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Speaking the Same Language: A 
Phenomenological Study Investigating Librarian 
and Writing Instructor Shared Frameworks in 
First-Year Writing Courses

Amy C. Rice, Dennis D. Cartwright, Lauren Hays, and Grace Veach*

First-year college writing is often a venue for librarians and writing instructors to col-
laborate in teaching information literacy; however, they must navigate differences in 
their disciplinary languages. One method to help librarians and writing instructors 
bridge the gap is sharing disciplinary frameworks, such as the ACRL Framework, WPA 
Framework, and WPA Outcomes. In this qualitative, phenomenological study, the 
researchers interviewed seven librarians and seven writing instructors. Some writing 
instructors were unfamiliar with the WPA frameworks; however, when they reviewed 
the frameworks side by side, they observed common themes that could help them 
collaborate with librarians in teaching information literacy.

Introduction
Student performance in first-year college writing has been found to be a predictor of student 
persistence and success throughout the student’s undergraduate career (Garrett et al., 2017). 
Because many first-year college writing courses include information literacy components 
taught by librarians (Nicholes & Reimer, 2020), collaboration between librarians and writing 
instructors is a necessary element to promote student success. Although writing instructors 
and librarians have overlapping goals and strategies, they represent separate disciplines with 
different priorities and languages (Carter & Aldridge, 2016; Veach, 2012b).

One way to improve collaboration may be to enhance communication and understanding 
using complementary disciplinary frameworks: The Association of College and Research Librar-
ies Framework for Information Literacy for Higher Education (ACRL Framework), the Writing 
Program Administrators Framework for Success in Postsecondary Writing (WPA Framework), 
and the Writing Program Administrators Outcomes Statement for First-Year Composition (WPA 
Outcomes). These frameworks contain overlapping values such as critical thinking, careful 
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reading and understanding of texts, inquiry or source research, and communication (Ameri-
can Library Association, 2015; Council of Writing Program Administrators, 2014; Council of 
Writing Program Administrators et al., 2011; Grettano & Witek, 2016; Kazan et al., 2021).

Literature Review
This study explored writing and information literacy instructor collaborations to understand 
how instructors in two related disciplines found better communication methods and op-
portunities for collaboration through shared frameworks and vocabularies. Jackson (2017) 
conducted a quantitative survey that explored library and writing center partnerships in 
which participants identified a gap in communication between the two disciplines. Jackson 
(2017) provided a benchmark for further studies on collaboration and communication. More 
prevalent types of research about collaboration were articles, presentations, and book chapters 
describing the results of collaborative efforts, such as lesson plans, student perceptions, or 
pre- and post-test results (Belzowski & Robison, 2019; D’Angelo et al., 2017; Murphy, 2019; 
Saunders & Corning, 2020). Studies also attempted to demonstrate how information literacy 
and writing connected to student success measures, retention, and persistence; few of these 
focused on both information literacy and writing (Croxton & Moore, 2020; Garrett et al., 2017; 
O’Kelly et al., 2023; Onyango, 2023). In other book chapters, librarians and writing instructors 
participated in dialogue about their collaboration (Anderson et al., 2018; Gregory & McCall, 
2016; Johnson & McCracken, 2018). Calls for mutual understanding of each discipline’s lan-
guage and frameworks have been a consistent aspect of the literature (Artman & Frisicaro-
Pawlowski, 2018; Friedman & Miller, 2018; Grettano & Witek, 2016; Guth et al., 2018; Hensley, 
2015; Insua et al., 2018a; Murphy, 2019; Napier et al., 2018).

A review of the literature demonstrated collaborations have been happening. Some writing 
instructors and librarians used one or more of their disciplinary frameworks to inform their 
teaching (Friedman & Miller, 2018; McClure, 2016; Veach, 2018). Few comparable qualitative 
studies outside the case study genre addressed writing instructors and librarians using shared 
frameworks (Díaz & Mandernach, 2017; Matacio & Closser, 2017; Simons, 2017). Although 
some authors described librarian and writing instructors’ common goals in general terms 
such as student learning or preparation for academic and post-graduation life (Anderson 
et al., 2018; Baer, 2016; Refaei & Wahman, 2016), other researchers’ goals fell into categories 
related to students finding, critically evaluating, and using information (Baer, 2016; Napier 
et al., 2018; Rapchak & Stinnett, 2018; Scheidt et al., 2018; Walsh et al., 2018). 

