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ABSTRACT 

 

Public libraries are a free community resource available to families in communities 

across the United States. The Every Child Ready to Read Program (ECRR) is currently the 

only known research-based early literacy parent initiative available for public libraries to use.  

This current study presents the findings of a case study that included both librarian 

and parent interviews to explore how one suburban library utilized the ECRR program. 

Building upon current ECRR research, the study explores how librarians and parents utilized 

library storytimes.  

The key findings of the study include the discovery that the two librarians differed 

substantially in their implementation of the ECRR program, with one librarian being more 

willing to offer instruction to parents while the other librarian not directly wanting this as her 

role. One possible reason for this difference involves the different educational background 

and specific job duties of each librarian. In regards to parents, the study found that parents 

utilized library storytimes largely for social reasons for both themselves and their child. 

Furthermore, new mothers and Spanish-speaking mothers showed a special appreciation for 

storytimes, in that both attended storytimes for personal guidance. In light of parent-school 

trust literature, the library in the current study appeared as a place to establish and maintain 

trusting partnerships with parents.  Implications of ECRR are discussed, as well as 

recommendations for further research 
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CHAPTER 1   

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

One of the most critical problems in education is the struggle of certain 

populations of children not learning to read by fourth grade.  Children who struggle 

with reading in kindergarten are likely to continue to have reading difficulties in fourth 

grade (Cunningham & Sanovich, 1997; Juel, 1988).  The National Assessment of 

Educational Progress (NAEP: National Center for Educational Statistics, 2009) 

reported that 33% of fourth-grade children were reading at a below basic level.   

  These differences begin early.  Hart & Risely (2005) reported that by age 

three, children from low-income families hear 30 million fewer words than their peers 

from more affluent homes. It is important to note that recent work has challenged this 

finding, largely due to the sample size (Sperry, Sperry, & Miller, 2018).  However, 

research notes that differences in early language development between children in 

higher and lower socioeconomic classes are evident by 18 months (Fernald, 

Marchman, & Weisleder, 2013).   

 These early differences matter because these early skills are the building 

blocks for reading. The National Early Literacy Panel (2008) conducted a meta-

analysis of early learning skills associated with later measurement of children’s 

literacy skills. The NELP identified approximately 300 peer-reviewed studies that 

included children who were at least preschool age (3 to 5 years).  Results of the 

meta-analysis indicated that children who were more proficient in early literacy skills 

during preschool and kindergarten continued with strong skills in elementary school.  
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Consequently, measures of these skills (alphabet knowledge, phonological 

awareness, lexical access, concepts about print, name writing, and oral language) 

can be used to identify if children are on a developmentally-appropriate trajectory to 

learn conventional literacy skills.  

 Once children enter school, early differences in reading ability (which, as 

stated above, can be at least partly explained by disparities in oral language 

knowledge) remain stable over time.  Children who have difficulty reading continue to 

read poorly throughout their school years while children who begin school reading 

well continue this trend (Scarborough, 1998). Duncan et al. (2007) utilized six large-

scale data sets that created longitudinal predictions based on preschool literacy 

measures and measures of achievement in third and fifth grade to show the 

predictive value of preschool data for later school performance in the upper grades.  

Ultimately, then, early gaps are very challenging to close, and early learning is critical 

for later academic success.   

 Based on the definition provided by Wasik & Horn (2012), family literacy is 

“inclusive of the oral and written communications within the family and it 

encompasses the family’s efforts to support the language and literacy development 

of their children” (p. 5).   Family literacy holds some conflict in the literacy field as 

some researchers wish to focus on unique interactions within families while others 

see the need for skill development in various settings (2012).  The researcher holds 

the view of Wasik and Horn (2012) in that families are important for children and that 

schools are able to accomplish more when families are able to provide children with 

a foundation in early literacy and language. Given that families vary in their skills and 

resources to help their children succeed in school, many communities provide 

services to help not only children but also help adults learn skills (UNESCO, 2008).   
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 One approach to solving these problems is to improve early childhood 

language and literacy experiences that have the potential to impact later reading. 

Types of early childhood experiences that build early language and literacy skills 

include reading, writing, singing, talking, and playing.  For these reasons, library 

storytimes represent a potentially important context for young children to build early 

language and literacy skills and for parents/caregivers to observe a librarian 

modeling such skills. Library storytimes present opportunities for the language and 

literacy skills of reading, talking, singing, playing, and writing.  The potential of each 

experience is thus highlighted below. 

Reading and Writing  

 One of the most important activities that can build many early skills for young 

children is reading aloud, when an adult reads a book aloud to a child.  Shared book 

reading serves as a way for children and adults to exchange a conversation on a 

shared topic and for children to learn new vocabulary words and become familiar 

with print (Boller, Rodriquez, Vogel, Chazan-Cohen, Raikes, & Love, 2012).  Three 

characteristics of shared book reading were identified by Senechal, LeFevre, 

Hudson, and Lawson (1996) as fostering learning about language.  First, the 

language used in books is more complex and varied than language in everyday 

conversations. Second, shared reading allows the opportunity for a child to have an 

adult to define and explain new words and concepts.  The final characteristic of 

shared book reading that fosters language is the ability to reread books, thus 

providing repeated exposures to words and concepts.    

 Research suggests that the critical piece of the read aloud is in the 

interaction between the adult reading the book and the child (Dickinson & Smith, 

1994; Whitehurst, Arnold, Epstein, Angell, Smith & Fischel, 1994). A type of shared 

book reading, dialogic reading, when an adult reads a book with the goal of teaching 
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and modeling vocabulary and encourages conversations from children, has shown to 

have the largest effect on children’s oral language skills (Arnold, Lonigan, 

Whitehurst, & Epstein, 1994; Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Whitehurst et al., 1988). 

However, it is important to note that all of the studies using dialogic reading were 

implemented either one-on-one or small-group and that no studies to date show that 

dialogic reading is effective in a large-group setting.   

 Reading aloud is an important activity in childhood that can occur in school 

and home.  However, there is evidence that read alouds may be less frequent, 

and/or lower quality, for children in poverty.  For example, the National Household 

Education Survey (2007) suggests that 40% of families living in poverty read to their 

children every day compared to 60% of families in higher income.  Similarly, the 

quality of classroom instruction – including read alouds – is, on average, lower in 

classrooms serving children in poverty (Justice, Mashburn, Hamre, & Pianta, 2008).  

 For these reasons, libraries represent a potentially important context for 

young children’s access to read alouds, which can then translate into stronger early 

language and literacy skills, and ultimately higher rates of reading success.  Within 

the context of a public library, storytimes offer an opportunity for children to not only 

participate in a read aloud but for parents to observe a librarian modeling a potential 

new or different way to read a story aloud.  The library also provides parents with an 

opportunity to borrow books to take home and read aloud to their child. 

 Writing is another way for children to understand the connection between oral 

language and print.  Young children often explore writing tools such as crayons and 

pencils to draw pictures and then eventually begin scribbling.  Once children 

differentiate writing from drawing, they attempt to represent print (Ferriero, 1986), 

and as children experiment with print, they refine their writing over time (Chomsky, 
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1971; Treiman, 1998).  Activities and opportunities for writing exist within library 

storytimes as children are given art activities to participate in.  The library provides 

parents with the supplies needed to complete activities, such as pencils, crayons, 

and glue sticks.   

Talking 

  Oral language is the foundation for early literacy skills and it is noted in 

research that early difficulties in oral language are linked to later reading problems 

(Storch & Whitehurst, 2002).  Talking, specifically during meaningful conversations, 

is an important activity in childhood that occurs in school, home, and library settings.  

Meaningful conversations, or exchanges, between a child and an adult present a 

pathway for children to hear and discuss new vocabulary words. Conversations 

within peer groups are equally important as children are able to hear peers share 

ideas and receive feedback (Wasik & Hindman, 2015). 

Within the context of a public library, storytimes offer an opportunity for 

librarians to ask open-ended questions to children for children to respond with 

opportunities to listen to peer responses, especially during read alouds. Talking 

during storytimes also presents parents with another opportunity to observe how a 

librarian might ask questions and extend conversations to promote language and 

vocabulary development.   The library itself offers a print-rich environment with 

materials for a child and parent to read and discuss.  If home literacy environments 

lack shared reading and print materials, children are likely to have poor oral language 

skills (Storch & Whitehurst, 2001).  Therefore, the library is an important environment 

for families to access materials that are not in their own homes.  
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Singing 

 Besides talking, singing provides another opportunity for children to practice 

oral language.  Singing provides a different way for children to hear spoken language 

and allow opportunities for repetition.  Songs also present an opportunity to practice 

rhyming in a fun way.  Songs provide another meaningful way for children to practice 

language skills, hear sounds in words, and rhyme.  Within the context of a public 

library, storytimes offer an opportunity for children to sing songs with other children 

and to repeat the songs in return visits to storytimes.  Singing allows parents and 

families who are learning English an opportunity to hear the songs that our culture is 

familiar with (i.e. nursery rhymes such as Hickory Dickory Dock).  These 

opportunities to sing allow parents to learn the songs that they can repeat at home 

with their child.  

         Beyond simply singing a song, singing is also a fun way for children to learn 

vocabulary words.  When storytimes offer songs, librarians have the opportunity to 

explain words from a song that children might not hear in everyday conversation.  

For example, in the children’s song I’m a Little Teapot, a librarian might teach the 

words stout, sprout, and handle.  Library storytimes that provide opportunities for 

children to sing songs are another important opportunity to practice oral language 

skills and learn vocabulary.  

Playing 

 Children can participate in a variety of play activities in early childhood such 

as imaginative play, gross-motor activities, board games, and toys. In regards to 

time, children devote approximately 3% to 20% of their day to play (Burghardt, 2005).  

While free play and games are less structured and offer opportunities for children to 

explore and use their imagination it is noted in the research that adult-supported 

play, or scaffolded-play, has the most potential for early childhood learning (Wasik & 
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Jacobi-Vessels, 2016).  Within the context of a public library, storytimes that provide 

time for play, specifically scaffolded-play time, are providing additional ways for 

children to practice language and vocabulary in a meaningful way. 

         There are some communities where children cannot play outside due to 

safety concerns. If children cannot play outside their homes they might spend more 

time engaged in watching television or playing video games (Milteer & Ginsburg, 

2012). Play provides an opportunity for a parent to engage with their child, bond, and 

see the world from the child’s perspective (2012).  Therefore, the library provides a 

safe environment with age-appropriate toys and materials where children are able to 

play and parents are able to engage with their child. 

Next Steps 

The aforementioned information summarized key research regarding the need for 

American children, especially those in poverty, to engage in early literacy and 

language skills. Libraries offer a free, public place to get that support and provide 

teaching and modeling to parents so that they learn more about early literacy and 

language.  The next section provides an overview of libraries and the theoretical 

framework for the current study. 

Libraries: What is known 

 The library provides a free, public setting where children and 

parents/caregivers can attend storytimes.  The library is a unique context since 

parents/caregivers and their children are both invited to participate in read-alouds, 

namely library storytimes, and other activities that include talking, singing, playing, 

and writing.  The current study provides insight into library storytimes during which a 

librarian leads a series of activities including reading, talking, singing, playing, and 

writing. 
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 Community libraries vary in the types as well as the frequency of programs 

offered to parents and children.  This is largely due to unequal funding as well as the 

autonomy libraries are given in regard to programming decisions (S.P., personal 

communication , August 25, 2017).   The Every Child Ready to Read Program, or 

ECRR, was developed by the American Library Association as a parent-education 

initiative with the intent for librarians and libraries to offer early-childhood literacy and 

language support to parents.  Rather than focus solely on read alouds, the ECRR 

program emphasizes five early literacy practices that prepare a child to read: talking, 

singing, reading, writing, and playing (ECRR Manual Edition 2, 2011).  In order to 

guide the librarians who will deliver the content, the program offers specific insight as 

to what information libraries should include in storytimes, as well as more general 

information about early literacy practices of talking, singing, reading, writing, and 

playing.   

Libraries: What is unknown 

 Despite reports of the learning opportunities and potential for family 

engagement at public libraries (see Lopez et al., 2016), limited research on public 

libraries exists. Several studies have shown the positive impact library support can 

have on early childhood literacy outcomes during the preschool years (Campana et 

al., 2016; Miller et al., 2013; Institute of Museum and Library Services Report, 2013; 

Stooke & McKenzie, 2009; Celano & Neuman, 2001). In regard to how parents view 

libraries and family library usage, survey research has shown that parents regard 

library visits as positive experiences, and library programming is often sought as a 

preferred activity (see Pew Research Center’s 2013 report).  Other work explores the 

role of librarians in designing storytimes, managing children, and creating spaces for 

children within the library (Campbell-Hicks, 2016; Milles et al., 2016; Ralli & Payne, 

2016; Depper et al., 2014; McNeil, 2014; Steward et al., 2014; Diamante-Cohen, 
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2013; McEwing, 2011; Rogers-Whitehead & Fay, 2010).  A small amount of work has 

explored specific programs implemented in public libraries (Crier, 2008; Diamante-

Cohen, 2004).  An even smaller amount of work has utilized observational and case 

study research to better understand what actually occurs in public libraries (Becker, 

2012; McKechnie, 2006)   

 In general, research on libraries has not shed insight into parents, specifically 

what libraries might do to help parents, and the reasons parents visit libraries with 

their children.  Insight from the family literacy literature shows what libraries might do 

to help parents.  In general, family literacy literature shows that a high level of family 

involvement is associated with positive achievement in children (Fantuzzo, 

Gladsden, Li, Sproul, Mcdermott, Hightower, & Minney, 2013).   

Theoretical Framework 

Relation to Hoover-Dempsey’s Model 

 Unlike K-12 public schooling, library attendance is not compulsory.  A 

pressing question related to understanding how library storytimes might matter for 

children’s outcomes involves the question of why parents attend libraries in the first 

place.  The Hoover-Dempsey model of parental motivation in a child’s education 

serves as the theoretical background as to why parents might become involved in 

learning via library storytimes.  The theory helps explore why parents might be 

motivated to initially attend a library storytime and later repeat something learned in 

that context when they are with their children at home.  According to the model, three 

major sources motivate parents to become involved: role construction, self-efficacy, 

and perceptions of invitations to involvement (Green, Walker, Hoover-Dempsey & 

Sandler, 2007).  Table 1 outlines the three sources as applied to the current case. 

 



10 

 

Motivating Factor General Definition Applied to This Case 

Parents’ motivational beliefs Socially constructed; 
includes parental role 
construction and parental 
self-efficacy for helping the 
child succeed in school  

Parents’ beliefs about what 
they are supposed to do 
during storytimes; why 
attending storytimes might 
benefit child and/or self 

Parents’ perceptions of 
invitations to involvement 

Includes general invitations 
from school and specific 
invitations from teachers 
and children 

Includes general invitations 
from the library (e.g. website 
information and flyers within 
the library), specific 
invitations from librarians 
(e.g. personal invitations 
from the library both inside 
and outside the library 
building), and invitations 
within social networks (e.g. 
a friend inviting another 
friend to a storytime or 
telling the friend he/she 
should attend storytime) 

 

Parental l role construction involves parents’ beliefs about what they should do in 

regard to their children’s education. This role construction is influenced by parents’ 

experiences with individuals and groups related to schooling and is subject to social 

influence over time (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997). Self-efficacy is what parents 

believe they are able to do in terms of helping their child’s education.  Finally, 

perceptions of invitations to involvement consists of general and specific invitations 

that parents receive inviting them to involvement activities.   

Purpose and Rationale 

Improving Early Literacy  

 There are many ways to think about improving early literacy, and one is 

through early childhood education.  For example, research has highlighted the 
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impact and importance of preschool for children in poverty (see Perry Preschool 

Project, 2005).  Since children have learning experiences at both school and home, 

research has highlighted success when parents and teachers both implement the 

same book reading intervention (Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998). 

 Another parallel route to address early literacy for children is to provide 

supports for early literacy and language in a library during storytimes, which has 

some unique benefits.  Library storytimes provide parents with weekly contact with a 

library, which might provide support and insight to parents.  Research has shown that 

reaching parents is challenging and that few parents reach out to experts for advice 

(National Education Goals Panel, 1997).  Questions regarding how best to reach 

parents, especially parents in lower socioeconomic groups, remain a challenge in 

early childhood research.  

ECRR Program 

The Every Child Ready to Read Program (ECRR) was developed in 2004 as 

a response to the National Reading Panel Report (2000). The American Library 

Association (ALA) began to develop a program in which parents and libraries could 

partner to offer early literacy experiences so that children could enter kindergarten 

ready to read. The ALA commissioned with early literacy researchers, Dr. Grover 

Whitehurst and Dr. Christopher Lonigan to identify important areas in early literacy 

development.  Dr. Whitehurst and Dr. Lonigan identified six pre-reading skills 

necessary for children to learn in order to learn how to read: (1) narrative skills, (2) 

print motivation, (3) vocabulary, (4) print awareness, (5) letter knowledge, (6) 

phonological awareness (American Library Association, 2004). These six skills were 

later translated into the five current ECRR practices of reading, talking, singing, 

playing, and writing.  The change was made due to feedback from librarians that the 
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six pre-reading skills were too technical to teach to parents (Neuman & Celano, 

2010). 

Research Questions 

In this case study, the researcher specifically sought to understand how the 

Bridgetown Library Children’s Department implemented the ECRR program, 

especially within the library storytimes offered to children.  The researcher also 

sought to explore how parents utilized the ECRR program.  This work was guided by 

two research questions: 

 RQ1: Why and how was the ECRR program implemented in the library? 

 RQ2: Why and how do parents utilize the ECRR program? 

Significance of the Current Study  

 While the current research on family literacy provides a great amount of 

understanding regarding the positive impact of family involvement in a child’s 

education, a great amount of this work has been conducted regarding school 

involvement.  Given that preschool likely begins for children around the age of three 

years, and kindergarten begins at five years of age, little is known about family 

involvement within a school setting before this formal schooling begins.   

This study, therefore, fills two critical gaps in the current literature.  First, it 

provides insight into parental involvement in library storytimes, an activity that can 

begin at birth for a parent and a child.  Secondly, the study offers information to add 

to the current ECRR research by further exploring both librarian and parental 

involvement with ECRR.  Examining these factors within the context of the library 

and by focusing on parents, the findings and implications of this study serve to better 

inform future policy on the needs of families within the library setting.   
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Limitations  

 he researcher carefully and thoughtfully considered two major limitations to 

this case study.  First, the study involved a small sample group of parents 

interviewed.  Initially, the researcher proposed to interview 20 parents; however, a 

total of 10 parents consented to interviews.  Despite the researcher’s known 

presence at the library, the researcher found difficulty in finding parents who would 

agree to an interview.  Spanish-speaking mothers were extremely hesitant with the 

consent form which required a signature. Parents were also noticeably busy and 

sometimes could not commit to staying at the library for interviews.  The researcher 

was able to collect contact information (phone numbers and emails) from parents; 

however, many parents did not respond to the researcher’s emails or phone calls. 

 The second limitation to the current study is that the study participants were 

not a culturally-representative population and did not reflect the diversity of the 

community outside of the library walls specifically in regards to African Americans.  

The current population of African Americans in Bridgetown is 35.9%, and the study 

was not able to recruit any African American parents. This limitation is likely 

connected to the first limitation of small sample size as explained above.  

Definition of Terms 

ECRR – This acronym is used within the study to refer to the Every Child Ready to 

Read Program, second edition.  

Storytime – This term is used in the current study to describe the time at the library 

when a librarian formally reads a book to a group of children and parents. The library 

in the study had a specific name for each storytime and a specific age group for 

which the storytime was recommended. 
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Librarian Modeling – This term is used in the current study to describe when a 

librarian demonstrates a literacy practice, such as reading a book aloud, singing a 

song, or reciting a nursery rhyme, where parents have the opportunity to learn how a 

modeled method might be implemented at home.  

Librarian Asides – Information directed at parents from a librarian during storytime 

regarding an early literacy practice and/or the importance of a skill or activity.  

Summary 

There is a need for further research into the ECRR program, specifically with 

a focus on parents.  This study provides a new analysis into how one library has 

implemented the ECRR program as well as how parents utilize the program.  

