, the overall results illustrate a picture of responsive 

librarians that want to help caregivers and children learn and grow with the confines of the public 

library.  Teale (1995) refers to librarians as a families’ first literacy coach, and this reiterates the 

point that librarians are nurturing learning for very young children before they even start school.     

 Providing children with regular literacy activities that promote literary interest will lead 

to greater literacy development (Celano & Neuman, 2001; Justice, 2006; Knoll, 2016; 

Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). Consistency is key to helping a child to develop curiosity for 

learning; however, any literacy exposure a child receives is beneficial, but the goal should be to 

keep caregivers returning to programming over time so that children can master literacy skills 

(Justice, 2006). Once the caregivers reach the library door, librarians must undertake the task of 

educating them on the importance of emergent literacy.   

 Low adult-child ratios that help facilitate interaction between teachers and children, 

which correlates to greater effects.  In most cases, caregivers’ perception of program size was 

that the current size was appropriate based on what the librarian deemed fit.  According to the 

National Research Council (2000), programs with low adult-child ratios help facilitate 

interaction between teachers and children, which increases the impact of the program on the 
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child’s development. In contrast to the National Research Council’s recommendations, 

caregivers’ responses on the surveys did not convey group size as being important to emergent 

literacy programming. Many comments were made about how the program size should be at the 

discretion of the librarian leading the program.  However, the National Research Council’s 

(2000) recommendations did correlate with caregivers’ perceptions of program size among those 

caregivers who participated in the interviews. Optimal environments should be warm, caring, 

supportive environments where children can experience relationships with nurturing librarians.   

  While opinions on learning and motivation differed between responses of the caregivers, 

all of the caregivers saw social and physical developmental needs being met in an environment 

that was warm, caring, and supportive by librarians that nurtured their child’s learning.  

Caregiver’s supported the National Research Council’s (2000) stance on the responsive adult 

being the most important part of the program.  Emergent literacy was perceived as important by 

most caregivers, but other caregivers seemed to have knowledge gaps on the emergent literacy 

and early childhood development.  

 The largest emergent literacy program (120 participants) had two librarians present in the 

room. One librarian performed the program, and the other librarian helped run the Power Point 

slides and helped with children.  All the other programs were about half that size and only had 

one librarian.  The caregivers in each of the programs watched their child or children while the 

program took place.     

 Another reason this may not have been an issue for caregivers is most were interacting 

and allowing their child to interact during the program.  Caregivers indicated that social 

interaction was an important element in emergent literacy programming, and this element could 

impact the caregivers’ perception of what an appropriate group size is.  More exploration should 
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be done to examine why caregivers did not rank group size as important as other program 

elements.    

 The National Research Council’s (2000) Features for Quality Programs are talking about 

classroom environments with one teacher and very young children.  Caregivers do not attend 

these programs with their children.  This is a major difference between the library program 

environment and the classroom environment.  

 Well-planned programs designed to help children meet the demands of formal 

schooling. Policies for early childhood education lack coordination and similar vision alignment 

in support of the following elements: keeping children safe and healthy and high-quality learning 

experiences (Institute of Medicine and National Research Council of the National Academies, 

2015). Public library programming helps to prepare children who are not in daycare to start 

school. Many of the caregivers in this study rely on the libraries in their community to provide 

well-planned programming experiences to help provide fun at the library, literacy development, 

resources, and social interaction with other children in an environment where they can move.  

 Teachers in school who work with children aged 6-8 believe that programs for younger 

children pay inadequate attention to literacy and numeracy or to learning outcomes and K-12 

standards” (Institute of Medicine and National Research Council of the National Academies, 

2015). In the interviews caregivers noted trying to address this issue with library programs and at 

home learning instead of entering children into daycare programs. Many caregivers commented 

on wanting to prepare their children for school through socializing and instructional learning 

experiences in the emergent literacy programs.  Over half of the caregivers who participated in 

the interviews perceived emergent literacy programming as a way to start preparing their 

children to start school.  One caregiver offered that he/she was using emergent literacy 
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programming as an intervention with the child, because the child was not ready to start daycare.  

This public library emergent literacy programming was helping the child develop skills so that 

later daycare would be an option, and the child would also be ready to start school.  

Caregivers and librarians have the potential to bridge gaps in children’s literacy 

development by utilizing resources, programing opportunities, and responsive relationships 

(Serpell, Baker, & Sonnenschein, 2005). The communities where these library systems reside 

should invest in services and programming for emergent literacy to facilitate educational 

opportunities for children. Offering free access to emergent literacy resources and programming 

helps low-income families find tools that they might not have the ability to get otherwise. 

Individuals providing education to children in early childhood settings outside of schools 

experience significant differences in educational expectations for both preparation and 

professional learning (Institute of Medicine and National Research Council of the National 

Academies, 2015).  

 It is important to note that the National Research Council (2000) addresses young 

children who are at greater risk of school failure are much more likely to succeed if they attend 

well-planned, quality early childhood programs. It is important for responsive adults to facilitate 

a child’s learning process and address developmental goals for the child during the preschool 

years (National Research Council, 2000).  Successfully providing quality programming is first 

accomplished through professional development of responsive adults.  “Program quality predicts 

developmental outcomes for children” (National Research Council, 2000, p. 9).  There is a direct 

correlation between number of years a responsive adult has in training and education and 

effectiveness with children.   
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 According to Justice (2006), primary prevention is intervention focused on averting a 

disorder from every emerging.  Many caregivers want to make emergent literacy a priority early 

within the context of a fun learning environment, so that problems are averted before they ever 

start. “Designing and delivering interventions that strengthen children’s emergent literacy skills 

in print knowledge, phonological awareness, early writing, and oral language is consistent with 

primary prevention” (Justice, 2006, p. 22).  Caregivers are utilizing well-planning quality early 

childhood programming in public libraries as a primary prevention for their children.  Caregivers 

commented on how they wanted their children to have reading skills needed for school, and they 

wanted their children to love reading, unlike their own experience where reading was avoided.  