A Need for Common Goals and Language
Although common goals often begin a collaborative conversation, full collaboration requires 
more than a common aim; at minimum, a shared document is necessary (Norgaard & Sinkin-
son, 2016), and shared training and understanding of each other’s curriculum are useful 
practices (Grettano & Witek, 2016; Napier et al., 2018). However, if the goal is deep collabo-
ration, librarians and writing instructors need to do more than share goals, documents, and 
training (Junisbai et al., 2016). They need a shared understanding of their disciplinary terms, 
particularly when the terms are so similar that students cannot distinguish their meaning 
(Carter & Aldridge, 2016; Refaei et al., 2017). For instance, in one study, librarians used the 
term attributive tag, and writing instructors used the term signal phrase to describe the way a 
writer introduced a source in their writing (Refaei et al., 2017). Schaub et al. (2017) found a 
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single information literacy concept could be described in five different ways. Other vocabulary 
differences involved the ways in which instructors in different disciplines describe the types 
of sources required for assignments, including what they consider to be a primary source 
(Pickard & Sterling, 2020; Refaei et al., 2017; Scheidt et al., 2018). When a course instructor uses 
the term academic source, librarians need to inquire about instructors’ definition of academic 
sources. An academic source could mean anything that was published in a professional journal 
or by a university press; however, the course instructor may have something more specific 
in mind, such as a peer-reviewed article (Pickard & Sterling, 2020). A common vocabulary 
may help students transfer knowledge from a first-year writing course to their second-year 
courses and to make connections between writing and information literacy (Lancaster et al., 
2016; Refaei et al., 2017). Although many researchers suggested a shared vocabulary was ap-
propriate, others argued that a shared vocabulary was not necessary if librarians and writing 
instructors understood and appreciated each other’s disciplinary perspectives and could help 
students understand the commonalities and differences between them (Carter & Aldridge, 
2016; Veach, 2012a).

Complementary Frameworks
Since the ratification of the Association of College and Research Libraries Framework for 
Information Literacy for Higher Education (ACRL Framework) (American Library Associa-
tion, 2015), librarians and writing instructors have focused on shared frameworks (Artman 
& Frisicaro-Pawlowski, 2018; Auten & Thomas, 2016), in part because the ACRL Framework 
shares similarities with the Writing Program Administrators Framework for Success in Post-
secondary Writing (WPA Framework) (Council of Writing Program Administrators, 2014), 
the Writing Program Administrators Outcomes Statement for First-Year Composition (WPA 
Outcomes) (Council of Writing Program Administrators, 2014), and with Naming What We 
Know: Threshold Concepts of Writing Studies (Adler-Kassner & Wardle, 2015). These frameworks 
and guiding texts are not exactly the same, but they have complementary elements (Ander-
son et al., 2018; D’Angelo et al., 2017). The overlapping concepts in the frameworks could be 
especially useful for new writing instructors (Murphy, 2019; Norgaard, 2003; Norgaard et al., 
2004). Two researchers observed that complementary language reduced the amount of code 
switching (i.e., navigating between librarian and writing instructor vocabularies) instructors in 
each discipline had to engage in, which reduced friction in the collaborative process (Anders 
& Hemstrom, 2016, p. 80).

Some researchers discussed the ways writing and information literacy documents comple-
ment each other (Johnson & McCracken, 2016; Refaei & Wahman, 2016). Anderson et al. (2018) 
suggested one way to facilitate a collaborative process was to ask what writers do and what 
researchers do, then find elements of the frameworks that matched those concepts.