Understanding both will provide information to barriers which might exist within a 

library that utilizes the ECRR program as well as aspects of the program that might 

prove helpful to librarians and parents. This chapter provided an overview of the 

need for the study, an overview of early language and literacy skills with the potential 

of each at the library, an overview of the ECRR program, and the significance and 

limitations of the current study. The next section will provide a literature review, 

detailed information on ECRR with specifics into the training librarians receive, and 

the theoretical framework for the current study.  
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND THEORETICAL LENSES 

Introduction 

 The present case study is informed by several strands of research reviewed 

in this chapter including the development of early language and literacy, the 

acquisition of vocabulary through book reading, and research on public libraries. 

While this early literacy research is extensive, questions regarding how the ECRR 

program has influenced libraries remain. Therefore, in this review of literature, a 

focus on the ECRR will be presented. 

History of Public Library Storytimes 

 Historically, libraries and storytimes emerged at the end of the 19th century 

during a focus on children’s activities and programs such as playgrounds, Sunday 

schools, library children’s divisions, and Boy and Girl Scouts (Green and Del Negro, 

2010). One of the first documented library storytimes was at Pittsburgh’s Carnegie 

Library in 1899, which offered a story hour for children 10 and older for three years 

before adding a program for children under 10. Both programs used fairy tales and 

Bible stories, and  both programs were conducted in the library’s lecture room, not in 

the children’s section. The librarian and children sat on backless benches arranged 

in a square. The demand for such story hours was so high at the Carnegie Library 

that the library limited the group to 36 children (Olcutt, 1917).  

The earliest record of a library picture book story hour is documented in the 

Detroit Public Library in 1936 (Gross, 1967). It is then documented that preschool 

story times began regular occurrences in libraries across the United States. Parents 

were not always welcomed or encouraged to stay during library storytimes and 

programs; libraries during the 1950s had different views on this point. Some libraries 
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allowed parents to remain in the same room with their children for the storytime while 

other libraries encouraged parents to take the time for themselves by either leaving 

the building or remaining somewhere else in the library (Albright et al., 2009). 

Library storytimes continued, and in the year 2000, The Association for 

Library Service to Children and the Public Library Association responded to research 

studies (namely the 2000 National Assessment of Educational Progress) that found a 

significant percentage of children were entering kindergarten without the necessary 

early literacy skills needed to read (ECRR Manual, 2010). Thus, the Every Child 

Ready to Read Program was created as a way to harness storytimes to solve the 

problems highlighted by this research.  

Public Library Funding 

 As of 2017, there are more public libraries in the United States than 

Starbucks, with a total of 17,566 library branches (relative to 13,327 Starbucks in the 

United States) (American Library Association, 2017).  Moreover, libraries are widely 

used with a 96.5 million people reported attending public library programs in 2013, 

and 95% of public libraries offer summer reading programs for children. All public 

libraries offer free internet access with additional free access to computers (American 

Library Association, 2017). According to the 2012 report of The National Center for 

Education Statistics, 42% of families surveyed with children between the ages of 

three to five had visited a library at least once in the past month.  

 Due to funding and budget cuts, it is a critical time for libraries in many 

communities despite the positive sentiments and statistics surrounding their 

meaningfulness. According to the national organization EveryLibrary (2017), libraries 

are in danger of funding cuts and closures, and the Institute of Museum and Library 

Services, which provides millions of dollars in grant funding to public libraries, is in 
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danger of being eliminated by the current government. Libraries are largely funded 

by local sources such as property taxes; thus libraries are unequally funded (Miller et 

al., 2011). In an attempt to even out funding, states provide public libraries with 

funding. The state of Pennsylvania provides 16-18% of the funding for its 458 public 

libraries. In 2008, the funding for the entire state was $75 million, $60 million in 2009, 

and further reduced to $54 million in 2010 and 2011. Better understanding of how 

programs such as ECRR are used at libraries to enhance early literacy education 

can provide a basis for continued support and funding. 

Libraries and Children 

There is a general consensus across early childhood literacy research 

regarding the foundational skills a child should establish in order to read printed text, 

including the development of oral language abilities, vocabulary, alphabetic principle, 

print awareness, phonological awareness, phonemic awareness, and comprehension 

(Byrnes & Wasik, 2009; National Early Literacy Panel, 2008). Learning to read is a 

complex task with many skills which begin to develop at a young age. Children need 

opportunities to develop these skills at home, in school, and across community 

settings. 

Each of the aforementioned settings (home, school, and community) 

provides a unique opportunity for children to interact with adults and often other 

children as well as to practice current skills and learn new skills.  Libraries can be 

particularly promotive of early language and literacy skills because they contain rich 

collections of texts appropriate for young children and allow families to take these 

texts home for multiple days or weeks. The library also provides an opportunity for 

children to interact with their parents at library-sponsored events and programs, such 

as musical events and storytimes. Finally, the library provides a free space for 

children to read and explore books which might not be available at all homes.  
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 Libraries provide a space for this type of early literacy learning; for example, 

libraries often have educational toys and puzzles. This allows for the library to be 

used beyond reading and borrowing books. The use of library storytimes provides a 

unique early literacy experience for parents to observe the modeling of early literacy 

skills from librarians or other library staff.  

Despite the theoretically abundant learning opportunities and potential for 

family engagement available at public libraries (see Lopez et al., 2016), limited 

research on public libraries exists. Several studies have shown the positive impact of 

libraries supporting early childhood literacy outcomes during the preschool years 

(Campana et al., 2016; Celano & Neuman, 2001; Institute of Museum and Library 

Services report, 2013; Miller et al., 2013; Stooke & McKenzie, 2009).  In regard to 

how parents view libraries and family library usage, survey research has shown 

parents regard library visits as positive experiences, and library programming is often 

sought out as a preferred activity (see Pew Research Center’s 2013 report). Other 

work explores the role of librarians in designing storytimes, managing children, and 

creating spaces for children within the library (Campbell-Hicks, 2016; Mills et al., 

2016; Ralli & Payne, 2016; Depper et al., 2014; McNeil, 2014; Stewart et al.,2014; 

Diaman-Cohen, 2013; McEwing, 2011; Rogers-Whitehead & Fay, 2010). A small 

amount of work has explored specific programs implemented in public libraries 

(Crier, 2008; Diaman-Cohen, 2004). An even smaller amount of work, detailed 

below, has utilized observational and case study research to better understand what 

actually occurs in public libraries. It is this small amount of literature which informs 

my work.  

 Becker (2012) revealed how parents and children utilized children’s sections 

across two library branches. Becker spent twenty-four hours over a course of twelve 

observational times between two branches of a library in a small city in Northern 
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Arizona with the purpose of exploring patronage and usage of the children’s section. 

The descriptive statistics of the small city noted 77.9% of the population as white and 

17.4% of the total population estimated to be living in poverty. Becker sought to 

observe who was using the children’s section, the type of interactions and 

experiences of children, the extent of experiences on early literacy acquisition, and 

how parents/caregivers mentored children in the library.  

 Becker’s (2012) methods included field notes of observations during both 

unstructured library times and during one weekday family storytime at one of the two 

library branches. Becker analyzed field notes through analytic induction and 

discovered two broad categories: behavior related to children learning and behavior 

not directly related to children learning. Within the first category of behaviors relating 

to children learning, three subcategories of early learning were evident at the libraries 

observed: early literacy learning, learning how to use the library, and other 

developmentally-appropriate learning (e.g., playing with toys). The subcategories of 

early learning which emerged from Becker’s observations describe the library as a 

place where children can engage with materials with the potential to promote 

learning. The implication of Becker’s work to the current study is the potential impact 

of ECRR on Becker’s categories; implying that a program like ECRR might promote 

early learning at the library. The potential of ECRR for shared learning and library 

usage for children and families and the potential for families to access programs like 

ECRR might add further categories of learning in the library where parents and 

children are participating together. 

 Similar to Becker’s (2012) observational study, McKechnie (2006) also spent 

time observing children at a public library. However, rather than an overall focus on 

the children’s section, McKechnie (2006) specifically observed baby and toddler 

(ages birth to two) storytimes, visiting a total of eleven 30-minute storytimes across 
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two branches of a large, public library system with a team of two researchers and 

one research assistant. The focus of the study was to discover what happens during 

these storytimes and if the programs benefited the young children involved. In 

addition to observations, interviews with individual parents and focus groups were 

conducted. The field notes were the sole source of data analysis, with the interview 

and focus group data used to confirm and complement the observations. Field notes 

showed that the storytimes provided a context where children were engaged in 

literacy activities and social interactions. Observational data taken by McKechnie 

(2006) also showed that adults were observed seeking, giving, and exchanging 

information with their children. Overall, this work revealed the value of storytimes for 

engaging young children and their parents in behaviors likely to promote language 

and literacy skills (as well as other positive outcomes, such as attachment).  

The current study will move beyond McKechnie’s (2006) work of describing 

library storytimes to address the implementation of ECRR. The current study will add 

to existing literature by evaluating and gaining a better understanding as to how 

librarians understand a specific program rather than describing what they do during 

these storytimes.  

A recent study by Campana et al. (2016) funded by the Institute of Museum 

and Library Services focused on evaluating how public library storytimes make a 

difference in the early literacy skills of children who attend. The authors used a mixed 

methods approach over two years to study storytimes for young children (birth to 60 

months) across thirty public libraries in Washington state. Campana et al. (2016) 

utilized two project-aligned measures in their study – the Benchmarks Curricular 

Planning and Assessment Framework (BCPAF) and the Program Evaluation Tool 

(PET). The BCPAF examines early learning within informal learning environments. 

The PET, while complementing the BCPAF, examines the role of the practitioner in 
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contributing to early literacy within informal learning environments. Results of the 

research are reported from the first year only and show a strong relationship between 

the results of the two measures (r=0.803, p<0.01). The work completed by Campana 

et al. (2016) does not report the type of strategies or techniques used by libraries and 

librarians during storytimes nor the use of any specific programs by libraries. It is 

unknown exactly what the implementation of the librarian’s instruction looked like or 

what the children’s literacy skills were before participating in the library programs. 

Therefore, a strong relationship between the library’s literacy program and children’s 

early literacy skills might not be truly causal.   

The current study will add to the work of Campana et al. (2016) by taking a 

more focused look at one case rather than a large-scale report of thirty libraries with 

possible variations in types of programming. The current study will add to the 

literature by focusing on one particular program and its utilization by librarians.  

Librarians 

Librarians are often the ones in charge of the planning and implementation of 

children’s programming; hence a better understanding of the training librarians 

receive is warranted. The American Library Association (ALA) offers information as 

to the qualifications that one might need to become a librarian and suggests for those 

interested in becoming a librarian to check individual state requirements. For 

example, Michigan requires that public library directors have a Master of Library 

Science degree only if the library serves a population of 25,000 or more. The ALA 

also discusses how many smaller and urban libraries have difficulties filling positions 

and will often hire librarians with other degrees and equivalent experiences (ALA, 

2018). Due to the variance between states and the possibility of recruitment 

difficulties, libraries might possibly have librarians who do not have a background in 

best literacy practices.  
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The ALA offers descriptions of the various positions within public libraries. A 

library page is responsible for putting returned books back and keeping items in 

order. These employees might be responsible for checking books in and out and are 

usually paid per hour. Library assistants or technicians are often mistaken for 

librarians since many spend time behind check-out desks. An assistant’s job is 

similar to a page’s job with the added duties of issuing library cards, answering 

questions regarding the location of resources, and assisting patrons with items 

placed on reserve. This position is also a paid per hour employee.  

Unlike a page or clerk, a librarian is usually a salaried position. The ALA 

(2015) describes a librarian as someone who “helps people with homework and 

research questions, decides what items to purchase and discard, offers programs 

and training, helps people use the Internet, builds websites, and more.” It is important 

to note these descriptions since absent in all descriptions from the ALA is anything 

describing or defining early literacy, children, or storytimes.  

Every Child Ready to Read: An Evidence-based Model for Library 

Storytime 

Given that the descriptions of librarians are vague and lacking anything 

related to literacy or children, it is important to explore the programs available to 

librarians. The Every Child Ready to Read program (ECRR) is widely implemented 

across the United States and created for librarians.  According to the Institute of 

Museum and Library Services (2013), approximately 4,000 libraries across the 

United States currently use ECRR. There are two unique aspects of ECRR: early 

literacy researchers were commissioned to help with the design of the program, and 

it is the only known parent-education initiative published and supported by the ALA. 
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The Public Library Association (PLA) originally contracted Dr. Grover C. 

Whitehurst and Dr. Christopher J. Lonigan to develop the ECRR program. According 

to Dr. Whitehurst, he and Dr. Lonigan collaborated and developed handouts to 

distribute to parents (G. Whitehurst, personal communication, November 28, 2017).  

These handouts gave suggestions for activities parents could do with a child to 

support six pre-reading skills children must develop in order to learn how to read. Dr. 

Whitehurst informed me that the intent was to convince parents to become more 

active participants in reading, to take a more active role, and to have conversations 

with their children (G. Whitehurst, personal communication, November 28, 2017). It is 

important to note that, although other library programs exist (e.g., Mother Goose on 

the Loose, the 1000 Book Challenge), ECRR is the only known program with links to 

early literacy research and is the only known parent-education initiative targeting 

early literacy and based in libraries. The program is also specifically written for 

librarians to implement.  

In comparison to other library programs, visits to various local libraries in the 

Philadelphia suburbs revealed that the 1,000 Book Challenge and Mother Goose on 

the Loose are also popular library programs. The 1,000 Book Challenge is an 

initiative to encourage parents to read 1,000 books to their children before they start 

kindergarten. The challenge involves the parent simply writing down the book titles 

after every read-aloud. The 1,000 Book Challenge was started by a non-profit public 

charity in Nevada. The mission of the charity is twofold: to promote reading to 

newborns, infants, and toddlers and to encourage parent/child bonding through 

reading. The founding sponsors of the organization are two Nevada legal firms.  

The Mother Goose on the Loose is a program written by a former librarian, 

Dr. Betsy Diamante-Cohen, to encourage librarians to incorporate elements of 

movement and song in storytimes. It was first implemented in 1999 in the Enoch 
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Pratt Free Library in Baltimore, Maryland. Dr. Diamante-Cohen modeled the program 

after her time in Israel where she took her son to a series of baby music classes. It 

differs from ECRR in that it provides suggestions on how to conduct storytimes 

aimed at getting children to participate in movement activities, song, and dance. 

Mother Goose on the Loose emphasizes nursery rhymes, song, and movement. The 

program does not offer support as to how librarians should read books nor support 

into any early literacy skills such as vocabulary. The Mother Goose on the Loose 

program has been implemented in 188 libraries across the United States. 

While these two programs are relatively popular, particularly in the 

Philadelphia region, they have notable shortcomings. Critically, neither the 1,000 

Book Challenge nor Mother Goose on the Loose has research which evaluates their 

significance within early literacy. The implementation of either program within public 

libraries is unknown. Moreover, neither program is clearly aligned with current 

thinking about early language and literacy development, nor have early literacy 

researchers been involved in the creation and implementation of these models. As 

stated previously, the emphasis in the Mother Goose on the Loose program is on 

children’s nursery rhymes, songs, and movement. There is no clear direction given to 

the actual reading of books or any early literacy skills other than children participating 

in nursery rhymes, songs, and movement.  

Instead, these programs offer evidence of the limited resources available to 

libraries regarding research-based early literacy programs. Neither program offers 

librarians training as to how to best offer support and early literacy education to 

parents. Therefore, this makes ECRR an important and uniquely promising model to 

evaluate. 
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ECRR Content for Families 

 ECRR guides librarians in the information that librarians should provide to 

parents on how parents are to engage in five early literacy practices (talking, singing, 

reading, writing, and playing) and why these practices have the potential to impact 

early literacy. The exact information given to librarians is vague; the frequency of 

how often librarians should provide information to parents is not given nor is the 

duration of librarian instruction.  Therefore, ECRR could look very different across 

libraries.      

ECRR Librarian Training 

The actual ECRR Manual is a large binder that begins with librarian training 

that includes how the program is based on the five early literacy practices of talking, 

singing, reading, writing, and playing; information about the importance of developing 

early literacy skills in children from birth to age five; background information about 

parent workshop content; and finally, information about how and why parents are 

important in helping children get ready to read. The manual also includes PowerPoint 

slides that librarians can use in parent training.  

The ECRR Manual states three core concepts that are of importance for 

libraries to understand: reading begins at birth; parents are a child’s first and best 

teacher; and libraries are the perfect place for parents to interact with their children 

using the five practices of talking, singing, reading, writing, and playing (ECRR 

Manual, 2010). 

In order to understand what components of the ECRR program a library has 

implemented, it is important to first understand exactly what information and training 

librarians receive in the ECRR program. The ECRR Manual includes training 

specifically for librarians which includes an overview of early literacy research, early 
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literacy practices librarians should instruct parents on, and specific library information 

parents should know. The purpose of the librarian training is to provide early literacy 

research, training in the five early literacy practices (talking, singing, reading, writing, 

and playing), and an overview of the ECRR parent workshop.  

The first part of the ECRR librarian training involves an overview of early 

literacy research. Librarians are informed of congressionally-mandated reports on the 

development of early literacy such as the Prevention of Reading Difficulties (Snow, 

Burns, & Griffin, 1998), The National Reading Panel Report (2000), the National 

Literacy Panel on Language-Minority Children and Youth (August & Shanahan, 

2006), and The National Early Literacy Panel (2008). The training emphasizes the 

importance of language, vocabulary, and comprehension. Librarians learn that ECRR 

focuses on five early literacy practices which develop skills to help children get ready 

to read, and how to teach parents these five practices so they can use them at home 

on a regular basis to help their children develop early literacy and pre-reading skills.  

The second part of the librarian training informs librarians about the 

information they should teach to parents/caregivers. It is important to note this 

information was intended for librarians to present to parents/caregivers in a separate 

workshop; it never specifically instructs librarians to teach parents during 

storytimes/story hours. The following table displays the information ECRR suggests 

that librarians teach parents:  
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Table 1. ECRR recommended information for parents. 

Idea Information to teach parents/caregivers 

There are five simple practices parents can 
do at home to help their children learn early 
literacy skills.  

The five practices are talking, singing, 
reading, writing, and playing. They are fun 
to do and can be incorporated into everyday 
routines.  

Reading is essential to school success. 

Parents should start now to help their 
children get ready to read. 

Language skills will help children learn to 
read. 

It is never too early to help children develop 
literacy and pre-reading skills 

Developing early literacy skills will make it 
easier for children to learn to read. 

Parents can help children learn language 
and other early literacy skills with simple 
activities. 

Children who start kindergarten with good 
pre-reading skills have an advantage 
because they are ready to learn to read. 

Children who start kindergarten ready to 
learn have greater success throughout their 
school years. Reading success begins with 
positive language and literacy experiences 
from the time children are infants.  

Parents are a child’s first teacher and know 
their child best. Children learn by doing and 
love doing things with parents. 

Young children have short attention spans, 
so it is best to do activities for short bits of 
time throughout the day. Parents should 
model a love of reading to children so that 
they follow the parent’s lead.  

To become successful readers, children 
need to learn a code and understand its 
meaning.  

Learning to read involves decoding; children 
need to learn that letters represent sounds. 
Children need to learn the meaning of 
individual words and the meaning of 
books/stories.  

Five simple practices (talking, singing, 
reading, writing, playing) help children get 
ready to read.  

When  visiting the library, parents] will learn 
ideas for how to use these practices to help 
children get ready to read.  
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Table 1, continued. 

Use the language you know best.  Speak to your child in the language you 
know best rather than having your child 
learn both the concept and the English 
words at the same time.  

Talking: Children learn about language by 
listening to parents talk and joining in the 
conversation. 

Talking, telling stories, and stretching 
conversations are ways children learn new 
information, new vocabulary, and other 
early literacy skills.  

Singing: Songs are a natural way to learn 
about language.  

Singing develops listening skills, slows 
down language so children can hear 
different sounds in words, and helps 
children learn new words and information.  

Reading: Read together with your child. Reading together is the single most 
important activity you can do to help your 
child get ready to read. Books include words 
children might not hear in everyday 
conversations.  

Writing: Reading and writing go together. Reading and writing are both ways to 
represent spoken words and communicate 
information. As children scribble and draw, 
they practice hand-eye coordination.  

Playing: Children learn about language 
through different kinds of play.  

Children learn language during play. Play 
helps children think symbolically (a ruler 
becomes a magic wand; a friend becomes 
an astronaut). Play helps children develop 
oral language skills. Dramatic play helps 
narrative skills and helps children 
understand stories happen in an order (first, 
next, last).  