Caregivers commented on wanting to help their child get over being shy by being around other 

children in the programs, because many people in their family struggled with shyness and lacked 

interpersonal skills. Children need to be supported early literacy achievements so that a reading 

disability can be avoided (Justice, 2006).  

 Only one caregiver perceived that the emergent literacy program was not preparing 

his/her child for school.  All other caregivers responded with in a positive or neural answer in 

regards to the programming preparing their child for school.  Caregivers in this study were 

utilizing these public library programs to get very young children ready to participate in school 

environments. This is important for public libraries to address in developing and designing 

emergent literacy programming.   

 If caregivers are utilizing public libraries as education resources for their child, libraries 

should be considered for educational funding to help meet gaps in education resource funding.  

The funding to help grow education resources for very young children could potentially have a 

large impact on children that do not attend daycare or other early childhood educational settings.  
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Also, librarians working with communication disorder practitioners who can diagnose delays in 

learning and speech such as speech pathologist could potentially provide intervention for 

children that would fall behind otherwise.    

 Formal training of teachers in early childhood development.  Formal training was not 

addressed in this study.  The formal training the National Research Council (2000) is concerned 

with focuses on teachers with training below the master’s level.  Caregivers in this study did not 

seem concerned with the librarian credentials for serving young children; this could reflect an 

assumption about training for librarianship. Librarians have a Master’s degree from an ALA 

accredited program, but this in itself does not ensure that they have training in early childhood 

development or educational programming for young children. Knoll (2016) suggests that courses 

be developed in ALA graduate study programs that require library students to explore topics 

relevant to childhood development, emergent literacy, diversity, and family dynamics.      

Ancillary Findings  

 Comments from the interviews are a start in documenting the vast impact so many 

programs provide to individuals, to families, to communities, and to our country. Comments 

made by caregivers that did not fall under the content presented by the National Research 

Council’s (2000) Features for Quality Programs for children or the self-determination theory. 

These comments were analyzed and coded under ancillary findings.   

Understanding the perceptions of caregivers will help libraries design, market, and 

deliver emergent literacy programming to their communities. With additional responsibilities and 

fewer resources to perform services, libraries are dealing with surmounting limitations on 

activities (Jaegar, Gorham, Bertot, & Sarin, 2014). Until researchers do a better job of 

establishing the vital importance of emergent literacy programming, these children will continue 
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to be lost to emergent literacy programming and other resources in the library. The need that 

many families have for resources should drive communities to invest in services and 

programming for emergent literacy.  Caregivers voiced concern over loosing access to the free 

emergent literacy programming provided by the library. One way to address this concern 

emphasized in the interviews would be for library administration to address these concerns and 

demonstrate open advocacy for the impact of these programs on families with very young 

children.  

 Several caregivers noted that someone either told them directly about how great the 

program was or someone suggested finding out what the library offered for very young children. 

Word of mouth was how these caregivers came to attend these emergent literacy programs. This 

information lets libraries know two major things: 1. Caregivers are talking about the programs 

and saying good things, and 2. Marketing efforts to reach other caregivers would be helpful. To 

look at this another way, if a caregiver is unhappy with the program, the library can assume other 

caregivers will be told about the experience.   

 In Library Systems #1, #2, and #3, caregivers noted that their children were not in 

daycare. Library programming was utilized to help supplement some of the benefits children 

would otherwise receive in a daycare setting. According to Brown, Girio-Herrera, Sherman, 

Kahn, and Copeland (2012), childcare options for low-income families are limited and tend to 

start later for these children. In many cases, if desired childcare is not an available choice for 

parents, relatives are used as childcare providers for financial and logistical reasons.  

 Many parents are motived by fear when it comes to early childcare education (Brown et 

al., 2012). Librarians can help caregivers evaluate the best options based on their children’s 

needs and development. Librarians, as information providers, can be excellent aid to caregivers 
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in finding information on reading resources.  They can also address misconceptions about early 

childhood development by providing powerful information tools to caregivers that may not have 

other networks for information.   

Literacy behavior outside the library program. Consistent exposure to rich literacy 

resources can play a key role in helping children develop print motivation and print awareness. 

Emergent literacy library programs help to bridge gaps in literacy development for children 

(Celano & Neuman, 2001). As caregivers mimic the songs and book reading outside the library 

program, the behavior taught in the program is reinforced. Establishing regular literacy activities 

that promote children's areas of literary interest will lead to greater literacy development (Hume 

et al., 2012). Caregivers have the potential to bridge gaps in their children’s literacy development 

by utilizing programing as an intervention as well as other library resources offered by public 

libraries. “The single most important activity for building the knowledge required for eventual 

success in reading is reading aloud to children” (Cunningham & Zibulsky, 2011, p. 396). 

In Library System #1, the caregivers commented on how they like to sing and dance 

around the house to the songs used in the emergent literacy program. The caregivers liked to read 

books to the child in the home and at the library. In Library System #2, the caregivers 

commented on singing the songs at home that were part of the emergent literacy program. One 

caregiver spoke about the librarian’s creating a CD of the songs, which the children really 

enjoyed. One comment from Library System #2 stated that the caregiver did not want to check 

out books, because it was too difficult to keep up with them.   

 The caregivers interviewed in Library System #3 offered more comments on literacy 

behaviors outside the library. The librarians at this library did more coaching on the days of data 

collection than the other two library systems. This coaching could be one major factor why these 
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caregivers appear to perform more literacy behaviors with their children outside the library 

program. Librarians must coach families on the importance reading plays in a child’s life 

(Celano & Neuman, 2001; Teal, 1995). The library system that included coaching as a key part 

of their program had higher scores for strongly agree for the perceptions of learning.  