The Research Study
Researchers found effective collaboration led to improved teaching and assignment design, 
which in turn promoted student success (Insua et al., 2018a, 2018b; Margolin & Hayden, 2015; 
Whearty et al., 2017). Therefore, the purpose of this qualitative phenomenological study was 
to explore the lived experiences of librarians and writing instructors using shared language or 
frameworks to facilitate collaboration in first-year college writing courses at four-year institu-
tions (Creswell, 2016; Marshall & Rossman, 2016; Size & Setting Classification, n.d.). 
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Sample and Research Context
The study’s sample included seven librarians and seven writing instructors from seven different 
four-year institutions across the United States (American Council on Education, n.d.). Eligibil-
ity criteria for these individuals included being employed as a librarian or writing instructor 
at four-year institutions, teaching in first-year college writing courses in some capacity, and 
having worked with their institutional counterpart (e.g., a librarian and writing instructor 
from same institution have collaborated together). Participants reported collaborations that 
were still beginning, collaborations in one-shot sessions, and collaborations that included 
two or more sessions and expanded into other content areas. Table 1 shows the participant 
pseudonyms, roles, and experience categories.

Recruitment
Before beginning data collection, the researcher received approval from the Institutional 
Review Board (IRB). The researcher used purposive criterion sampling (Creswell & Guetter-
man, 2019) to recruit participants for this study. The researcher posted an invitation with a 
screening survey to three different listservs (one for librarians, one for library directors, and 
one for writing studies). The screening survey asked prospective participants to identify and 
provide information for a collaborative partner from their institution whom the researcher 
could invite as a participant. To ensure variation of experiences in participants, the sample 
size was fourteen participants consisting of seven librarians and seven writing instructors. 
Eligibility criteria for participants included employment as a librarian or writing instructor 
at a four-year institution, teaching in some capacity in first-year college writing courses, and 

TABLE 1
Participant Names, Roles, and Experience Length

Pseudonym Role Experience Length
Librarians
Alex Non-faculty librarian 1-5 years

Chris Faculty librarian 1-5 years

Ellis Library administrator 11-20 years

Leslie Faculty librarian 11-20 years

Quinn Faculty librarian 11-20 years

Riley Faculty librarian 6-10 years

Sam Faculty librarian 11-20 years

Writing Instructors
Blake Writing instructor 1-5 years

Brook Writing instructor 11-20 years

Gracen Writing program administrator 20+ years

Jordan Writing instructor 11-20 years

Kai Writing instructor* 6-10 years

Peyton Writing instructor 6-10 years

Taylor Writing instructor 20+ years

*Participant is a graduate student who is also the instructor of record in a first-year college writing course
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working with their institutional counterpart (e.g., a librarian and writing instructor from the 
same institution who have collaborated). 

Data Collection
The researcher conducted two sixty-minute semi-structured, video-recorded interviews 
with each participant (fourteen first-round interviews and fourteen second-round inter-
views) (see Appendix A for interview protocol). The informed consent document included 
permission for video recording. Participants were assured that interview transcripts would 
not be shared with their institutional collaborator, although the researcher cautioned that 
participants might be able to deduce which participant was from their institution. After the 
first interview, the researcher sent participants a composite list of the themes that emerged 
from the first round of interviews and sought member-checking feedback. The researcher 
also sent information literacy and writing framework documents (i.e., ACRL Framework for 
Information Literacy for Higher Education, WPA Outcomes Statement for First-Year Com-
position, WPA Framework for Success in Postsecondary Writing) and asked participants 
to review the documents as a frame of reference during the second interview. The second 
interview allowed participants and the researcher to build upon rapport, for participants 
to reflect on the first interview—including thoughts on the frameworks—and to add any 
clarifying thoughts based on their reflection (Josselson, 2013). Finally, the researcher sent 
final composite theme document to participants for member checking after all data had been 
collected and interpreted. Because the researcher is reporting findings from a larger study, 
only one theme pertains to the content of this article.

Data Interpretation
Van Manen (1990) provided a general “methodical structure” (pp. 30-31) for phenomenological 
investigations consisting of six principles: determining a phenomenon to study, focusing on 
lived experience, discovering the essential themes, iterative writing—“writing and rewriting” 
—to describe the phenomenon, and maintaining the Heideggerian practice of “balancing the 
research context by considering parts and whole,” often referenced as the hermeneutic circle 
(van Manen, 1990, p. 31). Keeping in mind the methodical structure of van Manen (1990), the 
researcher also used four of the five phases of analysis suggested by Ajjawi and Higgs (2007)—
immersion, understanding, abstraction, and synthesis—to develop codes and themes. After 
the interviews had been transcribed verbatim and read several times while making general 
notes (Creswell & Guetterman, 2019), the researcher conducted first stage in vivo coding to 
capture the exact words of the participants (Saldaña, 2015). After in vivo coding, the investiga-
tor began determining “first order constructs” (Ajjawi & Higgs, 2007, p. 624). The researcher 
used first order constructs and initial themes to develop second order constructs and second-
ary themes. Keeping in mind the hermeneutic circle, the researcher switched back and forth 
between individual participant statements and the themes they illustrated. The researcher 
investigated differences in participant constructs based on their disciplines to take note of 
experiences that did not fit with the themes. 