 

 It is important to note that the ideas and information presented in the table 

come directly from the ECRR training manual for librarians and do not always line up. 

For example, one idea is that parents are a child’s first teacher and know their child 

best; also, children learn by doing and love doing things with their parents. The 
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information from this idea that librarians are taught to teach parents is that young 

children have short attention spans, so it is best for short bits of activity throughout 

the day. Also, parents should model a love of reading. Since the relationship 

between this idea and information is not clear – in that the parent-child bond does not 

necessarily lead to any conclusions about child attention or openness to modeling – 

this presents a possible area of confusion when librarians read the manual.  

The final section of ECRR librarian training includes information to be given 

to parents from librarians highlighting programs the library offers for children that 

reinforce the five practices of talking, singing, reading, writing, and playing and how 

the library supports each one. Librarians are to tell parents that it does not matter if 

the child is four days old or four years old; the library has books, music, program, and 

services to help children develop language and pre-reading skills.  

Table 2. ECRR recommended practices. 

ECRR Practice How library supports the practice 

Talking and Reading The library has books for parents to take 
home and read with their child. 

Singing The library has music to borrow. 

Writing The library has places where parents and 
children can write.  

Playing The library has places to play and learn.  

 

The librarian training ends by informing librarians to tell parents how to get a library 

card, how to find the library online, and how to contact the librarian for more 

information.  

Not included within the official ECRR Manual is something the researcher 

learned during a discussion with Saroj Ghoting, a key ECRR trainer and author. Ms. 
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Ghoting informed that many librarians include parent “asides” during storytimes. An 

“aside” is defined as a tip or point made toward parents during storytimes (S. 

Ghoting, personal communication, December 7, 2017). The concept of an aside was 

something that evolved from the most current evaluation of the ECRR model (see 

Neuman, Moland, & Celano, 2017) and is defined by that study as a “tip directly 

addressing parents about ways to foster early literacy, the importance of play, and 

appropriate behavioral expectations for children at different ages” (Neuman, Moland, 

& Celano, 2017). The concept of an aside appears broad in that it can include the 

three broad areas of literacy, play, or behavioral expectations. Observations of 

asides did appear during the current study and will be discussed further.  

ECRR Goals for Librarians 

 Other than librarian training, the ECRR Manual includes parent workshops 

and samples for what a library storytime for parents and children should include.  The 

parent workshops included in ECRR are PowerPoint Slides that are intended for 

librarians to display to parents.  The slides include information on the core practices 

ECRR emphasizes (talking, singing, reading, writing, and playing) and how parents 

should engage in the practices to help their child get ready to read. In regards to 

library storytimes, the following goals are outlined in the ECRR for librarians to use 

when planning library storytimes and/or programs: 

1.  Parents and caregivers will understand the importance of developing 

early literacy skills in children, beginning at birth. 

2. Parents and caregivers will learn about the five early literacy practices – 

talking, singing, reading, writing, and playing – they can use to help 

children develop early literacy skills and get ready to read.  

3. Parents, caregivers, and children will engage in activities to learn how the 

five early literacy practices can help children learn new words and their 
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meanings. Parents and caregivers will be motivated to use the five early 

literacy practices on a daily basis.  

4. Librarians will give parents and caregivers suggestions for creating an 

effective and affordable early literacy and learning environment at home. 

5. Parents and caregivers will understand that the library is a source for 

materials that help children develop early literacy skills. Librarians will 

encourage parents and caregivers to check out materials and use other 

library services that help children get ready to read. 

6. Parents and caregivers will understand that developing early literacy 

skills should be fun for children and adults.  

The previous goals given to librarians in ECRR have the potential to present 

challenges to librarians. The first goal area of providing parents the understanding of 

the importance of developing early literacy skills in children, beginning at birth, 

assumes that perhaps parents do not already know this. One could assert that the 

act of parents attending a library event with their child demonstrates the importance 

of developing early literacy skills in their child. The importance of early literacy would 

likely be something that all library-going parents recognize, at least to some extent.  

 The second goal area for librarians involves parents learning about the five 

early literacy practices (talking, singing, reading, writing, and playing) and how 

parents can use the practices to help children develop early literacy skills. The 

current study involved interviewing parents about their beliefs and practices in this 

area.  

 Goal number three discusses how parents will engage in activities to learn 

how the five early literacy practices can help children learn new words, and parents 

will be motivated to use the five early literacy practices on a daily basis. This appears 

to be a very broad and likely immeasurable goal for librarians since librarians cannot 
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truly account for what parents do after leaving the library. While parents can 

participate in those areas within storytimes, it is impossible for librarians to account 

for behavior and motivation outside of those times. However, the current study does 

push the conversation regarding goal three into current ECRR discussion by 

presenting parent interview data discussing areas learned from the librarians from 

storytimes.  

 Goal four states that librarians will give parents suggestions for creating an 

effective and affordable early literacy and learning environment at home. ECRR does 

not offer specifics into this; rather this goal is another example of a broad goal for 

librarians that ECRR does not give support in. However, the current study offers 

discussion from parents as to what the parents learned from the librarians during 

storytimes.  

 Goal five suggests that librarians encourage parents to check out materials, 

use other services to help children get ready to read, and understand that the library 

is a source for materials to help children develop early literacy skills. The current 

study explores how the Bridgetown librarians invited parents to be involved in their 

children’s literacy. 

 The sixth librarian goal given by ECRR is for librarians to teach parents that 

developing early literacy should be fun for children and adults. This appears to be a 

broad goal that ECRR does not really give any direction to librarians in. Measuring 

“fun” is also subjective and appears difficult to gather data in. This study collects 

information on these points from both librarians and parents.  

 In sum, the current study offers insight into four of the six ECRR goal areas 

and pushes the current discussion of ECRR further by presenting data from multiple 
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perspectives, specifically parents who attend library story times and who are the 

“target” learning audience in ECRR trainings.  

The Most Current ECRR Evaluation 

Recently, Neuman, Moland, and Celano (2017) published a three-year 

evaluation on the ECRR model’s impact on parent-engagement practices in libraries. 

The authors took an expansive view of ECRR and examined libraries with higher and 

lower fidelity, including both libraries which implemented separate parent workshops 

and libraries which implemented the practices and philosophy of the program. 

Therefore, there was a range of use across libraries using the ECRR model. The 

researchers visited ten libraries who had implemented ECRR and ten libraries who 

had not. However, it is not reported how the non-ECRR libraries differed in 

approaches to parent involvement or storytimes.  

Within the libraries who had implemented ECRR, the research found a wide 

dissemination of practices associated with the program. The research shows 

librarians embraced a “more expansive view” of early literacy while focusing on the 

five ECRR practices (talking, singing, reading, writing, and playing). Although not 

clearly defined in the research, a more expansive view appears to mean that the 

libraries were simply offering programs that included all or some of the five ECRR 

practices (2017). While some libraries were holding separate parent workshops, it 

appeared many libraries had embraced non-didactic asides or tips for parents 

throughout library storytimes.  

The 2017 study included observations during storytimes, interviews with 

librarians, and parent questionnaires completed after attending a library storytime. 

However, the authors did not closely evaluate how specific components of ECRR 

were implemented within the libraries, nor did the study include any parent data. 
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Although parents completed questionnaires, this data was not included in the results. 

Rather, the study focused on descriptions of the library space, storytimes, programs, 

and community outreach.  

The current study of how one library implemented ECRR pushes the ECRR 

conversation forward by including parent data, a missing piece from previous ECRR 

studies. Since ECRR emphasizes parent education, it is critical to include parent 

data in research surrounding ECRR. 	

Theoretical Framework 

The overall goal of ECRR is to provide parents with information about early 

literacy, so they can teach their children about key early literacy skills which will 

prepare them to take advantage of formal reading instruction.  Hoover-Dempsey and 

Sandler’s (1997) theory of parental motivation for involvement is the theoretical 

framework that supports the goals of ECRR and helps guide the current study in 

understanding the ECRR program model.  The framework provides a theoretical lens 

to better understand possible parental motivation to use the library and participate in 

storytimes. Although the theory was constructed to explain parental motivation for 

involvement in a child’s education, the theory can also be used to help explain 

parental involvement in a much broader sense outside of school walls during library 

visits.  

Specific facets of the model are useful in the current study. The first area of 

Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s (1997) model describes two belief systems that 

motivate parental involvement: (a) role construction for involvement and (b) sense of 

efficacy for helping the child succeed in school. These two systems are applicable to 

parental involvement at the library. Role construction for involvement is simply 

parents beliefs about what they are supposed to do. It is influenced by the parent’s 

own beliefs and feelings about how children develop, how to raise children 
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effectively, and what to do at home to help children succeed at school. Due to these 

influences, role construction is socially constructed with parents’ personal 

experiences shaping their beliefs.  

In relation to the current study, this role construction is a factor in how 

parents view their role during library visits. This part of the framework allows a 

deeper understanding as to how role construction is likely a factor that influences 

parental motivation to become involved in library storytimes. Involvement in library 

storytimes is more than simply showing up; it involves parents taking an active role 

during storytimes and presumably implementing or repeating something learned after 

storytimes at home.  

According to Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1995), parental role construction 

is influenced by three factors: (a) the parents’ own family and experiences during 

their childhood; (b) the parents’ current family systems; and (c) their child’s most 

recent experiences in current schooling. Role construction is essentially how parents 

view what they are supposed to do in relation to their child’s schooling. In other 

words, it is the parents’ viewpoint on their personal job description as a parent. 

Parental role construction relates to families during library storytimes in three unique 

contexts. First, parents bring unique experiences from their own childhood. Parental 

experiences may or may not shape how involved parents become with their own 

children. For example, parents may have grown up attending their community library 

storytimes on a weekly basis with their own parent. This experience may shape their 

role as a parent because they may want to continue the tradition of weekly library 

visits with their own children. On the contrary, parents may have no prior experience 

with libraries and want their children to have the experience they did not. Secondly, 

role construction is influenced by current family systems. The participation in library 

storytimes might be influenced by various factors, such as the time the family has to 
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commit to library storytimes, the convenience of the day and time storytimes are 

available, and the location of the library in relation to the home. The third factor 

influencing parental role construction is the child’s most recent schooling experience, 

which has the potential to motivate parental participation during library storytimes. 

This is because a child’s teacher might have suggested to the parents that the child 

needs to learn certain skills, and the parent might feel motivated to learn these skills 

during library storytimes. The children attending storytime during the day might also 

attend preschool for part of the day.  

In regard to the parents’ sense of efficacy for helping the child succeed in 

school, this theory posits that the parents’ own beliefs about what they, as parents, 

are able to do motivates how they help their child. In the current study, parental self-

efficacy has the potential to be influenced by parental participation in library 

storytimes and how and what the librarian teaches parents. In this regard, the theory 

helps the current study by highlighting the importance of how parents feel their own 

skills at the library might produce better outcomes for their children. This aspect of 

the theory gives insight into how parents feel they are able to help their children 

during library visits and what motivates the library visits.  

A final facet of the Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler framework that provides 

insight into the current study is invitations for involvement. Hoover-Dempsey and 

Sandler (1997) discussed how invitations for involvement from members of a school 

community serve as a potential motivator of involvement since the invitation suggests 

to the parent that participation in the child’s learning is welcomed, valued, and 

expected by the school. Three sources of invitations are outlined in the framework: 

the school in general, teachers, and students. Related to the current study, 

invitations to participate in library storytime might come from the library itself (e.g. 
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information on the website or posted within the library), librarians, and from children 

(e.g. asking parents to take them to the library).  

Taken together, Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1995) provide a framework 

to think about how librarians influence parents’ beliefs and abilities. For example, the 

librarian might function in a way as to develop or strengthen skills for parents which 

in turn allows them to feel more confident in their abilities to teach literacy skills to 

their child. This area also has the potential of the librarian to strengthen the parent’s 

sense of efficacy. Librarians who provide modeling and instruction have the potential 

to strengthen a parent’s belief about his or her own abilities to help their child with 

literacy skills (reference?). The parents learn from the modeling and training provided 

by the librarian and then use the skills to help their own children.  

In sum, research grounded in Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s (1995) theory 

provides a framework for understanding why parents are motivated to use the 

community resource of a library, why parents are motivated to have their children 

participate in library storytimes, and how parents perceive invitations to participate 

from the library. If a library can understand more precisely the factors that motivate 

parents in making involvement choices, it can better foster increased parental 

involvement. Research grounded in this theory will ultimately help the early childhood 

research field by providing a better understanding of why parents choose to become 

involved in the community library. This theory best fits the scope of this research 

because it explains both the implicit and explicit thinking of parental choices to 

become involved in education.  
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Summary 

 This review of the literature provided the current research into libraries and 

library storytimes. Lacking in the research is current information on the ECRR 

program’s impact on libraries with a focus on how it is utilized by parents.  

 The following chapter provides the methodology of the study, including a 

discussion of the study’s design, participants, data collection, and analysis 

procedures.  
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CHAPTER 3  

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 The purpose of the current study was to understand the implementation of a 

library parent education initiative, The Every Child Ready to Read Program, within 

one public library with the intent to add to the literature by including both librarian and 

parent interview data.  The unique perspectives and experiences of librarians within 

one library are important because they bring to light potential successes of the 

program as well as areas of further exploration.   A better understanding of how 

parents utilize library storytimes fills a gap in the current literature surrounding 

ECRR.  The results of this study serve to inform larger  policymakers such as the 

American Library Association and state level library departments; these groups are 

responsible for making decisions and disseminating information to local libraries.   

 The current study was necessary for two reasons. First, parent data is absent 

from any published ECRR study to date.  In order to fully understand the implications 

of ECRR, it is essential to bring parent voices to the current ECRR conversation. 

Second,  a case study approach brings a deep understanding of one library to 

include both librarians and parents who have not been a part of any ECRR research.  

Given that libraries have the freedom to implement any program, it is important to 

consider the following regarding ECRR: (1) ECRR is the only parent-education 

initiative approved by the American Library Association; (2) Although other library 

programs exist, ECRR is the only program available to librarians with collaboration 

from early literacy researchers  (Dr. Whitehurst and Dr. Lonigan) tied to the original 

planning of the program. Based on the gaps in the research literature, this study 

asked the following research questions: 



40 

 

1.  Why and how was the ECRR program implemented in the library? 

2. Why and how do parents utilize the ECRR program? 

Guided by these research questions, a single-case study approach was utilized in 

order to better understand how one library (including librarians and parents) 

implemented the ECRR program.   

Need  

 The research on libraries and librarians in general has not provided much 

data into why parents attend library storytimes, and specific ECRR research has not 

fully explained how parents utilize ECRR.  The research literature on family literacy 

serves as a foundation for the current study.  Family literacy, as defined by Teale and 

Sulzby (1986), is viewed as the result of three general broad categories of literacy 

experiences for young children: (1) experiences in which children interact with their 

parents in reading and writing situations; (2) experiences in which children explore 

print on their own; and (3) experiences in which children observe their parents 

modeling literate behaviors when they read or write themselves.  Consistent with 

research on family literacy, one of the greatest areas of need in the ECRR literature 

is findings related to how parents utilize ECRR.  Parental data on ECRR has not yet 

added a depth of understanding on the program.  This study identified the need to 

understand parent experiences in library storytimes.   

 A second area of need was for more research on how parental motivation to 

participate in library storytimes influences parental participation and what parents 

learn during storytimes. The purpose of providing parent data to the current ECRR 

conversation will provide a bigger, more inclusive picture of how one library utilized 

the ECRR program with data that includes both librarians and parents.   
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Case Study Design 

A case study is an “in-depth description and analysis of a bounded system” 

(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p.37).   A unique characteristic of a case study is the ability 

to focus on a single entity or unit around which boundaries exist; this focus is 

described by Merriam & Tisdell (2016) as fencing in exactly what the researcher will 

study. A single case study approach was chosen by the researcher due to the focus 

on a single phenomenon (“the case”).  A single case study allowed the researcher to 

focus on a bounded system (the library) with one program (ECRR), one set of 

parents, and one set of librarians.  

Data Sources 

Interviews 

Semi-structured interviews occurred with both librarians and parents. Rather 

than highly structured interviews that that are very rigid and do not allow access to 

particular perspectives and understandings, semi-structured interviews are guided by 

a list of questions to be explored and allow the researcher to gain the worldview of 

the respondent and to learn the respondent’s ideas on a given topic (Merriam & 

Tisdell, 2016). The interview protocols are included as an appendix.  The parent 

interview protocol was guided by the Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler theory of 

parental motivation for involvement (1995, 1997) as well as the original research 

questions of the study.  In terms of structuring the questions for the interviews, the 

parents were asked questions across the following categories: (1) background/family 

information (2) role construction, (3) self-efficacy, (3) motivational beliefs, (4) 

invitations, and (5) ECRR familiarity.  The librarian protocol was guided by the 

original research questions of the study and asked questions across the following 

categories: (1) librarian background information, (2) storytime questions, (3) parental 

involvement, (4) community partnerships, and (5) ECRR familiarity.   
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 All of the parent interviews lasted between 30 to 45 minutes and took place 

after storytimes at the library. The researcher learned that the best time for parent 

interviews was immediately following storytimes since experience showed that at first 

parents would agree to an interview and tell the researcher they would meet at the 

library at a given time and day but would not show.  Therefore, the researcher found 

more success in holding the interviews immediately following storytime.  This was 

also a challenge due to parents having to watch and/or entertain their child while 

getting interviewed.  During the interviews, the children stayed close to parents, 

looked at books, played with toys available at the library, or walked around in close 

proximity to their parents. Librarian interviews occurred before storytimes as this was 

requested by the librarians.   Informed consent was obtained from interview 

participants prior to the start of each interview.  Interviews were audiotaped and later 

transcribed by the researcher.   

Field Notes 

The researcher took field notes, using guidelines from Horvat (2012).  

Broadly defined, field notes were written records of the library observations.  The 

researcher used the field notes as a memory of each storytime visit, recording as 

Horvat (2013) suggests detailed descriptions of “the people, place, and process of 

importance to the site.”  Using these general guidelines, the researcher’s field notes 

were typically six to ten pages in length and included descriptions of storytimes. The 

researcher focused on capturing descriptions of the following: (1) general structure of 

the storytimes, (2) instruction given from the librarians to parents regarding early 

literacy, (3) librarian reference to ECRR, and (4) the relationships between the 

librarians and parents.  
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Artifacts 

 Artifacts served as a data source for the case study.  The researcher 

gathered documents from the library that were available to the public. The 

documents included monthly calendars and brochures from the children’s 

department.  These documents were available to all library patrons.  The researcher 

also collected visual documents, specifically photographs, of the children’s library 

section. The researcher made sure that these photographs did not include library 

patrons. 

Overview of Data Collection 

 Data collection occurred over the course of one summer (June, July, and 

August) with some collection occurring in the fall (September, October, and 

November) as recruitment efforts to interview more parents were warranted.  The 

researcher initially planned to interview 20 parents.  Ultimately, due to the lack of 

parents’ agreeing to an interview, 10 parents were interviewed for the study.  A total 

of three children’s librarians were interviewed with two of the interviews analyzed for 

the current study.   

 Phase I of the data collection included seeking approval from the library itself 

and learning more about the library and surrounding community.  In order to gain 

approval, the researcher spoke with the head children’s librarian, Eileen, on the 

telephone.  The researcher explained the research interests and intentions to 

observe during storytimes and interview both parents and librarians.  This approval 

was needed prior to observing during storytimes, writing field notes, and conducting 

interviews.  The approval letter was quickly obtained, and the researcher committed 

weekly times to observing storytimes and writing field notes during these 

observations.  Prior to the start of the first library observation, the researcher visited 
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the library and introduced herself to Eileen and the other children’s department 

librarians. Having had experience as a parent visiting a public library with children, 

the researcher sought to balance drawing upon prior knowledge and experience of 

the library setting with remaining open to the Bridgetown Library as a unique setting.   

 Phase II included both the observations in the library as well as the start of 

recruitment efforts in terms of obtaining consent from parents for interviews.  The 

researcher spent one week attending storytimes before asking parents for interviews.  

This allowed the researcher to gain a sense of the library environment and become a 

known, regular presence during storytimes.   