 Caregivers in Library System #3 mentioned more literacy behaviors outside the program 

than those interviewed from any other library system. One caregiver made this comment, 

“Reading books at home when possible, Einstein, and get to see other people. I'm hoping he'll 

start learning extra words from them.” This response may be related to the coaching that 

occurred during the emergent literacy programs on vocabulary.     

Martin and Senechal (2010) noted that caregivers’ beliefs influence how often a child 

experiences literacy learning. This factor is important for librarians to understand. As they coach 

parents/caregivers, librarians must be aware that these beliefs can impact the frequency of the 

children’s literacy learning exposure.  This reiterated the insurmountable influence caregivers 

have on children’s literacy development. Caregivers have a strong effect on children’s mastery of 

early reading (Serpell, Baker, & Sonnenschein, 2005).   

While the literacy behaviors that are taking place outside the program are encouraging, it 

is important to note that some caregivers commented on not having a library card.  Several 

caregivers also noted that they do not check out books due to late fees and return policies.  Book 

fines and return policies can intimidate caregivers who have a lot to balance on a daily basis. 

This is supported in literature (Knoll, 2016; Nespeca, 1995). Designing programs that will 

encourage caregivers to get a library card and providing ways to get fines forgiven is another 

way to get caregivers to use library resources.  A theme in the interviews emphasized a need for 
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libraries should take into account these issues (book fines and return policies) when developing 

policies for circulation relative to caregivers.     

Likelihood of future attendance.  Many children do not experience regular educational 

programming and do not see lasting effects due to inconsistency and infrequency. Any exposure 

a child receives is beneficial, but the goal should be to keep parents/caregivers returning to 

programming over time so that children can master literacy skills (Celano & Neuman, 2001; 

Feinberg et al., 1998; Knoll, 2016; Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). Libraries should actively 

participate in reaching children and caregivers with emergent literacy programming. If caregivers 

do not attend emergent literacy programming, then this library outreach resource will not be 

used. The study supports libraries taking the initiative to design and market programs that will 

get caregivers in the library door.  

 All but one caregiver commented affirmatively about attending the program again. The 

one caregiver who did not say yes, commented, “I think so.”  The likelihood of return reiterates 

the impact of literacy development during emergent literacy programming. Returning over time 

also aids in creating book motivation for children (Hume et al., 2012). Also, librarians can coach 

caregivers on emergent literacy development, so that children continue to develop literacy skills 

at home.  

Implications for Research 

 A child’s experiences during the first years of life impact the development of the brain. 

“Yet the recent focus on ‘zero to three’ as a critical or particularly sensitive period is highly 

problematic” (Institute of Medicine and National Research Council of the National Academies, 

2015, p. 22). Society and research has paid more attention to children in kindergarten, because 

there is more access to this age group. Researchers must find creative and innovative ways to 
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evaluate emergent literacy programming in libraries within the context of early childhood 

educational needs and early developmental intervention.  

 “As the library profession is quite aware, it is sometimes very necessary to make a radical 

shift in approaching and implementing services in order to apply research findings, to maintain 

relevancy, and to follow cultural shifts (Knoll, 2016, p. 8).  Marrying research implications with 

practice is of critical need.  Researchers’ roles as active participants in emergent literacy 

programming should also be a consideration, instead of the role of onlooker.    

 Research must take on the responsibility for measuring what motivators can help change 

caregivers’ behaviors in regards to facilitating emergent literacy in their children.  While very 

little research has been done on caregiver motivation, McNaughton (1994) notes a correlation 

between parent satisfaction and parent behavior.  Motivating caregivers maybe the most 

important component to facilitate children’s access to print rich environments. Research suggests 

that parents are not good judges of quality early childhood programs (Barnett, 2004; Cryer & 

Burchinal, 1997).  

 Other research suggests caregivers can perceive quality early childhood education (Oriz, 

2015). While quality programming is essential for children to receive benefits of emergent 

literacy development, it is also important to educate caregivers on early childhood development 

and emergent literacy. Since very young children are subject to caregivers’ choices whether they 

are best for the children or not, it is crucial that caregivers’ perceptions be taken into account. 

Examining motivations for caregivers and how those motivations can be changed should be 

addressed in the disciplines of Early Childhood Education, Communication Disorders, and 

Library and Information Science.  
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 At-risk-children are part of the Features for Quality Programs highlighted by the National 

Research Council (2000).  Future research should address caregivers’ perceptions of quality 

programming for children that are considered at-risk. According to the National Research 

Council (2000), children need early childhood programs that are culturally sensitive.  Quality in 

early childhood care has both social and political implications (National Research Council, 

2000).  Experimental comparisons of different treatments and interventions in emergent literacy 

library programming can provide information on how children in at-risk groups are impacted.  

The National Research Council (2000) notes some of the at-risk groups as children in “poverty, 

low level of material education, material depression, and other factors that can limit their access 

to opportunities and resources that enhance learning and development” (p. 8). According to 

Lopez and Caspe (2014), libraries provide learning opportunities to children who are living in 

poverty.  Libraries fill gaps for children with research-based early learning experiences. 

 While educating caregivers on the importance of emergent literacy is important, it may 

not be enough to change behaviors. Examining motivations may help research build in rewards 

that reinforce participation in emergent literacy programming that keeps caregivers coming back 

to programs so children can continue to receive learning experiences in print rich environments. 

For example, interaction and socialization was a theme found in all three library systems as an 

important program element. While this is beneficial to caregivers and children, it is not part of 

the National Research Council’s (2000) Features for Quality Programs for children; nevertheless, 

it is an easy way to help motivate caregivers to come and participate in emergent literacy 

programming.   

 More research is needed on how caregivers’ are utilizing emergent literacy programming 

to build social networks for themselves.  These social worlds can be influential in educating 
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caregivers about the cognitive and physical development of very young children.  As noted in the 

interviews some of the caregivers were first-time parents.  Also, first-time parents construct these 

social worlds to help them with decisions.    