All phases of research required the researcher to be aware of biases and presuppositions 
that hindered an appropriate interpretation of the participants’ lived experiences and the es-
sential themes. Therefore, the researcher wrote journal entries describing the ways the data 
connected with the researcher’s own experience of the phenomenon. 
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Limitations
One limitation of this study is its intentional focus on first-year research writing in four-year 
institutions. Although community colleges may also have first-year writing programs, com-
munity college participants were not included in the study. Additionally, participant eligibility 
was limited to librarians and writing instructors teaching in first-year college writing courses. 
Prospective participants who served dual librarian and writing instructor roles were ineligible. 
Other curricular models, such as second-year research writing courses, were not included in 
this study. When recruiting volunteers, those most likely to volunteer to participate were also 
likely to be supportive of the topic and may have been less candid about negative or unsuc-
cessful aspects of the topic. Further, the recruitment process may have deterred prospective 
participants who were still developing their collaborations and did not yet have a formal 
program. The focus on a phenomenological qualitative methodology entailed both a small 
sample size and an intentional emphasis on lived experiences of participants. Therefore, find-
ings were not generalizable to a population or type of institution. 

Findings
The overarching theme that emerged from data interpretation was “The Potential of Shared 
Frameworks.” The researcher discovered that sharing of frameworks was less common than 
assumed or expected. Additionally, organic sharing of disciplinary frameworks often occurred 
in small increments and on a “need to know” basis. Participants from two institutions reported 
exploring each other’s frameworks as part of an application process for a grant or award. These 
participants demonstrated how sharing frameworks enriched their approaches to teaching 
students in first-year college writing courses. Regardless of their prior knowledge of either 
the librarian framework (ACRL Framework) or the writing frameworks (WPA Framework 
and WPA Outcomes), participants noticed the common elements among them when they had 
a chance to review the documents. Before the second interview, the researcher emailed three 
documents for each participant to review: The Association of College & Research Libraries 
Framework for Information Literacy for Higher Education (ACRL Framework), the Writing 
Program Administrators Framework for Success in Postsecondary Writing (WPA Framework) 
and the Writing Program Administrators Outcomes Statement for First-Year Composition 
(WPA Outcomes). Participants who reviewed the ACRL Framework and the WPA Framework 
and WPA Outcomes found common themes to use for discussion about information literacy 
and writing in the first-year college writing classroom. Table 2 shows a cross-referenced list 
of the concepts among the three documents that participants identified as connected or over-
lapping. Grettano and Witek (2016) created a similar comparison chart.

Participants from two institutions demonstrated a clear understanding of each other’s 
frameworks and vocabularies. In each of these cases, participants sought opportunities to 
share knowledge, one through an internal grant application process and the other through 
a professional organization. 

Sam (L), in reviewing the Writing Program Administrators Framework (WPA Frame-
work) and Writing Program Administrators Outcomes (WPA Outcomes), noted the common 
elements and shared goals of writing instructors and librarians, saying: “that whole middle 
section—the critical thinking, reading, and composing—just feel like [librarians and writing 
instructors are] completely on the same page there of learning objectives for students.” Sam (L) 
also observed that librarian knowledge of writing instructor frameworks enabled librarians to 
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“speak their language and address them in terms that they’re already familiar with.” Similarly, 
Blake (WI) noticed common goals and purpose when reviewing the ACRL Framework: “At 
least looking at the ACRL Framework… Oh my gosh, they’re all like, this is all relevant for 
what we’re talking about.” Blake (WI) also commented about the content of first-year college 
writing classes and its relationship to librarians and information literacy:

Mostly what I do is the research and writing process…and when [the librarian] 
comes in [and says]… “Research is recursive, and it’s cyclical and…you start here 
and you go back,” I mean, it’s the exact same thing I’m telling them about the 
writing process.