 The following is an excerpt from the researcher’s August 3, 2018, field notes 

taken during an evening storytime: 

Librarian: “Tonight we are talking about farms.  What can farmers 
grow?” Susan looks around the room smiling and looking at each 
child.  Susan calls on different children; the children call out various 
vegetables and fruit.  Susan nods at each child and responds to each 
child with a “yes” or “that’s right.” Susan then explains how milk 
comes from cows, and eggs come from chickens.  Susan hands out 
small plush animals to all of the children, and she states the animal’s 
name as she hands it to the child.  She tells them, “we are going to 
sing Old McDonald, and when I say your animal, raise your animal up 
in the air.”  Susan begins the song, and parents sing along with her.  
During the song, Susan stops and asks one of the moms, “are the 
sounds different in Spanish?”  The mom says she is not really sure.  
After the song, Susan asks the group if anyone has ever gone to a 
local farm.  She gives the moms directions to a local farm and 
describes how they have a farm. She invites the parents to ask her 
questions regarding the farm after the story time. 

In regards to time spent at the library, the researcher spent a total of 186 hours over 

the course of twelve weeks. In order to answer the posed research questions, the 

researcher immersed herself in attending storytimes, interviewing parents and 
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librarians, and gaining a better understanding of the history of the ECRR program. 

The following chart outlines time spent conducting observations at the library: 

Table 3. Time spent conducting observations at library. 

Event Frequency and Duration Total minutes per week 

Children’s storytimes: 

Baby Lap Rap 

Wiggles and Giggles 

Pre-K Creators 

Twilight Tales 

3 storytimes per week for 30 
minutes each 

90 minutes 

Before storytime 3x week for 60 minutes 
each 

180 minutes 

After storytime 3x week for 60 minutes 
each 

180 minutes 

Other times during the week 
(1 afternoon on a storytime 
day; 1 morning on a non-
storytime day; one afternoon 
on a non-storytime day) 

3x week for 120 minutes 
each 

360 minutes 

Weekend 1x week for 120 minutes 120 minutes 

   

  930 minutes per week (15.5 
hours) 

15.5 hours x 12 weeks = 
186 hours 

 Phase III of data collection lasted five months and included the storytime 

observations as well as 13 in-depth, semi-structured interviews with both librarians 

and parents.  Phase III also included discussions with the following people who hold 

specific knowledge of ECRR: Dr. Grover Whitehurst, Saroj Ghoting, and Susan 

Pannebaker.  Dr. Whitehurst holds specific knowledge of ECRR since he was 
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consulted by the American Library Association to help create the program.  Saroj 

Ghoting is a current consultant to public libraries, specifically for the ECRR program 

and has written books on library storytimes and provided librarians with ECRR 

training.  Susan Pannebaker is a state librarian and has knowledge on how public 

libraries make decisions regarding storytime designs. These discussions were not 

analyzed since the information gained was not specific to the research questions at 

the Bridgetown Library.  The discussions were transcribed, and the researcher used 

the information to better understand the ECRR program and the history of its 

creation.  Ultimately, this information was not analyzed as it did not pertain 

specifically to the Bridgetown Library (the case).    

 Each phase of data collection included reflective memos as a tool for the 

researcher to help examine the relationship between what the researchers wanted to 

learn and what was observed in the field.  As Horvat (2013) suggests, the researcher 

used the memos as a way to sort what was happening and what it might mean 

(2013). The purpose of the memos was an opportunity for the researcher to reflect 

upon time spent at the library, capture thoughts, and think more deeply about 

storytimes and interviews.  The researcher wrote memos after each library visit with 

memo length varying from one paragraph to two pages. The following memo excerpt 

describes the researcher reflecting upon differences between the two librarians 

during storytimes: 

The two librarians (Miss S and Miss E) appear to have different views 
on teaching parents skills during story times.  Differences are 
appearing during storytimes, and I also looked over their interview 
transcripts.  Miss S often references a poster stating the ECRR early 
literacy components before and during her story times; the other 
librarian does not do this.  In Miss S’s interview, she references 
books she has read to learn more about how to develop story times 
and the ECRR Manual.  In contrast, Miss E (the head librarian) said 
she felt intrusive by offering parents tips during story times.  In 
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comparison to Miss S, Miss E’s story times are not well attended, and 
parents have not said anything about her during interviews. This 
might be important since Miss E is the head librarian while Miss S’s 
official title is “librarian clerk.”    

 The memo excerpt was allowed the researcher to reflect upon the differences 

forming between the two librarians both during storytimes and interviewed.  This 

memo was critical in sorting out the initial differences between the librarians, 

providing  a crucial piece of data analysis.   

Setting 

This study was conducted at the Bridgetown Area Library, located in a 

suburb outside of Philadelphia. The library building itself is situated in a busy 

neighborhood surrounded by row- and twin-homes, with a steady stream of traffic 

and citizens walking on the sidewalks and standing on front porches.  A public 

elementary school is two blocks away from the library, a preschool one block away, 

and a church is also one block from the library.  The children’s section encompasses 

the entire second floor. The summer’s theme was “Build a Better World,” and 

complementary banners and other materials were displayed in various sections of 

the floor. Patrons were welcomed into the section with a highly visible display of 

available prizes to entice children to join the summer reading program, including two 

new bicycles, an emoji backpack, and a large cart of new books. Children could 

receive prizes for weekly reading, as well as weekly raffle tickets to win one of the 

bicycles. A large whiteboard with written directions gave older children a weekly 

challenge that required them to explore various sections of the library and then write 

down a piece of information on a small rectangular piece of paper and place it in a 

clear plastic bin as a chance to win the emoji backpack. For example, week three of 

the summer reading program asked the child to go to the autobiography section and 

write down one title of an autobiography. 
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The table below describes the weekly storytimes and the librarian who led 

the storytime at the Bridgetown Library.  

Table 4. Weekly storytimes at Bridgetown Library. 

Storytime Title Description on Website  Librarian  Day 

Baby Lap Rap 

 

Simple stories, new and 
traditional songs, shaker eggs, 
and rhythm sticks for your baby 
and you! Flannel board 
activities and props will help 
your child learn and play with 
Mother Goose rhymes. Ages 0-
24 months with a caregiver. 

 

Susan Every 
Wednesday 
morning 

Toddler Tickle Tales Stories, songs, rhymes, and 
activities for young 
preschoolers, followed by toys 
and playgroup time. Ages 2 to 
3 with a caregiver.  

 

Eileen Every Thursday 
morning 

Twilight Tales Family storytime! Our activities 
will be a mixture of fun and 
learning with stories, songs and 
an occasional craft and 
parachute play. For ages 0-7 
with a caregiver. 

 

Susan Every Thursday 
evening 

Pre-K Adventures  Activities are aimed at 
developing skills for 
Kindergarten, with stories, 
crafts, fun movement songs, 
and hands-on activities. For 
children ages 3-1/2 to 5 and 
their caregivers. 

Susan Every Tuesday 
morning 
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To the researcher’s knowledge, the Bridgetown Area Library is the only local library 

that has implemented the ECRR program. Bridgetown is the county seat of 

Montgomery County and includes the county district court, a zoo, a farm park, and 

several restaurants and shopping centers. As described earlier, a public elementary 

school is two blocks away from the library, a preschool one block away, and a church 

is also one block from the library.  According to 2015 U.S. census information, the 

median household income in Bridgetown is $41,856 (the median household income 

in the U.S. is $55,775). Forty-one percent of residents in Bridgetown are white, 

35.9% are Black or African American, and 28.3% are Hispanic or Latino. Census 

statistics also show that 20.4% of residents ages 25 years or older hold a bachelor’s 

degree or higher (U.S. Department of Statistics, 2015).  

Participants 

 Parent participants for the study were recruited from the Bridgetown Library 

and identified eligible for the study if they had visited a library storytime at any time 

with their child from ages birth to five years old.  In total, the researcher interviewed 

10 mothers.  The sample of parents in the study were not reflective of the community 

demographics with seven Caucasian mothers , one mother who identified herself as 

half-Caucasian and half-Asian, and two Hispanic mothers.   Efforts were made to 

recruit more parents of color; however, during the entire summer, the researcher only 

observed two African American mothers at the library during storytimes, and both 

mothers would not commit to an interview.  Efforts were also made to recruit more 

Hispanic mothers; however, Hispanic mothers who spoke English were extremely 

hesitant to sign any consent forms and many did not speak English.  Since the 

researcher did not speak Spanish, there was a language barrier in recruiting 

Spanish-speaking mothers.   
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 Parents were not offered an incentive to join the study, and perhaps this lack 

of incentive was one reason so many parents declined interview participation.  Once 

parents did consent to the interview, an informed consent was signed, and parents 

were verbally briefed on the form. The form detailed the purpose of the study with 

potential risks and benefits.  Parents who agreed to participate did so voluntarily, and 

the form noted that they were able to withdraw from the study at any time.  The 

following information details each group of participants in the current study: 

Key Figures in the ECRR program. In order to gain a deeper historical 

context of both libraries and ECRR, the researcher interviewed three key persons: 

Grover Whitehurst, Susan Pannebaker, and Saroj Ghoting. Grover Whitehurst, a 

researcher known for his work with dialogic reading, was a key consultant with the 

ALA during the development of ECRR. This interview was important in learning the 

research base for ECRR. The interview with Susan, a state department librarian for 

children’s services, informed understanding of how public libraries are funded and 

how individual libraries make decisions regarding programs and storytimes. Finally, 

the researcher interviewed Saroj Ghoting, a consultant for the ALA and a key 

consultant for ECRR, who provides trainings to librarians in the ECRR program. This 

interview illuminated how libraries might implement ECRR and gave insight into 

librarian modeling and asides.   

  Mothers. As stated previously, the researcher interviewed a total of ten 

mothers. The educational background of the mothers was somewhat similar; seven 

had obtained a bachelor’s degree, one had a master’s degree in education, and two 

had a high school diploma. Seven identified themselves as Caucasian, one identified 

as half-Asian and half-Caucasian, and two identified themselves as Mexican. The 

population largely missing from this sample was African American mothers.  This 

group of mothers was also academically higher than the overall demographics of the 
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community.  The researcher noted that of the ten mothers, four mothers did not live 

in the community;  these mothers traveled from nearby communities to specifically 

attend the storytimes at the Bridgetown Library.  This might account for differences in 

education amongst the mothers in this sample.  The mothers all ranged in age from 

31-43.   

Librarians. Three librarians, Susan, Eileen, and Tiffany, from the Bridgetown 

Area Library were interviewed for the study. Susan and Eileen, both Caucasian, were 

the two children’s department librarians who ran weekly storytimes in the library. 

Tiffany, an African American woman in her early 40s, ran a weekly writing program 

for teenagers and did not lead any storytimes. The researcher did not include her 

interview data in the final analysis since the information was not pertinent to the 

current study. In terms of languages spoken, all three librarians only spoke English.   

The Role of the Researcher 

 The role of the researcher was that of a non-participant observer and 

interviewer. Rather than engage as a full-participant during the storytimes, a non-

participant allowed the researcher to focus solely on the storytime events.  Full-

participation in the storytimes would have consisted of the researcher participating in 

the storytimes with her own children.  This would have taken time and energy away 

during the storytimes to engage rather than take field notes.  In the name of 

transparency, the researcher self-discloses that she is a white, middle-class, English-

speaking female from a suburb approximately 20 miles from the study location.  The 

researcher is currently a full-time special education teacher at a local, suburban 

public school and a mother with children around the same ages of the children who 

attended storytimes in the study.  In a case study, the researcher is the primary 

instrument for gathering data (Creswell, 2009).  The researcher was sensitive not to 
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allow any personal bias while conducting observations and interviews.  Given the 

researcher’s background in education and experience as a mother, the researcher 

was sensitive for any observations that were evaluative in nature and might expose 

any biases to the library storytimes.  

 The researcher took into consideration parental comfort levels of an adult 

attending storytime without a child.  Therefore, the researcher introduced herself 

prior to the start of storytimes and explained she was at the storytime because she 

was a doctoral student interested in library storytimes.   

Data Analysis 

 Data analysis took place during all four phases of the data collection process.  

The researcher was guided by Merriam and Tisdell’s (2016) recommendation that 

data analysis is “the process of making sense out of the data” (p.202).  This process 

includes interpreting what participants have said and what the researcher has seen 

and read (2016).  During Phase I, the researcher gained site access and took time to 

familiarize herself with the library and surrounding community.  The researcher 

collected library documents such as library storytime flyers and notices of library 

summer programs. These documents were analyzed in terms of matching the library 

storytime descriptions with components emphasized in the ECRR program. Phase I 

also served as entry into the site and ensured the researcher followed ethical 

considerations of gaining appropriate access to the site and that the researcher 

introduced herself to all of the children’s librarians.   

 Phase II of data collection included the analysis of field notes on a bi-weekly 

basis and rereading of researcher-written memos.  Again, the aim of the library 

storytime observations captured in field notes was to provide thick, rich descriptions 

of the general structure of storytimes, instruction from the librarians to parents 
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regarding early literacy, librarian reference to ECRR, and the relationships between 

the librarians and parents. These field notes were used to supplement interview data 

to describe library storytimes.  Data analysis of the field notes was guided by 

Merriam and Tisdell’s (2016) 5-step process: (1) identify any meaningful segment, or 

unit of data that relates to the research questions, (2) compare one unit of data to the 

next with the aim of discovering “recurring regularities” (p. 203) within the data, (3) 

initial coding of the data that includes coding any segment of the data the researcher 

feels has the potential to be useful, (4) group codes together into categories, (5) 

develop categories that cover many individual examples. The researcher did not 

formally analyze memos since the purpose of the memo writing followed Horvat’s 

(2013) recommendation as a way to “think through what is happening in the field” 

(p.109).  Instead the researcher’s analysis of the memos included the re-reading of 

the memos. 

 Following phase III (interviews), phase IV consisted of data analysis of all 

librarian and parent interviews and field notes.  Participant confidentiality was 

protected, and all data was housed in a password protected computer with the 

computer locked in a safe in the researcher’s office.  Interviews were transcribed by 

the researcher and coded according to Merriam and Tisdell’s (2016) 5-step process 

as described previously.  The researcher developed three separate code books: one 

code book for parent interviews, one code book for librarian interviews, and one 

codebook for field notes.  Guidelines outlined by Horvat (2013) assisted in 

developing the code books for each type (parent and librarian) interview.  Horvat 

suggests the following process for developing codes: (1) read through the data and 

develop codes based on theory and literature, (2) develop a draft coding scheme 

with a working definition of each code, (3) edit coding schemes as new codes 

emerge (including adding codes and collapsing multiple codes into one).  The 
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researcher read interviews line by line, explored relationships and posed questions, 

and then developed an initial coding scheme draft. A working definition of each code 

was developed, and data was re-read and coded.  The researcher then adjusted 

codes when needed and placed codes into the categories.  The following table offers 

two examples of codes utilized for parent interviews.  

Table 5. Codes utilized for parent interviews. 

Code Definition 

Importance Any reference to why parent states library 
is important to self and/or child/family 

Child Learning Any reference or explanation when parent 
discusses what child is learning during 
storytimes and/or library 

 In regards to code formation, the researcher followed Cresswell’s (2009) 

suggestions: (1) codes based on past literature, (2) codes not anticipated at the 

beginning of the research, (3) any data that is unusual, and (4) codes that address a 

theoretical perspective.  Following the coding process, the researcher grouped codes 

into categories.  For example, the parent codes of importance, child learning, positive 

attributes of the library, and reasons for visits were under the motivation category.  

Overall, eight categories were developed in the parent codebook from analysis of 

parent interview data:  background and family information, role construction and self-

efficacy, motivation, invitations, library information, ECRR, and home reading.  The 

following categories of codes were developed in the librarian codebook from analysis 

of librarian interview data: background education and employment, current job 

responsibilities/role, view of family involvement, and ECRR information.  Both parent 

and librarian semi-structured interview protocols have been included as an appendix 

to the formal research study.   
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 Themes were developed based on the analysis of categories.  Using 

recommendations by Merriam and Tisdell (2016), the researcher created themes 

based upon patterns across the categories.  According to Merriam and Tisdell 

(2016), theme creation allows the researcher to explain aspects of the data and to 

draw inferences.   

Table 6. Phases of research. 

Phase Methodology Duration 

Phase I Approval from the library to 
attend storytimes; access letter 

granted by head librarian of 
children’s department.  

1 week 

June 

Phase II Library storytime observations   

Interviews with librarians and 
parents 

June - August 

Phase III Interviews with librarians and 
parents 

Discussed ECRR with key 
figures  

July – November  

Phase IV Interview transcribing and 
initial codebooks developed  

Interviews and field notes 
coded 

August – January  

 

Generalizability, Reliability, and Validity 

 The researcher recognized the limitations of conducting one single case 

study and linking the study’s findings to one large parent education library initiative 

(ECRR).  However, because the research study’s ultimate goal was to research how 
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one library implemented the ECRR program, the use of a single case study was 

essential.  Although the study’s finding are not universally generalizable, according to 

Creswell (2008), the findings both support and contradict aspects of previous 

research while providing a more in-depth perspective on one library’s experience.  

The knowledge gained in the current study has the potential to transfer to other 

libraries who have implemented the ECRR program, as well as libraries who are 

considering implementing the program.  

 Traditionally speaking, reliability is the extent to which the research findings 

can be replicated (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).  Given that reliability is problematic in 

qualitative research, the researcher followed Merriam and Tisdell’s recommendations 

of data triangulation to ensure the results were consistent with the data collected 

(2016).  In regards to validity, the researcher followed Merriam and Tisdell’s (2016) 

definition of validity as ensuring that the results captured reality.  Thus, the 

researcher followed Merriam and Tisdell’s recommendations of seeking to 

understand the perspectives of the study participants and to present a holistic 

interpretation of what was happening (2016).   

  As Merriam (1988) explains, the importance in qualitative research is to 

describe and explain the world as those in the world interpret it.  The researcher 

aimed to fully understand the world of the library and how both the librarians and the 

parents interpreted the events (storytimes).  Guided by Merriam and Tisdell’s (2016) 

recommendations, the researcher sought to ensure that the study findings matched 

the reality of the library storytimes.  To ensure that this reality was matched, the 

researcher took steps to ensure data triangulation, a strategy aimed to increase the 

internal validity and reliability of research (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) by writing field 

notes (observations during storytimes), interviews with librarians, parents, and key 

ECRR figures, and library documents (storytime flyers and pamphlets).    
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Table 7. Data sources for research questions. 

Research question Data Source 

Why and how was the ECRR program 
implemented in the library? 

Library documents (storytime flyers) 

Librarian interviews 
Observations during storytimes (field notes) 

 

Why and how do parents utilize the ECRR 
program? 

Parent interviews 

Observations during storytimes (field notes) 

 

Throughout the entire data collection and analysis process, the researcher remained 

engaged in reflective memo writing to maintain an awareness of any potential biases.  

The memo writing allowed a time for the researcher to reflect on any potential biases 

and served as way to ensure if the findings were capturing what was truly occurring 

at the library.  Truly capturing the sense of the reality is what Merriam & Tisdell 

(2016) define as internal validity or credibility.  

Ethical Considerations 

 According to Merriam and Tisdell (2016), the “validity and reliability of a study 

depend upon the ethics of the investigator” (p.260).  For this study, the researcher 

first and foremost ensured respect for the study participants’ rights, perspectives, and 

cultural diversity.  Although the study took place at a public library, the researcher 

viewed herself as a guest during storytimes.  The researcher took measures to 

protect the study and its findings from avoidable biases and therefore believes to be 

in a position to report the study’s findings honestly.   

 In regards to protecting the study’s location and participants, the researcher 

submitted the study to the Institutional Review Board.  As mentioned earlier, the 

study did not proceed without the consent of the library’s head children’s department 



58 

 

librarian as well as the informed consent of all participants involved.  Prior to all 

interviews, participants were verbally briefed on the consent form, and it was made 

known that they were free to end the interview and/or study at any time.  The 

researcher respected the rights of potential participants who stated they were not 

comfortable signing forms to participate in the study.  The researcher also ensured 

that she introduced herself prior to the start of all storytimes so that parents were 

made aware of her presence.   
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS  

Overview 

This chapter begins by describing the library space and then compare 

specific areas of the children’s section to guidelines set forth by ECRR. The 

background information on the history of ECRR and the Bridgetown Library is also 

described. Finally, the summary of findings is presented beginning with librarian data 

and ending with parent data.  