 Many caregivers commented on their child not being in daycare.  More research is 

needed on the circumstances surrounded this decision.  Early childhood research on why 

caregivers choose to keep their children out of daycare could help impact educational 

opportunities in the community.  Some caregivers may not have the resources to send their child 

to daycare, while other caregivers make a conscious choice to keep their children at home.  It 

would be helpful to know what other educational resources these caregivers are utilizing besides 

the public library.  

 In this study, caregivers saw librarians as facilitating learning and socializing children 

during emergent literacy programming. Caregivers perceived that responsive librarians are vital 

for creating warm, caring, supportive environments in emergent literacy library programming. 

Analyzing formal training of children’s librarians for emergent literacy programming could help 

libraries hire highly qualified librarians. The National Research Council (2000) states that a 

child’s care and education cannot be separated. It is not enough to just teach children, and it is 

not enough just to love children; librarians must provide attachments with responsive nurturing 

librarians while exploiting learning opportunities.  Research on these attachments and learning 

opportunities in the library is needed.     

Implication for Practice 

 The responsive adult theme that was highlighted in the interviews demonstrates how 

central librarians are to the success of emergent literacy programming.  “As public institutions 

and entities, children’s library spaces and the librarians who serve them have the unique 



187 

 

opportunity to foster healthy growth and development for this population, promoting positive 

impact on a very broad scale” (Knoll, 2016, p.1).  Being a children’s librarian is an important 

role that impacts children.  The interviews emphasized how these librarians are having a 

significant impact on children and their caregivers.   

 Many public libraries hire new graduates to perform children’s emergent literacy 

programming, although these librarians have no experience with children; the problem is further 

enhanced by the libraries’ failure to provide adequate on-the-job training or mentorship (Knoll, 

2016). Public libraries should make emergent literacy programming a priority, and this should 

include specific goals and outcomes for success (Knoll, 2016).  In the light of the results of this 

study, librarians play a critical role in the library’s impact on children and caregivers.  Some 

caregivers noted how librarians had negative impacts on them early in life that they never forgot.   

 According to Knoll (2016), librarians introduce babies and caregivers to pre-literacy rich 

activities that open doors to future learning exchanges. Some libraries currently hire children’s 

librarians with background in early childhood education.  Libraries should not focus on whether 

these emergent literacy programs are impactful to children; rather, the focus should be on 

creating positive early childhood experiences that help contribute to a child’s motivation to learn 

(Institute of Medicine and National Research Council of the National Academies, 2015).   

 According to Knoll (2016), children’s librarianship to children, toddlers, and caregivers 

should reexamine the goals and priorities of applied practice (Knoll, 2016). Professional training 

provided by library systems can be optimal way to address quality library services to babies, 

toddlers, and caregivers (Knoll, 2016).  Professional training for all library staff members can 

help ensure that children feel welcome anywhere in the library. Well-developed programs are 

essential tools for outreach. Library administrations can provide training to ensure librarians and 
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all library staff are acquainted with children. According to Walters (2001), both researchers and 

practitioners struggle with constructing a framework on how to best prepare children’s librarians 

for their role in libraries.  

 Librarians performing programming for children should receive professional training in 

emergent literacy and early childhood development. Librarians should also receive training on 

how to coach caregivers on emergent literacy and how to use programming as an intervention for 

children.  Interviews emphasized that some caregivers did not understand emergent literacy 

development.  As librarians understand the serious challenges and benchmarks that very young 

children and their caregivers face, advocacy for this population can implemented along with 

coaching and intervention (Knoll, 2016).   

 According to Metz (2011), coaching is a foundational commitment to teaching and 

reinforcing behavior we want to see in individuals.  In most cases, the individual who is 

presenting a problem initiates coaching in library settings.  Metz (2011) defines coaching in 

terms of purposeful and skillful actions by a person or librarian to help another individual 

achieve a goal.  Coaching success depends on both parties cooperation.  Coaching caregivers to 

help achieve emergent literacy development for their child requires cooperation between both the 

caregiver and librarian.  Librarians can educate caregivers during emergent literacy programming 

to start building awareness that emergent literacy skills are important for children develop.   

 Public library administration and children’s librarians have an opportunity to impact the 

lives of very young children and modify the direct of applied librarianship to children (Knoll, 

2016).  Administrators have a task to ensure librarians that are equipped with the professional 

education to do children’s programs.  According to Knoll (2016) mentorship can help librarians 

joining the profession by keeping them informed of best practices and publications.  Library 
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administration was not part of this research study, but they provide a framework for children’s 

librarians to operate within.   

 Library administrators should take into consideration the size of the program 

environments under the advice of the librarian doing the programming. Group size ultimately 

helps to optimize a warm, caring, supportive environment where children can experience 

relationships with nurturing librarians.   The librarians doing the programming have the best 

perspective for what the best program size would be.  Caregivers noted in the surveys and 

interviews that the number of caregivers and children was best determined by the librarian doing 

the program.   

 Evaluation can be used to advocate for libraries. For libraries to evaluate emergent 

literacy programming, a plan and design for programs must be in place (Streatfield & Markless, 

2011). Advocating through evaluation does not have to be positive, and it can demonstrate 

intended outcomes or accidental outcomes. Utilizing evaluations for advocacy is one way to 

show impact of individual stories (Streatfield & Markless, 2011).  Caregivers advocated for these 

emergent literacy programs in the interviews.  Two caregivers even noted fear of losing them 

programs due to lack of community support and funding.   

 Programs should be evaluated on a regular basis utilizing observations from 

administration, but librarians should also evaluate their own programs by asking their caregivers 

for feedback, to keep the program quality at a high level. Also, feedback from caregivers will 

help in addressing any potential problems. In one library system that participated in the survey, a 

caregiver marked strongly disagree on every question.  Seeing this issue would potentially help 

the librarian fix any issues. Evaluations can help address any gaps in knowledge that librarians 

may have.   
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 The American Library Association developed a set of comprehensive standards that 

utilize the framework provided by the National Research Council’s (2000) Features for Quality 

Programs for children. This framework should also contain development considerations for 

children’s and how librarians can professionally address these developmental needs. Libraries 

across the county can implement the framework as a component for program evaluation. As 

children’s librarians are trained and evaluated, the pay for this position should position should be 

increased with the level of increased professional excellence. 