Kai (WI) noted improved student work as a benefit of framing writing and research as a 
recursive approach, saying, “[students] are automatically doing both processes [writing and 
finding sources] better, more nuanced, when they’re more integrated.” 

Working on a grant-funded information literacy project also helped Kai fully understand 
the overlapping goals of librarians and writing instructors: “When we were doing this info 
literacy project, we found that many of the sort of goals that the libraries had around informa-
tion literacy were also really good articulations of… what we’re trying to teach in our classes.” 
Kai further described those overlapping goals:

TABLE 2
Comparison of Common Elements of Frameworks and Participant References

ACRL Framework WPA Framework WPA Outcomes Participant 
references/roles

Research as inquiry Reading, Writing, Critical 
Analysis

Critical Thinking, 
Reading, Composing

Ellis (L), Jordan (WI), 
Quinn (L)

Information creation as a 
process

Curiosity; Openness; 
Creativity; Persistence; 
Flexibility; Developing 
flexible writing processes

Processes Jordan (WI), Kai (WI), 
Leslie (L), Quinn (L)

Scholarship as 
conversation

Rhetorical; Critical 
thinking

Critical thinking, 
Reading, Composing 
(not explicit)

Alex (L), Ellis (L), 
Jordan (WI), Kai (WI), 
Leslie (L)

Critical thinking; 
Knowledge of 
conventions (genre & 
context)

Critical thinking; 
Knowledge of 
conventions (genre & 
context)

Jordan (WI), Leslie (L), 
Peyton (WI), Sam (L)

Authority is constructed 
& contextual (rhetorical 
influences)

Credibility (under Critical 
thinking); Rhetorical

Credibility (under Critical 
thinking); Rhetorical

Ellis (L), Jordan (WI), 
Kai (WI), Leslie (L)

Introduction Metacognition Metacognition Jordan (WI)
Searching as strategic 
exploration

Kai (WI), Brook (WI)

Note: Participant mentions and role (L for librarian, WI for Writing Instructor)
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I think the whole idea of … writing as a conversation … comes up all the time [as 
a] metaphor in comp as a field. But it’s also one that I think is really compatible 
with information literacy in terms of, you know, thinking about who gets a seat 
at the table or … who we want to have in a conversation. Lately, I’ve been think-
ing a little bit more about … asking my students to … curate the conversation or 
think about what voices they want to privilege, things like that as we’re trying to 
think about … what types of knowledge we value, what things we might over-
look, whether there are certain perspectives that we might actually actively make 
a choice to exclude from the conversation for different reasons.

More important than merely recognizing the connections between what librarians do 
and what writing instructors do, Kai (WI) discussed how this might help improve teaching:

And when I first saw this, I was like, “Wow, these—especially the big questions 
and frames—were really valuable and that they helped give me as a teacher lan-
guage for some things that I’d been … working on in my classes with my students 
around information literacy. But because … I don’t read as much scholarship 
about information literacy, I don’t think I had [a] link for it because more of the 
scholarship that I read is around writing pedagogy. But this was like, really intui-
tive feeling language that it could adopt, which was really cool.

Kai (WI) went on to describe how understanding of ACRL Framework changed the way 
Kai (WI) thought about developing assignments:

[The ACRL frames are] really useful to me in thinking about … how to craft an 
assignment or … even what to do in an individual … class period. So, if my goal 
is for my students to exhibit curiosity, then that says some things about how I’m 
gonna lay out their research project, right? Or if my goal is for them to view re-
search as a process, then I’d better not just have one research day and expect all 
their research to be done after that, right? … There needs to be multiple stages, 
just like I would for writing.

In a similar theme, Brook (WI) reflected on the value of a librarian demonstrating a da-
tabase search strategy that was complicated, noting that if students only saw the librarian 
conducting a carefully constructed search, they became frustrated when their own searches 
were more complicated. Though Brook (WI) did not explicitly reference the ACRL Frame of 
Searching as Strategic Exploration, the anecdote was a good example of the iterative nature 
of searching for information. A librarian conducting a database search in which there is some 
degree of trial and error could connect this concept to the ACRL frame as well as the concepts 
of process in the WPA documents. The researcher talked about the ways she used unsuccessful 
searches to help illustrate the ways similar search terms can produce different results, along 
with tips on how to find better sources. 