The Library Environment 

The Bridgetown Library was a busy place throughout the summer and 

appeared to have a constant flow of patrons. The library itself is situated in a busy 

neighborhood surrounded by row- and twin-homes, with a steady stream of traffic 

and citizens walking on the sidewalks and standing on front porches. The children’s 

section encompasses the entire second floor. The summer’s theme was “Build a 

Better World,” and complementary banners and other materials were displayed in 

various sections of the floor. Patrons were welcomed into the section with a highly 

visible display of available prizes to entice children to join the summer reading 

program, including two new bicycles, an emoji backpack, and a large cart of new 

books. Children could receive prizes for weekly reading, as well as weekly raffle 

tickets to win one of the bicycles. A large whiteboard with written directions gave 

older children a weekly challenge that required them to explore various sections of 

the library and then write down a piece of information on a small rectangular piece of 

paper and place it in a clear plastic bin as a chance to win the emoji backpack. For 

example, week three of the summer reading program asked the child to go to the 

autobiography section and write down one title of an autobiography. 
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The table below describes the weekly storytimes and the librarian who led 

the storytime at the Bridgetown Library.  

Table 8. Weekly storytimes at Bridgetown Library. 

Storytime Title Description on Website  Librarian  Day 

Baby Lap Rap 

 

Simple stories, new and 
traditional songs, shaker 
eggs, and rhythm sticks for 
your baby and you! Flannel 
board activities and props will 
help your child learn and play 
with Mother Goose rhymes. 
Ages 0-24 months with a 
caregiver. 

 

Susan Every 
Wednesday 
morning 

Toddler Tickle Tales Stories, songs, rhymes, and 
activities for young 
preschoolers, followed by 
toys and playgroup time. 
Ages 2 to 3 with a caregiver.  

 

Eileen Every Thursday 
morning 

Twilight Tales Family storytime! Our 
activities will be a mixture of 
fun and learning with stories, 
songs and an occasional 
craft and parachute play. For 
ages 0-7 with a caregiver. 

 

Susan Every Thursday 
evening 

Pre-K Adventures  Activities are aimed at 
developing skills for 
Kindergarten, with stories, 
crafts, fun movement songs, 
and hands-on activities. For 
children ages 3-1/2 to 5 and 
their caregivers. 

Susan Every Tuesday 
morning 
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In regard to space and design, the children’s section offered tables and 

chairs, couches, large armchairs, three open play spaces, and five computers with 

internet access. The open spaces provided various toys for young children to play 

with, such as blocks, connecting animals, and cube play centers. One play area had 

a large round enclosed mat which younger children often sat inside with books or 

toys. A multitude of books are available in the children’s department. The section 

where most families with young children (ages birth to five) spent time offers a large 

selection of picture books as well as board books on low-level shelves for the 

youngest children. The library offers a large selection of Spanish picture and board 

books for families; many a Spanish-speaking families frequent the library although 

the researcher observed Spanish-speaking families only reading or looking at 

English books with their children.  

ECRR offers suggestions as to how a library should design the children’s 

section. Suggestions include offering space for play areas, open areas where 

parents and children can engage in reading and playing, open spaces for blocks, 

puppets, and toys, and finally areas where parents and children can sit and read 

together, such as comfortable chairs or couches (ECRR Manual, 2010). As evident in 

the photographs and explanations that follow, the children’s section of the 

Bridgetown Library followed these ECRR guidelines.  
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Figure 1. Large mat area. 

 Figure 1 displays a large mat area where children often ran around within the 

inside of the mat. The close proximity of the chairs allowed parents to sit close by 

while children played. This was a popular area for parents to place very young 

children, such as crawling babies.  

 

Figure 2. Puppet show display and bookcase. 
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 At approximately 12 feet to the far right of the mat (figure 1) is a puppet show 

display with several animal puppets. Behind the puppet show area is a low table with 

small chairs that young children can easily access. The book display to the left of the 

puppet area features new picture books with low shelving for young children to 

access books.  

 

Figure 3. Rug and couch area. 

 Figure 3 is located to the left of the new picture book display and puppet 

show area. It is a large, colorful rug displaying letters and numbers. Directly to the left 

of the rug is a comfortable couch and two plastic foam wedges. This area provided a 

space for children to both roam freely in a larger, open area and also sit with parents 

on the couch. 
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Figure 4. Toys and board books. 

 The shelves in figure 4 held bins of toys (blocks and connecting cubes) while 

the top held board books appropriate for babies and young toddlers. This piece of 

furniture is located close to the rug in figure 3. Both sides of this piece of furniture 

(back not shown) held toys and board books. The board books included both English 

and Spanish books. The toys located in this area were often taken out and played 

with on the rug in figure 3.  

Research Questions 

As above, my case study sought to better understand implementation and 

utilization of the ECRR program at the Bridgetown Area Library and was guided by 

two research questions:  

RQ1: Why and how was the ECRR program implemented in the library? 

RQ2: Why and how do parents utilize the ECRR program?  

library? Why and how do parents utilize the ECRR program? 
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Summary of Findings 

In order to understand why and how the ECRR program was implemented in 

the Bridgetown Library, both children’s librarians (Eileen and Susan) were 

interviewed, and field notes were taken during their designated storytimes. This 

summary begins with the findings from the head librarian of the children’s 

department, Eileen. Next, the findings from a librarian assistant, Susan, are 

presented. 

The ECRR Manual was a resource that both librarians had knowledge, read, 

and interpreted the meaning. Both interviewed librarians had knowledge of the 

content of ECRR and interpreted the guidelines in ways that influenced the way they 

planned and implemented storytimes at the library. In my observations and 

interviews, I was able to learn how each librarian interpreted the ECRR guidelines. 

The themes following the data indicate how each librarian interpreted ECRR 

guidelines and each librarian’s ideas of family involvement during storytimes.  

How and Why Librarians Utilized the ECRR Program 

Theme 1: Librarians Interpret ECRR Guidelines Differently 

Eileen’s Storytimes 

Before working in a New Jersey library, Eileen, the head of the children’s 

department, worked for several years in the business sector before going back to 

school to obtain her Master’s Degree in Library Sciences. Eileen led one weekly 

storytime, “Toddler Tickle Tales,” that was scheduled to occur every Thursday 

morning. The researcher’s interview with Eileen gave limited information regarding 

exactly how ECRR was initiated at the Bridgetown Library.  

Eileen stated, “When I started here, the library had already embraced and 

implemented the five core practices within the storytimes. The five core practices just 
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seem natural during storytimes” (E. Smith, personal communication, August 4, 2017). 

Since Eileen was relatively new to the library, it was difficult to understand the exact 

timeline of the ECRR implementation. the interview with Eileen allowed the 

researcher to question exactly how the library utilized, or in Eileen’s words, 

“embraced” the five practices of ECRR (talking, singing, reading, writing, and 

playing). Eileen discussed how ECRR’s five practices influenced storytimes at the 

library:  

Here, we try to incorporate it within storytimes. We try to talk to the 
parents; everybody does it a little differently, informally. As people are 
gathering for storytime, that’s an opportunity to talk to parents, and I 
think the storytime programs we offer here are trying to incorporate 
the five practices. We try to incorporate most of the five. The baby 
storytime I always feel like there are always singing and there is 
always play time afterwards. We try to do as much as we can within 
the guidelines, we have the poster in the room as a reminder, and we 
had a sign that was written on the board about sitting with your child 
and being engaging. It’s a fine line; you don’t want to be lecturing 
parents. I want to make it more natural. (E. Smith, personal 
communication, August 4, 2017) 

Eileen’s comment offers some insight into how she viewed the struggle of including 

all five practices within a storytime. Therefore, incorporating all of the five practices 

(talking, singing, reading, writing, and playing) might appear too much for librarians, 

or librarians might feel some practices are easier or more natural within storytimes. 

For example, writing is not something which would be developmentally appropriate to 

include in storytimes with babies. The ECRR does not offer insight into the frequency 

or duration of the five practices; it  simply states their importance on early literacy. 

ECRR does not distinguish between how librarians should handle babies versus a 

four-year-old child. Therefore, the ECRR Manual leaves much to the interpretation of 

the librarian. The manual does not distinguish between age groups, so the practice of 

writing is something that is suggested in ECRR without giving specific details as to 

what types of writing a one-year-old might do versus a four-year-old.  
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According to Eileen, she did not want to lecture parents about literacy 

practices; instead, she focused on incorporating the five practices within the 

storytimes. ECRR does not directly state that librarians should take more of a 

lecturing approach toward parents. However, Eileen’s view of ECRR appears that 

she views the program more as a lecture to parents. Eileen did provide information to 

parents during her storytimes. This was evident during the researcher’s observations 

of Eileen’s storytimes, where she provided the five practices of ECRR without clearly 

directing information to parents. Eileen’s designated weekly storytime was titled 

“Wiggles and Giggles.” The example below describes how Eileen offered instruction 

in the form of an “aside” to parents during one of her storytimes: 

Eileen finishes reading the book and announces that they are going 
to say the nursery rhyme “Hickory Dickory Dock.” Eileen says, “We 
have been saying the same nursery rhyme most of this summer. 
Repetition is a great way for children to learn.” Eileen leads the 
parents and children in saying “Hickory Dickory Dock.” (fields notes, 
July 27, 2017) 

Eileen’s statement that “repetition is a great way for children to learn” was likely 

intended to instruct parents that children learn when something is presented 

numerous times, such as the same nursery rhyme. Although not explicitly stated, this 

fact was a way for Eileen to offer a small insight to parents. Linked back to Eileen’s 

statement that she does not want to lecture parents, she wants to make information 

given to parents seem “more natural.” Eileen felt that lecturing parents might turn 

them off to storytimes and perhaps cause them to not want to participate.  

Eileen’s inclusion of a nursery rhyme and instruction to parents during her 

storytime is linked to the recommendations ECRR makes to librarians. One such 

idea from ECRR is that librarians should teach parents that simple language 

activities help children learn language. One suggestion from ECRR is the repetition 

of a nursery rhyme as a simple language activity that parents can easily replicate at 
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home with their child. Eileen’s statement to parents is considered an example of an 

“aside,” noted in the most current research study of ECRR (Neuman, Moland, & 

Celano, 2017). The report defines an aside as “informal, quick tips to help parents 

promote practices in the home associated with school readiness activities” (2017). 

However, Eileen did not clearly tell parents that they should repeat nursery rhymes at 

home. Her statement was general, telling parents that repetition is a great way to 

learn. Eileen could have more specifically stated to parents that they (the parent) 

should repeat nursery rhymes at home since repetition is a great way to learn.  

Beyond Eileen’s views on ECRR and the asides she offered during 

storytimes, the researcher wanted to better understand the influence of ECRR; 

therefore, she  asked Eileen how she thought about ECRR while planning for 

storytimes:  

 Well first and foremost, as I’m preparing I’m always thinking of ways 
to incorporate talking with the kids, and that really depends on the 
age, with the toddlers and older preschool children, giving them a 
chance to talk, and some kind of play aspect, and the writing. With 
the older kids, I try to have a craft as an opportunity for writing. It’s 
always at the back of my mind while planning; I also always have 
music, singing, and nursery rhymes. (E. Smith, personal 
communication, August 4, 2017) 

Eileen’s statement reinforces that she thought about how to include the ECRR 

components of talking, singing, reading, writing, and playing during her storytimes. 

Absent from her planning was how to teach parents during storytimes regarding early 

literacy and/or the five ECRR components. It appears parent education was not 

something Eileen recalled when asked about how ECRR influences her storytime. 

Eileen made it clear during our interview that she did not want to lecture parents 

during storytimes: 
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I think I’ve made an effort to make it more natural, I want to make it 
more natural. I leave the flyers out for parents, and that’s kind of how 
I approach it. I want parents to see what I’m doing (E. Smith, personal 
communication, August 4, 2017).  

Eileen’s approach appears focused on providing a model for parents to learn 

from. This modeling is within ECRR guidelines for librarians. The use of the 

ECRR’s five components as well as the use of modeling during storytimes 

has influenced how Eileen planned and implemented her storytimes. The 

flyers Eileen references are ECRR pamphlets that were available in the room 

where storytime occurred. These pamphlets are the materials created by Dr. 

Grover Whitehurst and Dr. Christopher Lonigan (2004). The pamphlet 

available during the researcher’s visits defined early literacy and included 

suggestions to parents to help develop a child’s vocabulary, print motivation, 

print awareness, narrative skills, phonological awareness, and letter 

knowledge. These pamphlets do not correlate with the current edition of 

ECRR that emphasizes talking, singing, reading, writing, and playing. The 

researcher never observed Eileen suggesting that parents take a pamphlet, 

nor did she observe Eileen handing the pamphlet out to parents before or 

after storytimes.  

In terms of how Eileen felt she interacts with families during 

storytimes, Eileen stated the following:  

 It depends, I try to give a little bit of instruction. I try to not be too 
heavy-handed, but sometimes depending on the age group and the 
activity afterwards, I try to be more informal about giving advice or 
instruction. I try to offer a little bit, but I’m not too heavy-handed about 
it. I place chairs around the rug so that parents sit with their children 
at the rug. Most of the parents are interactive with their children, so I 
leave it at that. 

Eileen was consistent in her stating that she wanted storytimes to be natural 

and that she did not want information to appear instructional, or as she called 
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it, “heavy-handed.” Eileen stated how she placed chairs around the rug so 

that parents sit with their children; however, this was the parents sitting 

behind the child in a chair, not directly with the children on the rug. Eileen 

appeared content that most of the parents were interactive with their children, 

so she left them alone.  

Susan’s Storytimes 

The second librarian whom was closely observed during this study was Miss 

Susan. Susan, a librarian assistant, had worked in the Bridgetown Library for 18 

years, and prior to that position had worked in two other local, public libraries for 

eight years. Susan had a bachelor’s degree in creative writing and reported during 

her interview that she was really educated and prepared to do early literacy up until 

third grade (S. King, personal communication, August 9, 2017).  

She led three weekly storytimes: “Baby Lap Rap,” “Twilight Tales,” and “Pre-

K Adventures.” During the interview with Susan, the researcher learned she has a 

bachelor’s degree in creative writing and has worked at the library for 18 years. 

Susan does not have children of her own and believed this was something she would 

have liked to experience (S. King, personal communication,, August 9, 2017).  

She informed me that she educated herself in early childhood literacy 

practices by attending a Mother Goose on the Loose training roughly four years ago 

and by reading Saroj Ghoting’s books (S. King, personal communication,, August 9, 

2017). Saroj Ghoting, a former librarian, offers training and workshops to librarians in 

the ECRR program and has authored several books tailored toward librarians on how 

to run library storytimes (Ghoting & Diaz, 2006; Ghoting & Klatt, 2013; Ghoting & 

Diaz, 2014). Susan was questioned about ECRR, how she implements it, and why 

she thinks ECRR is important: 
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I’ve read a lot about it. I read the manual, and I read the information 
from the ALA on the website. The practices, the reading, writing, 
talking, singing, and playing are important; it’s all-around important. I 
have the craft or the crayon activity at the end of my storytimes; that 
is the writing. We do a lot of singing because it’s important for 
children to hear the small sounds in words that rhyme. I tell parents 
that it’s important to say nursery rhymes, that they have bits of 
rhyming words that’s really important for the children to hear. Singing 
is great because it’s slowed down, and you hear the sounds of the 
words that rhyme, and that’s good. We have play at the end, and that 
varies. (S. King, personal communication, August 9, 2017) 

Susan was self-taught in her knowledge of ECRR, and since she was at the 

library before Eileen, she gives insight into how the library was trained in 

ECRR, noting librarians were given the material to read. Susan feels that 

ECRR is important, unlike Eileen who stated she tries to incorporate the five 

practices as much as possible.  

 An average of six parents and children attended Susan’s weekly Baby Lap 

Rap. The researcher would always introduce herself at the start of the storytime. The 

example below describes the start of a storytime led by Miss Susan:  

The librarian [Miss Susan] begins by introducing herself and instructs 
the parents to go around the circle, state their own name and their 
child’s name and age. After introductions, the librarian stands next to 
the ECRR poster, points, and says, “Early reading is all about reading, 
talking, playing, singing, and sometimes we write. I want to highlight 
this area – phonemic awareness, that is knowing the sounds of our 
language. This is a really important age right now to be reading with 
your child.” (field notes, June 28, 2017) 

Susan’s introduction and instructions for parents to introduce themselves and their 

child personalized the experience for families and offered a way for parents to learn 

each other’s names and the children’s names and ages. Susan informed that she 

feels it is important to have a “personal touch” during storytimes (Susan K., personal 

communication, August 9, 2017). Rather than provide a lengthy description of what 
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each of the five practices of the ECRR program are and their importance, Susan 

instead briefly states that early reading is “all about” them. Susan also provides a 

non-technical definition of phonemic awareness along with stating the importance of 

reading with one’s child. Although it is only a brief connection to the ECRR program, 

Susan is linking her storytime to the practices provided in the ECRR program along 

with educating parents about a small piece of early literacy (phonemic awareness) 

without directly stating the ECRR name. This is an example of how Susan is 

interpreting information from ECRR and teaching it to parents.  

 The interview with Susan gave insight into her philosophy surrounding parent 

education during storytimes. One question Susan was asked was what she wants to 

teach parents during storytimes: 

Their role as a caregiver and implementer of reading. I really want to 
encourage the joy of learning and be a mirror so they can. Everyone 
has their own style, but maybe conduct it as they would do it at home, 
and that comes with me acting as a model. (S. King., personal 
communication, August 9, 2017) 

Susan’s ideas on what she wants to teach parents during storytimes link to 

ECRR’s librarian training surrounding the idea that parents are a child’s first 

teacher and role model. Although it is unknown if Susan already thought that 

or if information from ECRR taught her, Susan continued with her discussion 

on parent education: 

They [parents] get worried sometimes if their children are quiet, and 
you could even see that today. The one mother said that he [the 
child] didn’t want to do the parachute. It’s really important for me to 
encourage them that that’s ok, and you know they get worried 
sometimes if their child isn’t doing what the other children are doing, 
but that’s alright. I hope I can get to them to let them know because 
the first time and even the first three to four times they are still getting 
used to being around other kids sometimes. This is the first 
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opportunity they have to be around other children. (S. King, personal 
communication, August 9, 2017) 

The first quote from Susan’s interview supports Susan’s intention of wanting 

parents to learn from her model of reading so that they can then mirror what 

she is doing in their own homes. The second quote gives evidence that, 

beyond providing literacy instruction, Susan tries to reassure parents and 

make them feel comfortable during her storytimes. This parent support is 

something that Susan is doing on her own because she values it; this is not 

an explicit part of ECRR. Possibly due to her experience of over 18 years as 

a librarian, she anticipates possible anxieties parents might have regarding 

development. Susan feels one of her roles is to support parents.  

 Along with Susan feeling that her role was one of support to parents, 

she also shared  how she interacts with families:  

Well of course to encourage them to read and find joy in it; it should 
never be a chore. The children who are forced to read you know they 
want to finish a book; that’s not really good. You need to be directed 
by a child, and if they don’t want to read something then just don’t., 
Leave out the books; they might look through and turn pages. That’s 
all pre-literacy, and of course shapes are pre-literacy, and the letters I 
don’t know. I just really believe that you expose the children to books, 
encourage them to read with you, but don’t ever make it a power 
struggle or something that they don’t want to do because you don’t 
want to turn them off at such a young age. (S. King, personal 
communication, August 9, 2017) 

Given Susan’s response to the question regarding how she interacts with 

families, it appears that she feels her major role is to instill a love of learning 

to read. It appears her ideas of her interactions with families most involved 

encouraging parents and children to love reading.  

Baby Lap Rap appeared to have the same group of parents on a weekly 

basis and quickly became a focus in the research. Prior to the start of storytime, 
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Susan laid board books out on the large mats where parents and children sat. 

Parents understood they were welcome to read these books with their children if they 

arrived early (field notes, July 6, 2017). Susan always started storytime by greeting 

each mom and child by name (field notes, June 27, 2017) and asking new parents 

their name and their child’s name. Storytime began with a song, followed by the 

reading of one or two books, and then more songs and rhymes. The songs always 

included Susan’s modeling of vocabulary and movement as observed during Baby 

Lap Rap on July 26, 2017: “Let’s make tiny sharks! Make mommy shark, daddy 

shark, grandma shark, and grandpop shark!” She models each shark with her hands 

as parents and some of the children follow. Susan then sings the shark song with 

motions. 