 Universities with American Library Association Accreditations should implement 

courses for that address emergent literacy and early childhood development in public library 

settings. One such university that has started this trend is Indiana University-Purdue University 

Indianapolis, with a course Emergent Literacy in Public Libraries.  Also, new children’s 

librarians should be paired with mentors to help them as they enter librarianship.     

 According to Knoll (2016), library administration and board of trustees can support and 

advocate the efforts of children’ librarianship.  This may not be far reaching enough for public 

libraries.  Public policy change may also be needed for communities, states, and the United 

States as a whole to begin to change their view of public library outreach to children.  Knoll 

(2016), does note that advocate power is at all levels, even state and national.  Researchers must 

begin to provide the foundation of literature needed to get the attention of policy makers.  

Researchers can begin this process by allowing emergent literacy participants, such as 

caregivers, talk about their experiences and the impact of the program.   

 Librarians should allow children the freedom to choose reading materials, as this 

facilitates pleasure through autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). Caregivers had different 

motivations for attending.  Librarians should consider the motivation of caregivers when design 
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programs.  Due to the multidimensional nature of intrinsic motivation in reading development, a 

one-size-fits-all programming design is not the best formula for children in emergent literacy 

programming. For this autonomy to occur, two things must happen; the program must be fun and 

engaging for the child, and the librarian must be responsive by creating an environment that is 

warm and supportive for the children.   

 Caregivers are seeking pediatrician input into their children’s developmental readiness 

for early childhood education (Brown, et al., 2012).  Many children from low-income families 

have limited options when it comes to early childhood education.  This has implications for 

children’s librarians who have access to resources for caregivers.  Coaching strategies should 

include sharing good informational resources can provide important knowledge to caregivers on 

early childhood education.  According to Metz (2011) coaching strategies are the approach 

coaches take in coaching for a particular situation.  Coaching can include tutoring, mentoring and 

counseling individuals on how to achieve goals.  As librarians coaching caregivers with tutoring, 

mentoring, and counseling in mind, the concept of coaching deepens beyond reading lists and 

emergent literacy programs that just offer reading books.   

 Policy at the community and state level would reach many of these caregivers through 

programs in libraries. Caregivers place significant value on convenient, quality learning 

experiences for their children prior to starting kindergarten (Knoll, 2016).  This study supports 

libraries providing good learning experiences through programming to children.  Some ways 

libraries can accomplish this are: the program must motivate caregivers and children to attend, 

the librarian must develop responsive relationships with caregivers and children, the librarian 

must create an environment that is warm, caring, and supportive and coach caregivers on 

emergent literacy and early childhood development, and program content must create 
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opportunities for children to engage in emergent literacy. Just because caregivers are attending 

emergent literacy programming in the library, does not mean they are library cardholders or 

checking out materials from the library. Librarians should education caregivers on resources that 

are available to them in the library.  Also, libraries must take the initiative in designing and 

marketing these programs to caregivers.  Public libraries should utilize research-based practice 

that helps children develop emergent literacy skills.  Marketing the educational value along with 

the fun social environment that makeup emergent literacy programming would reach many 

caregivers in the community that has no idea that their library provides this resource.   

Limitations 

 This mixed-method explanatory sequential design is exploratory.  The mixed-method 

utilized to collect data was quantitative and qualitative.  The quantitative portion was 

accomplished through surveys, and the qualitative portion was accomplished through interviews.  

The three medium sized main library locations in Florida are a small sample of emergent literacy 

programming.  The findings of this study are not generalizable to any population. Rather, they 

provide a first look at the perceptions and motivations of caregivers attending emergent literacy 

programming with young children.  This study does not evaluate the programs provided in these 

libraries, not does it include librarians’ perceptions of the programs they provide.  This 

dissertation offers a first look at the caregivers’ point of view and makes recommendations for 

more research, as well as, recommendations for practice. 

 This study did not address at-risk-children in the emergent literacy programming.  This is 

a feature of the National Research Council’s quality programming for children that is important 

for future research.  Examining the perceptions of caregivers who take at-risk-children to 
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emergent literacy programming should be studied.  Examining this population of caregivers can 

help libraries provide better outreach.     

 Participation in this research study was lower than expected.  Some barriers to 

participation were crying children and personal time limitations.  Caregivers needed a 

cooperative child to complete the survey and participate in the interview.  It is recommended that 

daycare be provided in future research, to maximize caregiver participation.   

 The results of the surveys and interviews from the three library systems cannot be 

reasonably aggregated.  While there are similarities in the size of the library systems and the 

surrounding community demographics, the emergent literacy programs provided in these 

libraries vary considerably.  Each emergent literacy program was unique, even in the same 

library system.  The programs represented different treatments, different interventions, and 

different program emphasis. 

 This topic of emergent literacy programming in public libraries is widely under-

researched even though it is seen as critical to librarianship (Albright et al., 2009; Herb, 2012; 

Teal 1995; Yilmaz, 2009; Irwin, et al., 2012). Many of the caregivers in the emergent literacy 

programming were too overwhelmed to participate in the surveys or interviews.  One caregiver 

who felt strongly compelled to take the survey answered the questions with a baby on one hip 

and a toddler crying. Several times during the interviews caregivers had to stop and check on 

children and then start back with the interviews. 