Kai (WI) also discussed the work the writing instructors and librarians did together dur-
ing the grant-funded project:
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We clustered around … outcomes which were hybrids of the [ACRL and WPA] 
frameworks. One was the idea of like, authority being constructed and contextual 
[from the ACRL Framework] and I think we tied that a little bit into ideas of like 
social justice and whose voices are heard things like that in different communi-
ties or … who might have the right to speak on certain issues [ACRL Framework, 
WPA Framework, WPA Outcomes]. And then the other one, we looked at was the 
citing as communication [ACRL Framework] and … citation as a conversation 
too [ACRL Framework].

Leslie (L) listed the goals librarians and writing instructors have in common: developing 
critical/savvy information users and citizens [ACRL Framework, WPA Framework, WPA 
Outcomes], developing curiosity [WPA Framework], and scholarship as conversation [ACRL 
Framework, WPA Framework, WPA Outcomes]. Despite these common goals, the language 
of writing and the language of librarians is still different. Leslie (L) described a scenario in 
which a writing instructor helped Leslie (L) relate better to students through language:

[I] had the language of … Authority is Constructed and Contextual [from the ACRL 
Framework] in my mind, I think, so I kept referring in class, as I was talking with 
students … to authority, authority, authority … and the writing instructor was 
like, “I think, you know, try credibility,” like she was sensing that … [the concept 
of authority] was just not resonating with students and so I was like, “Okay, that’s 
interesting.” … So yeah trying to … pay attention … and to learn from [writing 
instructors] on the language that they’re using … with their students that they 
think resonates the most … is something that I think about, too.

At two institutions, knowledge of a framework was mostly one-sided. Brook (WI) and Alex 
(L) both referenced the BEAM method (Background, Evidence, Argument, Method) (Bizup, 
2008) of teaching research writing. Alex (L) noted a common element in writing instruction 
and information literacy instruction, which BEAM helps illustrate: “different types of sources 
can accomplish different things,” and added that “the skills [librarians] were trying to pass 
on to students are in line with … [writing instructors’] priorities.” Brook (WI) said, “BEAM 
works nicely, particularly in terms of … situating yourself in the conversation and then with 
the application of the disciplinary lens” to help students understand that sources may be used 
for different purposes, and sources vary from discipline to discipline. The researcher and 
Brook (WI) talked about the benefit of BEAM as a bridge between writing and information 
literacy. The researcher has also been part of conversations between a writing instructor and 
her librarian colleagues to consider using BEAM as part of an assignment in the first-year col-
lege writing course to help students better understand and evaluate sources. Riley (L) focused 
primarily on the ACRL Framework and on making the ACRL frames more understandable 
and memorable for both students and course instructors:

Basically what I did was I just rewrote the [ACRL Framework] in the sense of … 
I just gave each one of the frames and a new title and it’s a custom word … All 
that was based on the fact that if I really want to make sure that this is … what I 
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base everything on and this is what I’m telling other teaching faculty, that this is 
what we’re doing, I need them to be able to have it stuck in their head.

Librarian participants were more likely than their writing instructor counterparts to 
be familiar with their disciplinary framework (the ACRL Framework) prior to the second 
interview, and in many cases they incorporated elements of the ACRL Framework into their 
documents and practice. Riley (L) and Ellis (L) noted that the ACRL Framework is the “na-
tional standard” for information literacy. Ellis (L) said the ACRL Framework concepts were 
written into the institution’s internal guiding documents for the first-year writing program, 
and Ellis (L) “[brought] portions of the [ACRL Framework] to some of [the first-year writing 
program meetings] to just talk to the faculty about [the ACRL Frameworks]” and their mean-
ing. Ellis (L) believed talking about the ACRL Framework was important “just to be sure that 
people know something about where things are going in this field, and where some of the 
suggestions that we in the library are making, are coming from.” Ellis (L) also advocated for 
continued conversation between librarians and writing instructors: “I mean, not just informal 
conversation and collaboration, which is always wonderful, but conversation about actual 
national standards and documents and outcomes and sharing those across the fields, just 
that it’s reinforced that it’s important and valuable, right?” Although the guiding documents 
are influenced by the ACRL Framework and available for anyone to read, Quinn (L) viewed 
the documents as “more for [librarians] on our end.” Similarly, Chris (L) used concepts from 
the ACRL Framework, such as Scholarship as Conversation and Research as Inquiry, but 
reworded them because the ACRL Framework was “very narrow disciplinary verbiage” that 
could impede both student understanding and collaboration with course instructors. Jordan 
(WI) said, “I was introduced to [the ACRL Framework] before by our librarians. So just an 
understanding of [the ACRL Framework] was really interesting because there’s a definite 
overlap between the disciplines.”