Although the song is simplistic in nature, it provides children the opportunity 

to sing the names of family members (mommy, daddy, grandma, grandpop) along 

with moving their hands, making various sizes for the shark members. Within the 

librarian ECRR training, librarians learn that “singing develops listening skills, slows 

down language so children can hear different sounds in words, and helps children 

learn new words and information” (ECRR Manual 2nd Edition, 2011). Susan’s 

interview confirms this: “singing is great because it’s slowed down, and you hear the 

sounds” (Susan K., personal communication, August 9, 2017). Susan’s statement is 

almost the exact wording from the ECRR Manual, likely due to her self-reports of 

reading much of the ECRR literature.  

A craft was sometimes included at the end of storytimes and typically 

involved coloring. According to Susan, she viewed the craft as the “writing” ECRR 

practice. This craft time occurred at a large rectangular table. Susan would first give 

verbal directions to both parents and children and then walk around the table and 

provide help. Parents would often help their child while speaking with each other.  
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Susan: Today we are going to glue this little house (shows house) on 
the paper plate. The door to the house is open.I will give you an emoji 
sticker to put on the plate, so when you open the door, you can see 
the sticker. You can color the house. Parents, remember coloring and 
using the crayons is really good for little ones. It helps develop fine 
motor skills. (field notes, July 12, 2017) 

The craft described was not linked to the story read to the group, and ECRR does 

not directly state that any of the practices need to be linked to a story. ECRR librarian 

training instructs librarians that reading and writing go together. The manual states, 

“once a child can grasp a thick crayon or marker, give him or her unlined paper and 

plenty of opportunity to draw and write.” The manual also instructs librarians that 

drawing and scribbling are important for eye-hand coordination, exercise for finger 

and hand muscles, and developing fine motor control (ECRR Manual 2nd Edition, 

2011). Susan provided an aside during the explanation of the craft to the parents, 

stating that “parents, remember coloring and using the crayons is really good for little 

ones. It helps develop fine motor skills.”  

In interviews with both librarians, the researcher noticed a general pattern of 

the librarians’ interpreting the ECRR guidelines as a general way to guide their story 

times. Both librarians viewed ECRR as providing guidelines, specifically the five 

practices of talking, singing, reading, writing, and playing into storytimes. At first, the 

researcher thought that this general way of interpreting ECRR might simply be a 

personal instructional decision, but after closely reviewing the ECRR Manual, she 

found that the ECRR Manual leaves much to instructional interpretation.  

The ECRR Manual does not give specific details into the frequency of the 

practices within storytimes, how many storytimes to offer, nor the frequency of 

modeling and/or asides during storytimes. In fact, the manual does not specifically 

discuss the use of asides during storytimes. While it is not possible to say for certain 

why ECRR does not offer specific guidelines, one might reasonably surmise that by 
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not providing specifics, librarians have the authority and fluidity to interpret the 

guidelines and suggestions to something that they are most comfortable 

implementing in the library.  

Eileen and Susan discussed how  they try to incorporate the five ECRR 

practices (talking, singing, reading, writing, and playing) within the storytimes. ECRR 

does not offer specifics for each practice. Since specifics are not given, it appears 

that Eileen and Susan are using the practice more as a guide or recommendation. 

Below is an example from the ECRR Manual on points librarians are to make to 

parents regarding the five early literacy practices of talking, singing, reading, writing, 

and playing during storytimes: 

Points to make 

● Parents may not feel they know how to help their children get ready to read. 
The six skills in the first edition of Every Child Ready to Read were hard for 
some parents to remember. 

● The second edition of Every Child Ready to Read presents five simple 
practices that can be done at home to help children learn important early 
literacy skills and get ready to read.  

● These practices are more familiar to parents. They are easy to incorporate into 
everyday routines. Because they are fun to do, parents are more likely to use 
these practices on a regular basis to help their children develop early literacy 
and pre-reading skills.  

 

The information provided in the ECRR Manual positions parents as perhaps not 

knowing how to help their child get ready to read. Thus, this information regards 

parents as entering library storytimes with low self-efficacy in regards to helping their 

child learn. However, the information almost contradicts itself stating how the five 

practices are “familiar” to parents, implying that parents probably know how to talk, 

sing, read, write, and play with their child. The manual also gives information that 

might not prove true for all parents, stating that “parents are more likely to use these 
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practices on a regular basis” (2011).  Given these gray areas, it is likely that 

librarians might interpret ECRR guidelines differently. Data in the current study reveal 

that both Eileen and Susan utilized their own interpretation of the manual’s 

information to incorporate into their storytimes.  

The fact that these two librarians interpreted the ECRR guidelines quite 

differently raises questions about what underlying beliefs or perspectives might have 

shaped their choices. One clear theme that emerged from the data was that the 

librarians had different views on parent involvement, which in turn could have 

prompted them to choose particular approaches for their storytimes.  

 Initially, the researcher thought that the librarians would state how 

and why ECRR helped form positive opinions on how parents should be 

involved in the library; however, librarian interview data emerged that the 

librarians had personal views on parental involvement that they did not 

independently link to ECRR. Therefore, the researcher questioned how and 

why each librarian thought about family involvement. In other words, what 

drove their individual interpretations of ECRR?  

 Eileen’s role as the head librarian for the children’s department 

positioned her in a more business-type role. Eileen had to supervise staff, 

develop schedules, budget, apply for grants, manage the grant money, 

manage the book collection, order materials, and in her words “keep 

everything on track and moving along” (E. Smith, personal communication, 

August 4, 2017). These duties might have taken the forefront in Eileen’s job, 

especially since she led one weekly storytime compared to Susan who led 

three. Thus, Eileen’s job duties might have left little time to plan for 

storytimes.  
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 Key areas of Eileen’s thoughts on family involvement were that she 

did not want to lecture parents; rather she wanted her instruction to be “more 

natural” and not “heavy-handed.” Eileen’s thoughts appear to be personal 

feelings since ECRR does not state that librarians should not act in a lecture-

type manner. Eileen’s statements regarding parents are aligned with her own 

actions not appearing a certain way toward parents.  

 Unlike Eileen, Susan did not mention lecturing parents. Instead, 

Susan’s goal for parents is to teach parents “their role as caregiver and 

reading implementer” and to find joy in reading (S. King, personal 

communication, August 9, 2017). Susan also stated that she wanted to act as 

a “mirror” for parents. Susan differed from Eileen in that Susan mentioned an 

overall feeling she wanted parents to leave with, whereas Eileen was focused 

on feelings she did not want parents to feel. That said, there were also 

commonalities between both librarians. Both of them felt that parents were 

important in their children’s lives. Both of them felt that parents were capable 

of learning new things, and that their role as librarians was to disseminate the 

information. Finally, both of them saw themselves as experts in early literacy.  

 The information offered within this theme can also be linked to 

Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s theory of parental motivation for involvement 

in children’s education (2007). The theory posits that parental role 

construction grows from parents’ experiences with individuals and groups 

related to a child’s schooling (2007). The parents in the current study had 

interactions with the librarians during storytimes. The views told by Eileen 

and Susan offered two different perspectives on parent involvement during 

storytime that might have the potential to shape parents’ experiences in each 

storytime. According to Eileen, the parents attending Eileen’s storytimes will 
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not feel lectured whereas according to Susan, the parents attending her 

storytimes might learn the joy and love of reading.  Parental motivation 

across storytimes appeared different in terms of attendance with Susan’s 

storytimes having a larger, more consistent group whereas Eileen’s 

storytimes sometimes did not occur due to a lack of attendance. 

 There were also commonalities between both librarians. Both of them 

felt that parents were important in their children’s lives. Both of them felt that 

parents were capable of learning new things, and that their role as librarians 

was to disseminate the information. Finally, both of them saw themselves as 

experts in early literacy.  

How and Why Parents Utilized the ECRR Program 

Theme 2: Parents Learn from Librarians’ Modeling and Asides  

Data solely from the parents attending Baby Lap Rap provided an 

understanding of how parents utilized the ECRR practices. The researcher chose 

Baby Lap Rap data since it appeared that Susan structured her storytimes closer to 

ECRR guidelines than Eileen. Baby Lap Rap also had, for the most part, the same 

group of parents attending weekly. This provided an opportunity  to gain a rapport 

with these parents. Finally, nine out of the ten parents interviewed were regular 

attendees at Miss Susan’s storytimes. 

Although ECRR’s intent of parent-learning was originally designed as a 

separate workshop, the “asides” aimed at parents throughout storytimes provided 

opportunities for Susan to give a few sentences of insight or direction to parents. It is 

important to acknowledge these asides during storytimes because they are when 

Susan directly addressed parents, provided parents with knowledge, or explained 

why something was important. 
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The modeling from Miss Susan appeared to be a salient feature for parents. 

One regular attendee, Amy, a mother of a one-year-old stated:  

What’s great about the storytime is there’s music, there’s activity, 
there’s reading, there’s like a real nice mix of things that I want Jesse 
to learn, and I feel like the library is kinda better at doing it. And I’m 
also learning it myself while I’m going to these classes, so I kinda get 
some tips from Miss Susan. (Amy F., personal communication, 
September 5, 2017) 

Amy referred to the storytimes as “classes,” implying something was being taught to 

both herself and her son. Amy discussed how music, movement, and reading are all 

included within the storytime. Although Amy was unaware of the ECRR program, 

music, movement, and reading are three of the five ECRR practices incorporated 

during storytimes. Amy acknowledges that she herself is learning during storytimes, 

coinciding with the intent of ECRR to educate parents in early literacy practices. Amy 

felt that the library was better at “doing it,” and she was also learning herself. This 

statement is powerful in relation to how Amy was utilizing storytimes. Hoover-

Dempsey and Sandler (2007) discuss that parents make involvement decisions 

based partly on their thinking about the outcomes that are likely to follow involvement 

activities. It appears that Amy is depending on the library to teach her child and also 

to teach her. Amy is motivated to participate in storytimes due to her opinion that the 

storytime is a learning time for both her and her child.  

In regards to learning specifics from storytimes, Amy could not remember 

any exact literacy tips, but she could remember some of Susan’s modeling from 

storytime: 

The types of crafts she does for the kids, what she comes up with is 
pretty inexpensive, something that I could come up with at home, or 
anyone could do, also how she reads the books to the kids, how 
interactive, how she chooses her wording, you know how she’s 
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charismatic at it: I learned that from her. (A. Finn., personal 
communication, September 5, 2017) 

Susan’s modeling of the craft and reading of the book were both examples of how 

Amy could replicate the experience at home with her own child. Amy appeared open 

to suggestions from Susan and felt like she had things she could learn from attending 

storytimes.  

Erin, a new mother of almost eight-month-old boy, recalled information she 

learned from Susan during a recent storytime:  

I definitely remember Susan talking about how we should teach our 
children the names of body parts. She was also saying how we can 
teach colors with those scarves she uses, and she said the scarves 
were a good way to teach object permanence because he could still 
see me through it, but like the peek a boo when you do it with 
something he can’t see through, which was interesting because I 
thought about doing it with something he could see through and then 
something he couldn’t see through. (E. Cozzi, personal 
communication, November 15, 2018) 

Erin’s experiences, specifically Susan’s asides regarding the names of body parts, 

colors, and object permanence, were all skills Erin remembered and learned during 

storytime. Erin hinted that Susan’s information was already something she thought 

about and that perhaps Susan’s suggestion reaffirmed her thoughts. Hoover-

Dempsey and Sandler (1997, 2007) discussed how parental role construction grows 

from parental experiences. Erin’s experiences with thinking about how Susan’s 

information might help her child learn have  the potential to motivate Erin to 

participate in storytimes.  

Unlike Erin, Megan, a mother of a two-year-old, discussed how she could not 

remember exact information Miss Susan offered during storytimes: 

She was talking about what different books we read, how to engage 
your child, and I forget what she was saying, five beginnings stages 
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of reading, something like that, so she does from time to time give 
tips to parents about things you can do at home. (M. Reilly, personal 
communication, August 24, 2017) 

 

Although Megan thought Susan offered literacy advice, she was unable to recall any 

such advice or insight. However, Megan was able to recall what she learned from 

Susan’s modeling during storytimes: 

The way Susan does certain things, you know you get to take that 
home with you. She just knows how to engage with all of the kids, no 
matter what their different ages and how to talk to them and read to 
them the right way so that they are paying attention. (M. Reilly, 
personal communication, August 24, 2017) 

 

The modeling of engaging the children, talking to them, and reading to the children 

the “right way” so they are attentive were all modeled by Susan during Megan’s 

storytime visits. However, it is unclear if Megan learned more about reading or more 

about engaging a child through Susan’s modeling. The use of librarian modeling was 

evident in the most recent research of ECRR (Neuman, Moland, & Celano, 2017) 

where, in libraries that implemented ECRR, librarians modeled ways for parents to 

interact with their children. This modeling of behavior is explained and emphasized 

within the ECRR librarian training manual. It is not clear exactly how many models 

should occur during storytimes; however, it is clearly stated that librarians should 

model early literacy practices for parents to replicate at home.  

 Some parents were clear that they were learning from Miss Susan’s models, 

and data suggested that they often repeated these practices at home after attending 

storytimes with their child. One of the Spanish-speaking mothers, Daniella, explained 

why she repeated the songs at home with her daughter: 
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 The songs that Miss Susan teaches, I repeat those at home. I’m 
learning them too (laughs), in English. I sing them at home with my 
daughter. I want her to hear them again, and it’s good practice for me 
(laughs). (D. Luria, personal communication, August 9, 2017) 

 

Not only did Daniella feel the songs were good practice for her daughter; she 

also felt the songs’ importance for herself in learning English. ECRR 

emphasizes the use of song so that children can hear language, sounds, and 

help with new words and information (ECRR Manual, 2010) but is silent on 

the possibility of parents learning from this content as well.  

According to the Hoover-Dempsey model of parental participation (1997), 

parental role construction involves parents’ beliefs about what they should do in 

regards to their children’s education. This role construction is influenced by parents’ 

experiences with individuals and groups related to schooling and is subject to social 

influence over time (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997). Parental interview data from 

the current study suggests that parents state they are learning “tips” from Miss Susan 

(although some can and some cannot recall the exact tips) and are learning from 

Susan’s modeling. If parents find value in an activity, they might be more likely to 

participate in the activity and repeat it at home. Data showed that some parents were 

utilizing the models provided by Miss Susan at home. Parents were not simply 

attending storytimes and going home. The next section explores how parents utilized 

the models provided at home.  

Theme 3: A Social Learning Time for Children and Parents 

The foundation of ECRR is that parents are partners in a child’s literacy 

development, and children benefit when libraries and parents develop partnerships. 

An understanding as to the extent of what parents learned during storytimes was 

gained during the ten interviews conducted with parents and observations/field notes.  
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All interviewed parents stated that social interaction for both their child and 

themselves was a large reason why they frequented storytimes. Social interaction 

time as described by parents was a time for their child to be around other . The five 

practices of ECRR (reading, singing, talking, playing, and writing) have the potential 

to lend themselves to more social interaction between the librarian and children, the 

parent and children, and children and children. Based on empirical research, the 

researcher  created the following chart to show how each ECRR practice has the 

potential to lend itself to increased social interaction between all participants in a 

library storytime (children, librarians, and parents). Data collected from field notes 

during storytimes and interview data provided the examples of social interactions 

between the librarian and child, parent and child, between children, and between 

parents. 

Table 9. Social interactions observed at library. 

 Social interaction 
between librarian 
and child 

Social 
interaction 
between parent 
and child 

Social 
interaction 
between 
children 

Social interaction 
between parents  

 

Reading The librarian asks 
questions during 
reading, engages 
children 
throughout the 
story. 

The parent and 
child are sitting 
together during 
story reading. 

Children sit 
next to each 
other during 
story reading. 

Parents sit next 
to other parents 
during storytime.  

Singing Librarian sings 
with child and 
parents. 

Parent sings 
with child; 
sometimes 
included parents 
moving child’s 
arm to mimic 
motions during 
songs. 

Children sing 
together. 

Parents sing with 
other parents.  
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Table 9, continued. 

Talking The librarian 
engages in 
conversation 
before, during, 
and after 
storytimes. 

The parent is 
encouraged to 
talk to child at 
different times 
during 
storytimes. 

Children 
engage in 
talking with 
one another 
during 
storytimes. 

Parents engage 
in conversation 
with other 
parents before, 
during, and after 
storytimes.  

Playing The librarian 
offers a free play 
time at the end of 
each storytime 

Parent plays 
with child during 
play time. 

Children play 
with each 
other during 
play time. 

Parents engage 
in conversations 
during play time. 

Writing The librarian 
provides a craft 
activity. at the 
end of storytimes. 

The parent is 
encouraged to 
help child with 
activity. 

Children sit 
next to each 
other to 
complete the 
activity. 

Parents engage 
in conversations 
with other 
parents during 
writing activities.  

The library storytime was a social event for children and parents alike. 

Megan, a mom of a two-year-old daughter, expressed her opinion of why she 

enjoyed storytime:  

I like the small group size (laughs). I mean I wouldn’t like it one on 
one because that defeats the whole purpose, but even when there’s a 
lot of people there, I feel like it’s not overly crowded. It’s still a cozy 
environment,  and Emily loves it. She loves going and seeing all of 
the kids and Miss Susan. Well, the social interaction I think with other 
kids is definitely a plus. Having my daughter able to maybe hear 
something read to her differently from someone else’s perspective 
and to like the way they read it, I think is beneficial for her, and of 
course she learns a lot of new stuff when she’s at the library. (M. 
Reilly, personal communication, August 24, 2018) 

Megan valued the small group setting of storytime, stating that an individual time 

would “defeat the whole purpose.” Megan reported that her daughter loved attending 

storytime to see all of the kids and the librarian, reinforcing a possible motivation to 

attend story time to be around others. Megan also explains how she appreciates her 

daughter hearing a story read by another person, meaning that rather than sit home 
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and read a story to her daughter, Megan sees value in another person reading to her 

daughter.  

 Erin, a mother of an almost eight-month-old, described how the storytimes 

were socially helpful for her son: 

I noticed that at story time I see him watching the other kids; he is by 
far the youngest. Most of the other children are one and a half or two, 
so obviously they are doing a lot more than Isaac, but I just watch. He 
just watches and watches and watches them, and I do find that he 
does sometimes like Thursday or Friday after we have gone to 
storytime, he does tries to do something new like physically that he 
hasn’t tried before. But I noticed this pattern with him, but that sounds 
like a silly thing but really just watching the other kids.   

Erin’s comment that her son was learning by watching the other children is an 

example of something that Erin noticed her son is potentially gaining from the social 

aspect of storytime. Since storytime is with other children, Erin is explaining the 

benefit of her son’s being around other children. In relation to what might motivate 

Erin to attend storytimes, it appears Erin is noticing that her son is benefiting from 

storytimes, thus, presenting a motivating factor for why Erin attends storytimes.  

 The end of all storytimes, regardless of librarian, involved play time for 

children during which parents socialized with each other. Play is highlighted by the 

ECRR program as one of the five practices libraries should include in programming 

and should teach the importance of to parents. Although the librarian almost always 

left during these play times, parents consistently stayed and were encouraged by the 

librarian to stay: 

Susan announces that storytime is over and states, “Please stay and 
socialize with each other.” Susan takes out balls for the children to 
play with, and a small “pit” that mothers begin placing the younger 
children in. The moms begin talking to each other, asking what is 
new. The moms begin discussing summer plans. (field notes, June 
28, 2017) 
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This play time often lasted between 15-20 minutes past storytime. The parents were 

never told they had to leave the area, but rather children often became fussy and 

irritable which were cues for parents to naturally leave. Storytime always ended with 

Susan’s encouraging the parents to stay, talk with one another, and allow their 

children to play. This playtime included the librarians’ taking out various musical 

instruments, blocks, and balls. Although the librarian would often leave during the 

playtimes, most of the parents did stay, talking with each other and/or playing with 

their children. This time was important socialization for parents, as many parents 

would discuss their children and ask one another questions regarding activities in the 

Bridgetown area. Play is emphasized in the ECRR librarian training as important 

because it allows children to learn language and literacy skills. ECRR trains librarians 

that play helps children get ready to read because they are talking and putting 

thoughts into words (ECRR Manual 2nd Edition, 2011). 