 Establishing a rapport with the library administration, librarians, and caregivers was 

essential to the success of this study.  It was imperative caregivers felt secure enough to share 

their perceptions without any negative consequences.  The researcher prepared for the data 

collection by reading materials on ethical interviewing and sensitive research.  The researcher 
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offered the caregivers the opportunity to “opt out” before taking the survey and before being 

interviewed.  Caregivers were made aware that they could stop the survey or interviews at any 

time.   

 Due the two-phase nature of the research design, the length of time needed to complete 

the data collection was an issue.  Caregivers were contacted immediately after surveys were 

collected and interviewees were chosen, but many caregivers had busy schedules.  Most of the 

interviews were collected the next week, but that still was a lapse in time from the initial 

experience at the emergent literacy program.   

 Librarians’ professional training was not part of this study. Examining the professional 

training that librarians perceive to have the most impact on their career, as children’s librarians 

would be helpful. Children’s librarians should understand that child development includes 

“multiple sources of knowledge that include theoretical models, empirical research, program 

evaluation, and professional experience” (Institute of Medicine and National Research Council 

of the National Academies, 2015, p. 22). Incorporating research, evaluation, and professional 

experience into a case study would give other viewpoints besides that of the caregiver.  

Conclusion 

 Caregivers have an impact on their children’s literacy outcome (Barnett & Frede, 2011; 

Serpell et al., 2005).  Public libraries have an important part to play in caregivers understanding 

of emergent literacy and helping children develop emergent literacy skills.  Research on how 

caregivers support emergent literacy for their child is needed (Hume et al., 2012).  Also, more 

research is needed on how literacy focused activities in the public library impact a child’s 

emergent literacy (Albright et al., 2009; Herb, 2012; Irwin, et al., 2012; Teal 1995; Yilmaz, 

2009). 



195 

 

 These libraries represented in this study are making the investment to ensure that 

programs are fun learning environments, participation will increase in programming.  "Children's 

motivations, attitudes and interest may be connected through their relation with intrinsic 

motivation.  In relation to reading, intrinsic motivation is indicated by children's curiosity, 

involvement, and personal feelings about the importance of reading" (Hume et al., 2012, p. 2). 

Library programs are wonderful places for children where creativity, curiosity, and learning can 

be facilitated. Creativity, variety, and making learning fun were minor themes in the interviews.  

 As librarians coach caregivers on the importance of emergent literacy development 

utilizing such programs as Born to Read and Every Child Ready to Ready @ your library, 

caregivers can implement emergent literacy activities at home.  Children can begin working on a 

reading foundation that can aid in their school success and set them on the right path to become 

lifelong learners. “ The charge to society is to blend the skepticism of a scientist, the passion of 

an advocate, the pragmatism of a policy maker, the creativity of a practitioner, and the devotion 

of a parent—and to use existing knowledge to ensure a decent quality of life for all of our 

children and a productive future for the nation” (Institute of Medicine and National Research 

Council of the National Academies, 2015, p. 14).   

 This study demonstrates that caregivers support most of the National Research Council’s 

(2000) Features for Quality Programs.  Caregivers agree that a responsive adult and a warm, 

caring, supportive environment are part of the emergent literacy programs in these three library 

systems. If libraries do not see these programs as interventions for children, then the true 

potential for libraries is lost.    
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APPENDIX A 

FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY CONSENT FOR PARTICIPATION IN SURVEY 

RESEARCH 

 

Florida State University Consent for Participation in Survey Research 

You are invited to be in a research study. You were selected as a possible participant by 

attending an emergent literacy program at this location on this day. Understand that the 

project is designed to gather information about programming for children in a public library 

and caregiver’s motivation for attending. Please read this form and ask any questions you 

may have before agreeing to be in the study. This study is being conducted by Laura K. 

Clark, College of Information at Florida State University.   

Background Information: 

The purpose of this study is to examine caregivers’ motivation for attending emergent 

literacy programming and how they define programming for children. The elements for 

programming will be compared with the National Research Council’s Features for Quality 

Programs.  The research questions directing this study are as follows:  

• RQ1:  What factors motivate caregivers to participate in emergent literacy programming 

in the library focused on children age 0 to 3?  

• RQ2:  What elements do caregivers expect to see in emergent literacy library 

programming for children age 0 to 3?   

• RQ3:  How do caregiver perceptions of emergent literacy programming in the library 

compare with the National Research Council’s Features for Quality Programs for 

children? 
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Procedures: 

Participation involves filling out the paper survey provided by the Investigator.  

If you agree to be in this study, we ask that you do the following things: fill out the survey 

form to the best of your ability.  Please include your name on the form.  The survey will last 

approximately 5 minutes. If you desire to be interviewed, please include your phone number, 

email, and a time that you would like to be contacted.   

Risks and Benefits: 

This study has no risks to participants in this study. The benefit to participating is the final 

report will be made available to your library system so they can better meet the needs of 

caregivers attending emergent literacy programming.    

Confidentiality: 

I understand that the researcher will not identify me by name in any reports using 

information obtained from this survey, and that my confidentiality as a participant in this 

study will remain secure. The records of this study will be kept private and confidential, to 

the extent permitted by law.  In any sort of report we might publish, we will not include any 

information that will make it possible to identify a subject.  Research records will be stored 

securely and only researchers will have access to the records. 

Voluntary Nature of the Study: 

Participation in this study is voluntary.  Your decision whether or not to participate will not 

affect your current or future relations with the library. If you decide to participate, you are 

free not to answer any question or to withdraw at any time without affecting those 

relationships. You have the right to decline to answer any question or to end the survey.   
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Contacts and Questions:  

The researchers conducting this study are Laura K. Clark, Investigator, and Dr. Melissa 

Gross, Major Professor. You may ask any question you have now.  If you have a question 

later, you are encouraged to contact them using the contact information below. 

Laura K. Clark, Investigator 

246 Louis Shores Building 

Tallahassee, FL 32306-2100 

Dr. Melissa Gross, Major Professor 

246 Louis Shores Building 

Tallahassee, FL 32306-2100 

850.644.5775 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone 

other than the researcher(s), you are encouraged to contact the FSU IRB at 2010 Levy Street, 

Research Building B, Suite 276, Tallahassee, FL  32306-2742, or 850-644-8633, or by email 

at humansubjects@fsu.edu 

Statement of Consent: 

I have read the above information.  I have asked questions and have received answers.  I 

consent to participate in the study. 

________________  _________________ 

Signature                                          Date 

Please circle yes if you would like to participate in a phone interview.  Circle no if you 

do not want to participate in an interview.        

Yes or No 
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If yes, please include the following: 

Phone 

Email 

Day of the week and time of day that would be best for an interview 

 

 

________________  _________________ 

Signature of Investigator                    Date 
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APPENDIX B 

SURVEY 

Date:   Time:   Program Name:  

Age Focus of the Program:     Library Name:    

Survey Questions 

Name: 

1.  How many children do you have with you today? 

 

2.  What are their ages? 

 

3.  My perception is that the program increases my child’s interest in books. 

           1      2      3      4             5 

Strongly Agree Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

 

4.  My perception is that the program helps my child learn about the alphabet. 

           1      2      3      4             5 

Strongly Agree Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

 

5.  I believe this program is helping my child develop a positive feeling about books. 

           1      2      3      4             5 

Strongly Agree Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
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6.  I believe that this program is helping my child to develop good memories about the library. 

           1      2      3      4             5 

Strongly Agree Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

 

7.  I believe this program is helping my child learn about reading. 

           1      2      3      4             5 

Strongly Agree Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

 

8.  How does the program help your child physical skills?  

 

 

9.  I believe the program environment is warm, caring, and supportive of my child. 

           1      2      3      4             5 

Strongly Agree Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

 

10.  I believe that my child’s need to interact with other children is supported by the program. 

           1      2      3      4             5 

Strongly Agree Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

 

11.  I believe the librarian nurtures my child’s learning. 

           1      2      3      4             5 

Strongly Agree Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
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12.  I believe my child has fun attending this program. 

           1      2      3      4             5 

Strongly Agree Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

 

13.  What elements are important for programming?  

(Rank most important 1 to lowest importance 6) 

Learning  

Movement 

Group size/Facility 

Responsive/Caring Librarian 

Interacting with other children 

Having fun  

 Other 

 

14.  What is your favorite part of the program?   

 

 

15.  How many children do you think should be in a program with one librarian?  

 

 

16.  Why did you come to programming today? (Mark all that apply) 

For your child to interact with other kids 

For you to interact with other adults  
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Content of the program  

To get out of the house 

Librarian or Responsive Adult 

To help your child develop reading skills  

Having Fun 

Other 

 

17.  I believe the program is preparing my child to start school. 

           1      2      3      4             5 

Strongly Agree Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
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APPENDIX C 

SAMPLE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

1. What elements do you like to see in library programs for your child?  (Elements include, 

but are not limited to, books, puppets, songs, technology, and visualaids.) 

2. Why do you come to programming at the library? 

3. Will you attend this program again?  

4. How does attending library programming benefit you or your child?   
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APPENDIX D 
 

CONSENTIMIENTO DE PARTICIPACIÓN EN LA ENCUESTA DE INVESTIGACIÓN 

DE FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Estás invitado a participar en un estudio de investigación. Fuiste seleccionado como un posible 

participante al asistir a un programa de primeras nociones de lectura el día de hoy en esta 

localidad. Ten en cuenta que este proyecto está diseñado para recopilar información acerca de 

programas para niños en una biblioteca pública y lo que motiva la asistencia de personas que 

cuidan niños. Lee este formulario y haz cualquier pregunta que tengas antes de acordar tu 

participación en este estudio. El estudio será conducido por Laura K. Clark, de  College of 

Information, Florida State University. 

Antecedentes: 

El propósito de este estudio es examinar la motivación que tienen las personas que cuidan niños 

para asistir a este programa de primeras nociones de lectura para niños. Los elementos del 

programa se comparan con los Lineamientos del Consejo de Investigación Nacional. Las 

preguntas que dirigirán la investigación son las siguientes: 

• Pregunta de investigación 1: ¿Cuáles son los factores de motivación para que las personas 

que cuidan niños participen en programas de primeras nociones de lectura que se 

concentran en niños de 0 a 3 años de edad en la biblioteca? 

• Pregunta de investigación 2: ¿Qué tipo de elementos esperan ver las personas que cuidan 

niños en un programa bibliotecario de primeras nociones de lectura para niños de 0 a 3 

años de edad? 
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• Pregunta de investigación 3: ¿Cómo se comparan las percepciones de un programa de 

primeras nociones de lectura de las personas que cuidan niños con los Lineamientos del 

Consejo de Investigación Nacional para entornos de niños? 

Procedimientos: 

La participación consiste en llenar la encuesta impresa proporcionada por el Investigador. 

Si estás de acuerdo en participar en este estudio, te pedimos que hagas lo siguiente: llena el 

formulario lo mejor que puedas. Anota tu nombre en el formulario. La encuesta la llenaras en 

aproximadamente cinco minutos. Si aceptas ser entrevistado escribe tu número de teléfono, 

correo electrónico y la hora en que te gustaría que nos comuniquemos contigo. 

Riesgos y beneficios: 

Este estudio no representa ningún riesgo para los participantes. El beneficio de la 

participación es el informe final que estará disponible en tu sistema bibliotecario para que 

ellos puedan cumplir mejor con las necesidades de asistencia, de personas que cuidan niños, 

al programa de primeras nociones de lectura. 

Confidencialidad: 

Yo entiendo que el investigador no dará a conocer mi nombre en ningún informe usando la 

información que se obtenga de esta encuesta y que mi confidencialidad como participante en 

este estudio estará segura. Los registros de este estudio se mantendrán privados y 

confidenciales al punto que sea permitido por la ley. En cualquier tipo de informe que 

publiquemos, no incluiremos ninguna información que haga posible la identificación de un 

sujeto. Los registros de la investigación serán almacenados de manera segura y solo los 

investigadores tendrán acceso a estos registros. 