Parents also largely valued the storytime as a social event for themselves to 

get out of the house, talk with other parents, and participate in a free activity. Erin, a 

new mom, explains: 

I like that the Baby Lap Rap is low-key, because it’s not like high 
stress at all, which is nice. I like the length of it; it’s like between half-
an-hour and 40 minutes. It gives some time to get him settled, and it’s 
enough time to make the trip there. And then I have enough time to 
take him around the children’s section too. It’s nice to meet some of 
the other moms, which is fine, and I was like talking to a grandma the 
other day. It’s just a nice introduction to the library. It’s nice for us to 
have something every week that I know we can go to because I work 
from home, so I am home with Isaac every day. I don’t have to go out 
to a job, so it is nice for us to say Wednesday morning, we can go 
here, and we don’t have to pay for it. That’s a nice thing: we don’t 
have to pay for it, he can move around, and that’s going to become 
more important as he becomes more mobile, having more space for 
him to crawl. It’s really nice. (E. Cozzi, personal communication 
November 15, 2017) 
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Erin’s statement included various reasons why she liked the Baby Lap Rap storytime. 

Since Erin works from home, she stated that attending storytime was a nice way to 

get out of the house and meet other mothers. Erin also placed value on the fact that 

storytime is free and offers space for her son to move. The discussion of the 

storytimes being a free activity was not something that other mothers mentioned. 

How children utilize library space for play activities is not a topic discussed in 

current research. ECRR teaches librarians the importance of play as a way for 

children to learn and practice language, emphasizing that imaginative play often 

involves children speaking with each other. However, the play times offered at the 

end of the Bridgetown storytimes were never imaginative-play related. Given that the 

experiences described by parents were social in nature, parents appear to utilize 

certain aspects of storytime for social reasons. Parental role construction, as noted 

by Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (2007) is subject to social influence over time. The 

social experiences in storytimes might have motivated parents to participate in the 

storytimes in order for their children to be around other children and for the parents to 

have the opportunity to get out of the house and interact with other adults.  

Theme 4: Some Parents Attend Storytime for Personal Guidance 

When asked specifically about what they learned as parents during 

storytimes, two unique groups held special appreciations: new moms and English-

language learners. These two groups were both motivated to attend storytimes for 

different reasons. 

New moms utilized storytimes to personally learn more about how to best 

teach their child. Amy, a first-time mom, told of the importance of storytime to her:  

I’m not sure what I’m doing. Jesse is my first child, so I’m kinda 
learning from her [Miss Susan]. I’m learning the correct way to read to 
him. I mean everything is new to me, so it’s like a learning experience 
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as far as the library class. (A. Frederick, personal communication, 
September 5, 2017) 

Amy valued the storytime as a “how to” for a new mom. The storytime was not only a 

valued time for her child; she viewed it as a time for her to learn from the librarian. 

This presents an important opportunity for libraries and librarians to offer new moms 

support in child literacy development. Amy valued what Susan was doing during 

storytime and was utilizing the storytime to learn as a new mom.  

Erin, a new mother of an almost eight-month-old baby boy, discussed the 

importance of storytime as both a new mom and as someone with a limited income. 

Erin has a degree in education with some graduate work in education, and her 

husband is a special education professional. Erin discussed how the library was 

especially important to her because of their income: “We don’t have a lot of money, 

so it’s nice to go someplace where the program is free.” Erin also discussed the 

importance of her own learning during the weekly storytimes: 

The pediatrician sometimes tells you things to be working on, but you 
see them, like long periods of time in between visits, so … at his age 
it’s good to start to do things; or here’s a way to do this with this song 
because I don’t know that song; or like the scarves or different tactile 
things, and some of that too is like my husband. And I don’t have lots 
of money, so like some of the toys there, I can have him use and 
decide if that’s something he really likes before I invest in it for our 
house. (E. Cozzi, personal communication, November 15, 2017) 

By comparing pediatrician visits to library visits, Erin is showing she values the time 

spent at the library and the information gained from the librarian. This also presents 

libraries and librarians a unique opportunity to provide parents with information on a 

regular basis. Pediatricians often offer advice to parents; however, Erin is correct in 

her statement that pediatrician visits might occur every few months for young 

children and even farther apart for older children. Storytimes have the potential to 

offer parents a regularly occurring time to learn from a professional.  
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The second group of moms who had a special appreciation for library 

storytimes was Spanish-speaking moms. The researcher had the opportunity to 

interview two Spanish-speaking mothers who were frequent attendees at Baby Lap 

Rap. Daniella, also a new mother, told me, “It’s going to be funny, but I’m learning 

English [laughs], because I’ve been learning about children’s songs that I don’t even 

have an idea [about]. Sometimes Miss Susan brings stories about the holidays from 

here, so I’m learning about that too in English, so I can practice my English.”  

 Daniella also explained how she valued storytimes since they are not offered 

in Mexican libraries, and how she is comparing her daughter to a niece who lives in 

Mexico: 

First, I know that she is learning because I’ve been comparing her 
with another, with my family in Mexico; we don’t have this program. 
So, my sister-in-law, she sometimes watches pictures and videos 
from storytime, and she’s really impressed that Sophia can stay sit 
down and listen or grab a book and really get into the story, 
something that she told me because my sister-in-law is really a book 
lover, so she said she can’t do that with her daughter, and she’s been 
trying and trying, so I think that she learned that from here. (D. Luria, 
personal communication, August 9, 2017) 

Daniella continued to speak of the importance of storytimes for her from the 

perspective of an English-language learner: 

In my case, my husband and I are Spanish-speaking, so we speak 
with her at home all the time in Spanish, so if we come here she can 
learn English from other persons, so she will understand the 
difference that mom and dad speak Spanish, and outside it’s English. 
And obviously my accent, the way that I speak is not the right way, so 
I prefer to put all of my energy in the Spanish that I know 100% and 
leave it to the experts that she can learn from them. (D. Luria, 
personal communication, August 9, 2017) 

Daniella’s use of storytime as a way for her child to learn English is something that 

validates the importance of storytime. Daniella’s referring to librarians as “the 
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experts” shows how she perceives librarians. Another Spanish-speaking mom, Maya, 

offered her insight into learning English during the storytimes: 

I like to bring my daughters to the library so they can learn, and I can 
learn. If we stay home, no one is speaking English, so we are not 
learning it. (M. Lopez, personal communication, August 9, 2017).  

Maya had a ten-year-old daughter and a two-year-old daughter. Both Maya and her 

girls would attend Baby Lap Rap. Although Baby Lap Rap is suggested for much 

younger children, the ten-year-old would often sit with her mother and sister and 

participate. Maya’s statement that if they stay home, no one is speaking English, 

provides insight into the uniqueness of the library for Maya and her daughters given 

that the library might be one of the only public forums for Maya and her daughter to 

hear English speakers.  

 The ECRR Manual does not give any insight into new parents. The manual 

does, however provide some insight for librarians for English-language learners 

stating that librarians should instruct parents to read to their children in the primary 

language, or the language they know best (ECRR Manual, 2007). However, Danielle 

focused on herself learning English from the storytimes.  

 Two areas that Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1997, 2007) discuss are 

parental role construction and parental self-efficacy. Both constructs help influence 

and shape parental involvement due to feelings of empowerment for parents. When 

parents have positive experiences, they are more likely to become involved. New 

moms and Spanish-speaking moms appear to learn personally from storytimes and 

have positive experiences that potentially shape their role as parents.  

Theme 5: Invitations to Attend Storytimes 

During the interviews with parents, the researcher became interested in 

discovering how parents learned about storytimes. It seems straightforward that 
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information regarding library storytimes is posted on websites; however, she 

wondered if perhaps people were learning of storytimes through other networks. 

Although recommendations regarding how to invite parents to the library are not 

present or suggested in the current version of ECRR, this information might be of 

importance to add to the current conversation as well as an area for further study. 

This information also gives a deeper understanding as to why parents attend 

storytimes. Theoretically-speaking, perceived personal invitations appear to be the 

most motivating factor for parents (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1995, 1997). This 

was true in the current study with one librarian, Miss Susan.  

Data from parent interviews suggest that the modeling of early literacy skills 

and activities is a practice parents utilized from attending Baby Lap Rap and perhaps 

a reason why they were attending. However, discussions into how parents learned 

about storytimes adds another layer of understanding as to why parents might attend 

storytimes. Perceived personal invitations from Miss Susan appeared a motivating 

factor for at least one parent’s attendance at storytime. One of the mothers, Erin, 

learned about storytime personally from Miss Susan:  

 Susan, she goes to our church, and so she came up to us at church 
and said there’s storytimes for children as young as Isaac, and I 
didn’t know that. I thought maybe you had to be a little older, so she 
let us know on a Sunday, like just so you know, we have programs for 
kids that little. And so I think probably the first time we went to 
storytime Isaac was only four months old. He likes the songs, and we 
are home all day, so it’s good for him to see other people and even to 
see adults in authority positions that aren’t myself or my husband or 
his grandparents, so he can respect adults in other places. So there’s 
a lot of social things that go along as well. (E. Cozzi, personal 
communication, November 15, 2017) 

The personal invitation from Susan was important in Erin’s not only attending 

storytime but also learning that the library offered a storytime for her son. Erin initially 

thought the library would have storytimes only for older children and was surprised to 
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learn the library offered something for babies. It appeared it was indeed the personal 

invitation from Susan that initially brought Erin and her son to library storytime.  

Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1991,1997) found that highly involved 

teachers worked to involve all parents and that stronger teacher-involvement 

practices were positively related to higher reading achievement levels among 

children. Invitations from teachers displayed higher levels of parental involvement 

making personal invitations from those in leadership-roles, such as teachers, 

positively correlate with learning outcomes. Related to the current study, personal 

invitations from the librarian impacted parental participation; parents who were 

invited to attend storytime stated they attended because they were invited from the 

librarian.  

On the days of storytimes, Susan also extended personal invitations to 

mothers as they entered the children’s section prior to the start of the storytime. The 

story below illustrates one particular example: 

A mom and a young toddler (around the age of two) enter the 
children’s section. They begin walking around and looking at books. 
Susan approaches them and says, “Good morning! Are you here for 
Baby Lap Rap today?” The mother tells her yes, and Susan asks the 
name of the toddler. The mother responds, and Susan exclaims, 
“Hello, Jaclyn, I’m Miss Susan!” Susan has a big smile and appears 
very friendly and warm. Susan appears genuinely happy they are 
here and that she was able to meet them. The mother smiles back at 
Susan and responds how nice it is to meet her. (Field notes, June 28, 
2017) 

Although the mother was at the library with the intention of attending the storytime, 

Miss Susan was unaware of this and appeared to not know the mother. Miss Susan 

called regular attendees to her storytime (both moms and children) by first name. 

This mother was new to Susan, and Susan wanted to personally invite her to 

storytime since presence on the children’s library floor does not necessarily equate to 
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attendance (storytime occurred in a large room in the back of the library, closed off 

from the rest of the children’s section).  

Rather than having a personal invitation from Miss Susan, another parent, 

Amy, learned of Miss Susan through a friend:  

I have a friend, of my friends I grew up with; she actually used to take 
her son to Miss Susan’s class. There is a library closer to our home, 
but after going to Miss Susan, who came highly recommended, I can’t 
imagine going to any other class. She’s fantastic. Miss Susan is 
wonderful; she does so many different types of activities where the 
others are either all reading, or they just have a class at night, so it 
doesn’t seem like it’s open to different ages like Miss Susan’s is. (A. 
Frederick, personal communication, September 5, 2017) 

The Bridgetown Area Library was not the closest to Amy’s house; however, she 

traveled further because she thought so highly of Miss Susan and enjoyed the 

storytime there more than at the library closer to her home. Amy valued that Miss 

Susan’s storytime had so many different activities rather than simply reading a book. 

An emphasis on ECRR components translates to more than a simple book reading 

offered during storytimes. The inclusion of the five ECRR practices within storytimes 

might appear as a motivating factor for parents to attend storytimes. When classes 

such as music and movement are often marketed for parents, the library provides a 

free alternative for parents to participate in a similar class.  

Conclusion  

 This chapter presents data which show how librarians implemented the 

ECRR program within the library. This study was informed by two research 

questions. After spending time observing storytimes, talking about ECRR with 

librarians, and discussing storytime learning with parents, the researcher became 

interested in exactly which components of ECRR appeared to get utilized most 

frequently by parents and what components of ECRR appeared to matter most in 
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terms of parent utilization. The researcher also wanted to get a better picture of how 

parents learned about storytimes since this information might be deemed helpful 

when designing ECRR programs and storytimes.  

Specifically, data was presented on two children’s librarians: Eileen and 

Susan. Observational evidence suggested that each librarian interpreted ECRR 

guidelines with their own instructional interpretation, specifically informed by their 

own personal ideas of family involvement.  The researcher then presented parent 

data on how and why parents utilized ECRR storytimes and argued that modeling 

appears to be a more salient feature of ECRR storytime than lecturing and that 

parents utilized storytimes as a social learning time for both their children and 

themselves. New moms and Spanish-speaking mothers appeared to attend 

storytimes to receive personal guidance. The chapter ends with a discussion about 

how invitations to attend storytime are another motivating factor that influences why 

parents choose to participate in storytimes.  
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CHAPTER 5  

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

 The original intent of The Every Child Ready to Read (ECRR) program was 

to provide librarians with training, so they could better educate parents in both stand-

alone workshops and during library storytimes.  The ECRR program emphasizes five 

practices librarians should include in children’s storytimes: talking, singing, reading, 

writing, and playing.  ECRR emphasizes that these five practices help children 

develop early literacy skills and prepare children for formal reading instruction.  The 

core concepts from ECRR are that reading begins at birth, parents are a child’s first 

and best teacher, and libraries are the perfect place for parents to interact with their 

children using the five practices of talking, singing, reading, writing, and playing. This 

chapter summarizes and expands upon the findings from the previous chapter, 

examines the limitations of the study, and lastly identifies areas of need and direction 

for future research.  

Librarians 

 Thematic analysis of librarian interviews and observational data show that 

librarians interpreted ECRR guidelines differently and that each librarian had different 

ideas of family involvement.  These differences in ECRR implementation are 

consistent with the 2017 research of ECRR across different libraries; however, this 

study adds to the current ECRR discussion by showing differences within the same 

library.   

 The first review of ECRR found that librarians who had implemented ECRR 

had embraced the concepts but modified the program to best fit the needs of the 
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library (Neuman & Celano, 2007).   The current study found similar modifications, 

such as librarians using the five core practices of ECRR within storytimes rather than 

focusing on book reading solely.  Since the current study found similar information 

regarding pieces of ECRR being utilized within storytimes, questions exist as to what 

aspects of the program are changed and why.   

 While it is not possible to say for certain why librarians in the current study 

interpreted ECRR guidelines differently, one might reasonably surmise the 

educational training and current job duties might influence the interpretation of ECRR 

guidelines. As described earlier (see chapter four), Eileen and Susan had different 

educational training.  Eileen had a bachelor’s degree in business and spent several 

years in the business sector before obtaining her MLS (Master of Library Science) 

whereas Susan had a bachelor’s degree in creative writing and only ever worked in a 

library post-graduation.  Thus, it is plausible that Eileen knew more about the 

managerial aspects of supervising library staff and budgeting funds for library 

programs like summer reading and less about implementing literacy programs.  

Whereas, it is reasonable to infer that Susan knew more about literature and less 

about the managing aspects of a library.   

 Specifically, Eileen’s job responsibilities included overall scheduling of library 

staff, budgeting funds for programs, and applying for grants to obtain money for 

library programs  whereas Susan was responsible for planning and implementing the 

storytimes assigned to her by Eileen.  Therefore, Susan may have simply had more 

time to focus on building relationships with families, planning for storytimes, and 

researching early literacy practices.  

The original intent of ECRR was for libraries to provide parents with separate 

parent training workshops where librarians were to teach and model early literacy 
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research and strategies to parents.  While ECRR does not recommend an exact 

number of workshops or models, it does offer three core messages for librarians to 

convey to parents: 

1. Children need to develop certain skills before they can learn to read. 
2. Parents and other significant caregivers are a child’s first and best teachers.  

They can help children develop early literacy skills beginning at birth, so 
children are ready to read once they begin school.  

3. ECRR provides strategies parents and caregivers can use to help children 
from birth to age five develop essential early literacy skills and get ready to 
read.  

Following these core messages, ECRR provides training in the form of PowerPoint 

slides to librarians on early literacy practices giving specific information deemed 

important for librarians to teach to parents.  The ECRR Manual itself provides 

additional PowerPoint presentation librarians are to use when holding a parent 

training workshop. The librarians in the current study were not observed presenting 

the PowerPoints to parents and stated during interviews that the PowerPoints are not 

used.  Although the information provided in the parent workshop (see p. 17-19) was 

the original intent of ECRR, it appears that rather than presenting PowerPoint slides, 

librarians are modeling skills and making use of asides during storytimes.  It is 

important to note that in the current study, each librarian did so in different ways; 

each librarian did not implement the modeling and asides the same way.  Eileen did 

not want to appear “pushy” or “heavy-handed” in any directions given to parents.  

However, Susan did not share this sentiment and instead wanted to be a “mirror” for 

parents to learn from. The current study found that librarians embraced the core 

philosophy of ECRR by offering programs for children beginning at birth, modeling 

and providing opportunities for the core practices of talking, singing, reading, writing, 

and playing, and offering asides, or tips, to parents regarding early literacy during 

storytimes.  
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Susan had more of a following than Eileen among parents, was known 

outside of the library within parental social circles, and approached parents in her 

community to invite them to library storytimes.  Given that Susan’s job duties focused 

solely on storytimes whereas Eileen had to focus on both managing the children’s 

section and leading a storytime, job duties might account for the differences in 

approaches. Perhaps librarians who are able to focus solely on storytimes might be 

able to simply do more in terms of learning about literacy practices and building 

relationships with families.  More research into why librarians are doing things 

differently from one another is needed.   

Both Susan and Eileen embraced the ECRR’s core messages as well as the 

importance of the ECRR practices; however, each implemented ECRR in different 

ways.   The most noticeable difference in their approaches was each librarian’s views 

on how they themselves should teach parents, with Eileen feeling she did not want to 

appear “heavy handed” and Susan wanting to be a “mirror.”  ECRR does not give 

librarians any direct strategies or instructional direction other than the key ideas and 

concepts one should teach to parents. Consequently, ECRR appears to be so open 

to interpretation that librarians within the same library can interpret and implement 

the program differently.   

The librarians in the current study utilized ECRR in a broad sense, each 

using the guidelines as one way to implement and influence storytimes.  However, 

the ECRR Manual appears to be broad in nature without giving exact 

recommendations to librarians. For example, the following information regarding 

singing is given in the ECRR Manual: 

Singing: songs are a natural way to learn about language.  Singing 
develops listening skills, slows down language so children can hear 
the different sounds in words, a key decoding skill, and helps children 
learn new words and information. 
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General guidelines as to the importance of songs are given; however, no further 

insight or instructional recommendations are.  For example, there is not a list of 

possible songs to sing during storytimes or suggestions as to how many to sing 

during one storytime.  Therefore, much of the actual implementation of songs during 

storytimes is left to the librarian.  The first examination of ECRR (Neuman & Celano, 

2007) provided the information that librarians were indeed taking ECRR and adapting 

it; however, more information is warranted into the specifics of these adaptations.   

Librarians and Family Involvement  

The differences between the librarians in terms of practices and views on 

teaching offer different perspectives in family involvement.  Eileen did not want 

families to feel lectured and repeatedly used the term “heavy-handed” to describe 

how she did not want families to view her.  Her views also support that she felt 

parents do not want to learn during storytimes but rather attend the storytime with 

their child for enjoyment.  On the other hand, Susan felt she was a role-model to 

parents and wanted to provide opportunities for families to learn from her.  Susan’s 

views support that she felt parents should learn during storytimes.   

Besides the views stated by each librarian, the way each set-up the room for 

the storytimes varied and supported their views on parental involvement during 

storytimes.  Eileen had chairs set-up behind the large mat where the children sat, 

and parents were encouraged to sit in the chairs behind the children.  In this way, 

parents were included in the storytime, but not directly sitting on the mat with their 

children.  This also allowed parents to be on eye-level with Eileen.  Susan had a 

different set-up during her storytimes.  Parents were encouraged to sit on the mat 
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with their child, and chairs were not set-up behind the mat area.  The parents were 

then sitting with their children during storytimes as  participants.   

The Missing Pieces of ECRR 

 Chapter two described details on the actual ECRR training manual, the 

information librarians are taught, and the information librarians are instructed to teach 

parents.  Given an analysis of the ECRR Manual along with the researcher’s 

observations in the library, there are key areas that ECRR is missing in the training 

manual and information.  These missing pieces might provide detailed guidance so 

that librarians are able to follow given recommendations and thus not have such 

instructional differences among librarians who implement ECRR. 

In an effort to address these differences, ECRR should offer more specific 

instructional training and direction to librarians with consideration to librarians’ unique 

background and experiences.  Given that librarians vary in their background and 

experiences (as evident in the current study), variations and support are warranted 

and needed for librarians.  One way to provide this would be a program that offers 

levels of support, such as a highly scripted program for librarians who might need 

more support.   

Specific Activities and Guidelines 

 One area that ECRR emphasizes is the importance of five core concepts: 

talking, singing, reading, writing, and playing.  General information is provided into 

each concept; however, information regarding exact activities the librarians can use 

during storytimes is not.  For example, it might be helpful for librarians to provide 

different types of activities for different ages of children who attend storytime.  Given 

storytimes often range in age levels of children who participate (e.g. birth to two 
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years at one storytime), suggestions on how to provide a variety of activities so that 

all children might participate and benefit might prove helpful for librarians.   

 Specific guidelines into how many activities should be included in storytimes 

might also prove helpful to librarians.  For example, how many songs should the 

storytime include, and how often should librarians repeat a song?  In regards to the 

librarian reading books to children during storytimes, what specific read-aloud 

methods should librarians implement?  Is reading the book aloud sufficient, or should 

librarians implement certain read-aloud strategies such as dialogic or interactive 

reading?   

 The ECRR practice of writing was something that librarians appeared to 

struggle with, specifically offering a craft instead of a direct writing activity. Given that 

a craft can include holding crayons and other writing tools, ECRR might include 

various developmentally-appropriate writing suggestions and craft activities for 

librarians to implement.  For example, the manual might provide simple explanations 

for librarians such as how simply coloring and holding crayons is important for young 

children and builds a foundation for writing.  Given that storytimes are attended by 

very young children (e.g. eight months old) who are unable to write due to young 

age, ECRR might provide other alternatives to writing such as activities that might 

promote fine motor skills as precursor activities to physically writing.   

 In regards to play, ECRR currently teaches librarians that play is important 

for language.  However, suggestions are not given in the manual as to types of play 

that libraries and librarians can provide to promote language exchanges.  The play 

observed in the current study did not involve guidance or emphasis on language.   

Overall, ECRR leaves much to librarians to interpret in regards to 

implementing the practices, and more specific details might prove helpful to 
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librarians.  By providing greater details along with developmentally-appropriate 

activities, librarians will have the opportunity to have more directions and guidance to 

provide instructional practices during storytimes. Given that not all librarians have a 

background in education, it might prove helpful to have such guidance given to 

librarians. Information regarding building relationships with families might also be 

particularly helpful for librarians when implementing ECRR.   

Building Relationships with Families 

Separate from specific instructional guidelines, t the ECRR Manual lacks 

information on building relationships with families.  Given that the two librarians in the 

current study had different instructional approaches with views on how they did or did 

not want families to view them, information on why and how to form relationships is 

warranted.  ECRR markets the program as a parent education initiative, without 

giving insight on how to develop partnerships with parents and families.  

Building relationships with parents is a key in developing a successful literacy 

program.  One way that librarians can build relationships and learn more about the 

skills parents are seeking during storytimes is to have discussions with parents.  A 

collaborative or dialogic approach to training programs demonstrated enhanced 

learning (Purcell-Gates, Degener, Jacbonson, & Soler, 2002).  This approach could 

occur after storytimes between the librarians and parents as a way to discuss certain 

strategies or approaches the librarian utilized during the storytime.  

Invitations to Participate  

 Given the importance of families within literacy development and the fact that 

families vary in their skills and resources to help their children succeed (UNESCO, 

2008), the library is in a unique position to invite parents to participate in various 

activities such as storytimes.  ECRR does not offer ideas to librarians in the ways to 
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invite parents to storytimes, nor does it offer support in reaching out to parents who 

might not realize the library offers early literacy storytimes starting at birth.  Given the 

previous statement regarding the variance in skills and resources, ECRR should find 

ways to reach out to parents in the community to invite them to library programs.  

The parents in the current study largely learned about the library storytimes from 

personal social networks.  If parents do not have social networks familiar with the 

library, it is likely they might not be aware of the library storytimes available to their 

children.   

 ECRR needs to extend invitations to parents in the community beyond those 

who already attend the library storytimes.  Efforts to invite parents within the 

community should be an additional training provided to librarians within the program.  

The parents in the current study were mostly white with a college education.  The 

library in general could make an effort to reaching out beyond the middle-class moms 

who mostly attended the programs.   

Parents 

Thematic analysis of parent interviews and observational data shows that 

parents felt they personally learned information from storytimes, such as topics to 

teach their child, arts and craft activities, how to engage with their child, and songs to 

sing with their child.  Parents commonly explained how storytimes were a social time 

for both themselves and their child; they provide a time to for their child to interact 

with others and also a time for mothers to simply be around other parents.   New 

mothers and Spanish-speaking mothers were motivated to attend storytimes to seek 

guidance for themselves.  Lastly, parents reported learning about storytimes from 

social networks and personal invitations from the librarian.   
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ECRR outlines five core practices: reading, talking, singing, playing, and 

writing.  The reading, talking, and singing pieces of the storytimes were more salient 

features in parent interviews with parents describing different approaches of each 

learned during the storytimes.  Parents did not directly state learning from the play or 

writing time.  The play time was never directly linked to the book reading; rather, it 

was a social opportunity for both the children and parents.  The writing time was 

often a simple craft, such as placing stickers on a cut-out house.  The craft time was 

more directed by the librarian, as she gave directions to the parents on how to create 

or design the given craft.   

The theoretical framework provided by Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler offered 

a view as to why parents might get involved with their child’s learning during and 

after library storytimes.  Parents appeared motivated to attend storytimes for social 

reasons for both themselves and their child, and parents differed in exactly how they 

conceptualized these reasons.  

New mothers appeared to appreciate the social and learning time.  The new 

mothers appeared to believe that the librarian knew more than they did and that the 

library visits were important and necessary in order to obtain information.  In seeking 

out information, new mothers might have a lower self-efficacy in their roles as a new 

mother.  Therefore, library storytimes might serve as a way to positively influence 

self-efficacy for new mothers.  Part of the theory provided by Hoover-Dempsey and 

Sandler posits that the parent’s own believes about what they, as parents, are able to 

do motivates how they help their child.  Positive experiences for new mothers during 

storytimes have the potential to shape mothers’ self-efficacy, thus motivating them to 

continue attending storytimes and possibly repeat something at home that was 

learned during storytime.  New mothers, especially those who are able to stay at 
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home with their child, hold a unique life context in that they might want to spend time 

out of their day to be around others rather than stay in their home.   

 Spanish-speaking mothers appeared to appreciate the opportunity to learn 

English for both their child and themselves during storytimes.  The mothers were 

able to hear a native-English speaker read, sing, and talk.  This allowed an 

opportunity for the mothers to learn new vocabulary words and songs in English and 

to build cultural knowledge about things like holidays.  This relates to the Hoover-

Dempsey framework in terms of self-efficacy in that mothers learned information that 

appeared to positively shape their self-efficacy which is a factor in positive decisions 

regarding active engagement in a child’s education (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005) In 

other words, parents with positive self-efficacy are more likely to be involved in a 

child’s education.  Life context, another area discussed in the Hoover-Dempsey 

framework, is defined as a parents’ knowledge, skills, time, and energy (Hoover-

Dempsey et al., 2005).  Hoover-Dempsey described how parents who felt their skills 

were inadequate to help their child tended to ask others in either the family or school 

to help their child, or to seek help themselves from knowledgeable sources.  Since 

families may experience difficulty in forming a support system for their child, a library 

might offer such support for parents with librarians willing to help parents positively 

shape life context areas.  This was true for the Spanish-speaking mothers in the 

current study who sought the help of the librarian to learn English during storytimes.  

 Libraries, particularly librarians, offer a unique partnership for parents.  The 

broad implementation of ECRR with emphasis on several practices might be one 

reason parents are motivated to attend ECRR storytimes. Rather than simply reading 

a book to a group of children, ECRR emphasizes that storytimes should include 

talking, singing, reading, writing, and playing.  This allows various activities within 

one storytime that parents might enjoy and desire for their child.  For example, 
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parents might want to attend for the movement or play time that the storytime allows 

for their child.  Building partnerships with parents is something that ECRR does not 

directly teach librarians; instead, it is more of a “build it, and they (parents) will 

come.”  The importance of building relationships with parents in order for parents to 

show motivation to attend storytime is something that needs further exploration.   

Noted across parent interviews in the current study is how the parents 

positively felt about the librarian, Miss Susan.  This is connected to school-family 

partnership literature in the value of parents trusting and liking a teacher (see Adams 

and Christenson, 2000).  This literature discusses how trust is positively correlated 

with three areas of school performance (attendance, credits earned toward 

graduation, and GPA).  Related to the current study in a library setting, it appears 

that the moms liked and trusted the librarian, specifically Miss Susan, and thus this 

trust might have been one factor in their repeated attendance at library storytimes.  

One such mother, Danielle, spoke of how much she liked Susan,stating Susan was 

the reason she kept coming back to storytimes.  Danielle described Susan as 

“welcoming” and had at one point during the summer brought Susan a gift of flowers 

as a thank you.   

Unlike a school-parent partnership, the current study allows a better 

understanding of how self-efficacy, motivation, and trust serve as potential factors for 

parent participation in library storytimes.  Different than a school, a library does not 

have clear leadership in positions of power.  For example, a school has a principal 

and teachers who might appear as the ones with the power to make decisions within 

a school.  Conversely, a library has librarians who are not clearly labeled as to who 

might be in charge.  Anyone can walk into a library whereas a school has security 

measures for the public entering.   
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Unlike teachers who often receive instructions as to what curriculum to teach 

and who to teach, librarians have the power to choose programs but do not have the 

power to make decisions as to whom they instruct.  Therefore, librarians and libraries 

are in a unique position as they must plan and program for all who enter.   

Implications for Librarians 

 This qualitative case study adds depth to the current ECRR research and 

conversation.  This study’s emphasis on parents is something lacking in current 

ECRR literature.  Nearly all known research surrounding ECRR focuses on libraries 

and librarians.  Since the current study included both librarian and parent interviews, 

implications for librarians to learn from parents is provided below: 

1.  According to parent interviews, the librarian was a deciding factor in 

attending library storytimes.  Perceived personal invitations from the librarian 

were powerful and motivating to parents in their decision to attend library 

storytimes. Therefore, libraries should consider the ways in which librarians 

invite parents to storytimes and other library programs. For example, libraries 

should have hospitals give parents invitations to attend storytimes after the 

birth of their child.  This would also allow parents to learn that the library has 

programs for children starting at the newborn age.   

2. Parents frequently found out about library storytimes from other parents in 

their social network.  Therefore, libraries should consider different ways to 

disseminate information to parents within their network of trusted sources, 

such as information given out at pediatrician offices, churches, and local 

businesses.  

3. Parents want to learn how they can best help their child.  Parents appreciate 

and welcome learning about early literacy.   
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4. Parents were more likely to remember something modeled from a librarian 

rather than a verbal aside.  Therefore, the use of modeling early literacy skills 

and practices is one area librarians should further explore.  Further 

exploration into the use of modeling during storytimes should be explored as 

a possible implication of ECRR parent-learning.  For example, modeling of 

specific strategies such as shared reading might serve as a way for parents 

to learn book reading strategies from the librarian.   

5. Spanish-speaking mothers utilized storytimes as a time to learn English for 

their children and themselves.  Libraries might consider offering programs for 

parents and families learning English. 

6. First-time mothers utilized storytimes as a way to learn more about how to 

best support their child.  Libraries might consider tailoring programs to new 

moms in an effort to offer more support and guidance in their new roles as 

mothers.  

Implications for Libraries  

 Given that the current study provided data that two librarians within the same 

organization interpreted ECRR in different ways, libraries as an organization should 

consider the following suggestions when implementing ECRR: 

1.  Consider the educational and employment background of librarians.  

Librarians without an education background should receive more intense 

training and background in early literacy practices.  

2.  Allot time for discussions between librarians so that librarians can discuss 

ECRR practices, guidelines, and implementation.   

3.  Provide time for librarians for ECRR training and provide materials for 

librarians to continue early literacy training.  This training should be provided 
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on a continuous basis rather than a “one and done” approach to training and 

implementation.   

4. Provide community agencies (such as local pediatrician offices and 

welfare agencies) and local businesses (such as laundromats and banks) 

with information on ECRR storytimes.  This outreach to community agencies 

and businesses will allow a greater probability that more families and 

community members are aware of the programs offered within the library.  

This outreach will also allow community entities to share library information 

with families.   

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

The overall limitations of the current study include the relatively small sample 

size of parents interviewed with the use of a single interview rather than multiple 

interviews across time, no comparison of what other libraries are offering in terms of 

storytimes, and the timing of the study during the summer.  Also of limit was the 

occurrence of Spanish-speaking mothers’ not wanting to sign the consent form (this 

occurred with four separate mothers), thus limiting the sample of Spanish-speaking 

mothers included in the study. The current study did not include any African 

American parents due to difficulty with recruitment efforts. Overall, the current study 

was limited to a mostly white, college-educated group.   It is also important to gain 

more information from a larger group of parents, including those of different races 

and education levels. 

The parents in the current study were all college-educated, and research has 

documented that a mother’s level of education largely affects their children’s reading 

achievement.  Sastry and Pebley (2010) found that mothers’ “reading scores and 

average neighborhood levels of income accounted for the largest proportion of 
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inequality in children’s achievement” (p.777).  O’Donnell and Mulligan (2008) 

reported that 73% of children whose mothers have bachelor’s degrees read aloud to 

their children every day, while only 30% of children whose mothers have not 

completed high school are read aloud to every day.  In the current study, the parents 

who were participating in the library story times were those likely to already be 

reading to their children at home.  This brings up an important area for ECRR to 

consider if library storytimes are reaching and supporting all parents. 

ECRR does not offer any training in the diversity needs of families across 

various cultures.  For example, if family members attending the library storytimes do 

not have experience in a classroom environment, they might find aspects of family 

literacy programs unfamiliar (Castro, Mendex, Garcia, & Westerberg, 2012).  In terms 

of early education experiences, 39.9% of children from Latino families are enrolled in 

preschool compared to over 50% of White, African American, and Asian children 

(Pew Hispanic Center, 2008).  ECRR should take into consideration the various 

cultural backgrounds and experiences of families attending library storytimes.   

This study should be replicated in other suburban and urban public libraries 

to determine the impact and implementation of the ECRR program. The idea of 

parents utilizing public libraries and collaborating with librarians in learning and 

teaching early literacy skills is an area which warrants further exploration, particularly 

in the area of forming positive partnerships between librarians and parents.  The 

interviewed parents in the current study often attended the same weekly storytime 

with their child. This presents an opportunity for librarians to develop relationships 

with parents and children and to become an important partner in a child’s literacy 

development. More information about exactly what parents are learning from each 

storytime can be gained from holding focus groups after storytimes.  
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 Specifically, we need to better understand how the components and 

philosophy of ECRR embraced in a library might have different outcomes for parents 

than a library which holds separate parent-training ECRR workshops. This 

information would get to the core of exactly what is most important from the ECRR 

literature. Having a better understanding of the most critical ECRR components will 

allow librarians to focus on the best outcomes for parents. Given parents are a child’s 

first teacher and have the potential to positively impact a child’s early literacy 

trajectory, future research on ECRR will deepen our understanding of the impact of 

the program.   

 Overall, the current study brings forth important points and considerations for 

future ECRR design and implications. ECRR attempts to offer librarians support in 

areas that some librarians might not have experience in.  Given that libraries are in a 

unique position to form relationships with families and provide early literacy help and 

support, ECRR should consider the implications and suggestions from the current 

study.  Family literacy and early literacy researchers should also look more closely 

into the ECRR program to add more research to the current ECRR conversation.   
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A 

PARENT INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

 

Background/Family Info/Role Construction and Self-efficacy  

1. Including yourself, how many people live in your house? 
2. How many children do you have? 
3. What is your highest level of education? 
4. How far do you live from the library? 
5. How did you get to the library today? 
6. Is that your typical way of getting here? 
7. Why do you think it is important to visit the library versus just staying at home 

and reading?  
8. Does anyone in your life encourage you to visit the library?  
9. Does the child you are with today attend preschool or any other type of 

program (i.e. a mother’s morning out or similar)?  
 

Library information and motivational beliefs  

1. Do you attend any other children’s storytimes at other libraries? 
2. How many storytimes did you attend this week at this library? 
3. What storytimes did you attend (looking for titles or times)? 
4. How many children do you bring to the storytime? 
5. Why do you attend storytime at this library? 
6. During storytime, where do you typically sit and why? 
7. Do you know the name of the librarian that runs storytime? 
8. What do you think your child is learning during storytime, and how do you 

know? 
9. What are do you think you, as a parent, are learning during storytime? 
10. What do you like about the storytime and why?  

 

Motivation to attend library and invitations from others 

1. Besides storytimes, what other reasons do you visit this library? 
2. Do you stay after storytime? If yes, why? 
3. Besides storytimes, are there other children’s programs that you attend at the 

library?  
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4. What do you like about this library’? 
5. What don’t you like about this library? 
6. How did you first learn about storytime at this library? 
7. Does the librarian ever invite you to other storytimes or programs available at 

this library? 
8. Does your child ever request to attend a library storytime or request that you 

take him/her to the library?  
 

ECRR questions:  

1. Have you ever heard of a library program called Every Child Ready to Read? 
2. If yes, what do you know about the program? 

 

Home reading questions/life context 

1. How many books do you typically checkout during your visits? 
2. What happens when you go home with those books? 
3. How often do you read the books you checkout from the library with your 

children?  
4. Do you ever repeat anything that you observed during storytime at home? 
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APPENDIX B 

LIBRARIAN INTERVIEW PROTOCOL  

 

Librarian background information: 

1. How long have you worked at this library? 
2. Have you worked at other libraries?  
3. What is your highest level of education? 
4. If college – where did you go, and what was your major? 
5. What are your major responsibilities at the library? 
6. What ways do you interact with families? 
7. What ways do you interact with children? 
8. In what ways do you play a role in teaching literacy skills to children and 

families?  
 

Storytime questions: 

1. How many storytimes do you lead per week? 
2. How do you make decisions regarding the types of books read during 

storytimes? 
3. How do you make decisions regarding what early literacy skills are modeled 

or taught during storytimes? 
4. How do you interact with children during storytimes? 
5. How do you interact with parents during storytimes? 
6. Do you give any instructions to parents before, during, or after storytimes? 
7. What do you typically do after storytime is over? 
8. What would a successful storytime look like? 

 

Parental Involvement  

1. What are the reasons parents and children visit this library? 
2. Why do you think parents bring their children to this particular library? 
3. What types of activities do you observe parents and children doing during 

their visits?  
4. What do you think parents like about this library? 
5. What types of activities and/or programs are available for children at this 

library? 
6. What types of activities and/or programs are available for parents at this 

library? 
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7. What types of questions do parents typically ask you? 
8. Is there a difference between weekday and weekend family attendance at the 

library?  
 

Community partnerships 

1. How does the library connect with local schools? 
2. Does the library have partnerships with other community entities (i.e. 

churches)?  
 

ECRR questions: 

1. What is the history of the ECRR program at this library? When did it start? 
2. Whose decision was it to implement the ECRR program? 
3. What type of training did you and/or other staff receive? 
4. After ECRR was implemented, how did it change the way storytimes were 

run? 
5. How does ECRR fit into your duties at the library? 
6. What is helpful about ECRR? 
7. What components of the program do you/do you not use and why? 
8. What kind of information does ECRR help you with in terms of designing 

children’s storytimes? 
9. What kind of information does ECRR help you with in terms of ways to 

interact and help parents?  
10. What kind of information does ECRR help you with in terms of designing 

library space? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