Estudio Voluntario: 
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Tu decisión de participar o no, no afectará tu relación actual o futura con la biblioteca. Si 

decides participar, tienes la libertad de no contestar cualquier pregunta o retirarte en 

cualquier momento sin afectar dichas relaciones. Tienes el derecho de negarte a responder 

cualquier pregunta o dar por terminada la encuesta. 

Contactos y preguntas: 

Los investigadores que conducen este estudio son Laura K. Clark, Investigadora y Dra. 

Melissa Gross, Profesora Titular. Puedes hacer cualquier pregunta ahora. Si después tienes 

alguna pregunta, sugerimos que te comuniques con ellas por medio de la siguiente 

información. 

Laura K. Clark, Investigadora 

246 Louis Shores Building 

Tallahassee, FL 32306-2100 

Dr. Melissa Gross, Profesora Titular 

246 Louis Shores Building 

Tallahassee, FL 32306-2100 

850.644.5775 

Si tienes alguna pregunta o preocupación con respeto a este estudio y te gustaría hablar con 

alguno de los investigadores, sugerimos que te comuniques a FSU IRB en 2010 Levy Street, 

Research Building B, Suite 276, Tallahassee, FL  32306-2742, o 850-644-8633, o por correo 

electrónico en humansubjects@fsu.edu  

Declaración de Consentimiento: 

Yo he leído la información anterior, he hecho preguntas y recibido respuestas. Yo acepto 

participar en el estudio. 
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________________       _________________ 

Firma                                                   Fecha 

Marca con un círculo la palabra sí, si te gustaría participar en una entrevista por teléfono. Marca 

con un círculo la palabra no, si no quieres participar en una entrevista.  

Sí o No 

Si sí, proporciona la siguiente información: 

Teléfono 

Correo Electrónico 

Día de la semana y hora preferible para la entrevista  

 

________________     _________________ 

Firma del Investigator                    Fecha 
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APPENDIX F 

SPANISH TRANSLATED SURVEY QUESTIONS 
 
 

Fecha:   Hora:   Nombre del programa: 

Enfoque de edad para el programa:     Nombre de la biblioteca: 

Preguntas de la encuesta 

Nombre: 

1. ¿Cuántos niños trajo hoy? 

 

2. ¿Cuáles son sus edades? 

 

3. Mi percepción es que el programa aumenta el interés de mi hija/o en los libros. 

            1                 2                     3                      4              5 

Muy de acuerdo       De acuerdo       Neutral       En desacuerdo       Muy en desacuerdo 

 

4. Mi percepción es que el programa ayuda a mi niña/o a aprender sobre el alfabeto. 

1                 2                     3                      4              5 

Muy de acuerdo       De acuerdo       Neutral       En desacuerdo       Muy en desacuerdo 

 

5. Yo creo que este programa ayuda a mi niña/o desarrollar un sentimiento positivo sobre los 

libros. 

           1                 2                     3                      4              5 

Muy de acuerdo       De acuerdo       Neutral       En desacuerdo       Muy en desacuerdo 
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6. Yo creo que este programa ayuda a mi niña/o desarrollar buenos recuerdos de la biblioteca. 
 
           1                 2                     3                      4              5 

Muy de acuerdo       De acuerdo       Neutral       En desacuerdo       Muy en desacuerdo 

7.  Creo que este programa ayuda a mi niña/o aprender acerca de la lectura. 

           1                 2                     3                      4              5 

Muy de acuerdo       De acuerdo       Neutral       En desacuerdo       Muy en desacuerdo 

8. ¿Cómo contribuye este programa con las habilidades físicas de tu niña/o? 

9. Yo creo que el ambiente del programa es acogedor, afectuoso y apoya a mi niña/o. 

          1                 2                     3                      4              5 

Muy de acuerdo       De acuerdo       Neutral       En desacuerdo       Muy en desacuerdo 

 

10. Yo creo que el programa apoya la necesidad de mi niña/o de interactuar con otros niños. 

           1                 2                     3                      4              5 

Muy de acuerdo       De acuerdo       Neutral       En desacuerdo       Muy en desacuerdo 

 
11. Yo creo que la/el bibliotecaria/o nutre el aprendizaje de mi niña/o. 

          1                 2                     3                      4              5 

Muy de acuerdo       De acuerdo       Neutral       En desacuerdo       Muy en desacuerdo 

 

12. Creo que mi niña/o se divierte al asistir a este programa.  

           1                 2                     3                      4              5 

Muy de acuerdo       De acuerdo       Neutral       En desacuerdo       Muy en d 

  
 
13. ¿Cuáles elementos son importantes para el programa? 
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(Clasifica el más importante con 1 y el menos importante con 6) 

El aprendizaje 

El movimiento 

El tamaño del grupo/del espacio 

La/el bibliotecaria/o receptiva o cariñosa 

La interacción con otros niños 

La diversión 

Otro elemento 

 

14. ¿Cuál es tu parte favorita del programa? 

15. ¿Cuántos niños crees que deben estar en un programa con una/un bibliotecaria/o?  

16. ¿Por qué asististe al programa hoy? (Marca todos que aplican) 
 
Para que tu niña/o interactúe con otros niños 

Para que tú interactúes con otros adultos 

El contenido del programa 

Para salir de la casa 

Bibliotecaria/o o adulto receptivo 

Para ayudar a tu niña/o a aprender a leer 
 
Por diversión 

Otra razón 

 
17. Yo creo que el programa prepara a mi niña/o a empezar la escuela. 

           1                 2                     3                      4              5 

Muy de acuerdo       De acuerdo       Neutral       En desacuerdo       Muy en desacuerdo 
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APPENDIX G 

IRB APPROVALS 
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