Writing instructors also referenced information literacy concepts without necessarily 
identifying them as information literacy, and Chris (L), Ellis (L), and Riley (L) talked about 
the varied definitions and interpretations of information literacy. The researcher has encoun-
tered various course instructors who said they did not really understand the concept, even as 
they may have been teaching the basic principles in their courses. Riley (L) said of a writing 
instructor: “the [writing instructor] might not have used [information literacy], but that was 
certainly evident in how [the writing instructor] spoke to our students and what she wanted 
to see from them.” Jordan (WI) described information literacy as “critical thinking … in ac-
tion.” The varying perspectives and comfort regarding the term information literacy has been 
discussed in the literature (Baird & Soares, 2020; Becker et al., 2022; Whearty et al., 2017).

Writing instructors were likely to relate to the general concepts of the Writing Program 
Administrators Framework and Outcomes (WPA Framework and WPA Outcomes), even if 
they had not used the WPA Framework or WPA Outcomes before. Taylor (WI) and Gracen 
(WI) discussed using the latest scholarship and learning writing concepts at conferences, 
though neither referenced any sort of framework or standard. Two participants named spe-
cific textbooks they use in writing courses. Gracen (WI) said, “We mainly have used the St. 
Martin’s Handbook.” Kai (WI) said, “We were teaching off of They Say / I Say … a pretty com-
mon comp textbook.” Although neither mentioning a standard nor a textbook, Taylor (WI) 
summarized the goals of a first-year writing class in this way: “[students] argue their own 
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thesis and engage with the scholars, be able to represent them fairly and be able to put them in 
conversation with one another,” concepts that are used in both ACRL and WPA Frameworks. 
Other writing instructors who have 11-20 or 20+ years of experience in the field started their 
careers as writing instructors before the WPA Framework and Outcomes were released, so 
they were less likely to be aware of them. However, the principles in the WPA Framework 
and Outcomes are not unique; similar principles may be found in other writing instruction 
texts. Therefore, writing instructors with 11-20 and 20+ years of experience recognized and 
often used the same principles as the WPA documents in their teaching.

Librarians noted the ways the disciplinary language must be translated for others outside 
the discipline to understand and embrace it. Ellis (L) suggested that, instead of starting by talk-
ing about the ACRL Framework, librarians should start by referring to the WPA Framework 
and WPA Outcomes, saying, “[The ACRL Framework is] another slightly different way of 
framing … [information literacy and writing] concept[s]. So maybe borrowing some of that 
language from the composition documents to help talk to [writing instructors], to give some 
context” would help bridge that disciplinary gap. Quinn (L) said the librarians developed a 
guiding document with the ACRL Framework in mind, “But at the same time, we wanted 
things that were kind of more tangibly taught than some of the [ACRL] Framework, how 
they’re written.” Alex (L) said, “I was just talking to somebody and they were like, basically 
[librarians] need the actual [ACRL] Framework,” whereas faculty needed a translated version 
of the ACRL Framework, adding:

[an ACRL frame] I feel that people can grab onto really quickly is the Scholar-
ship as Conversation … So I use that one more than anything just because … it’s 
a quick grab and you can make that connection and they’ll be like, “Oh yeah, we 
do the same thing.”

Alex (L) also expressed frustration that the ACRL Framework must be translated: “I think 
that’s what’s frustrating for me is like any time I feel like I have to translate something for 
someone else, I wish it had been that way in the first place.”

Jordan (WI) noted the connections between skills librarians teach and the habits of mind 
that the WPA Framework lists:

reading the [WPA Framework] habits of mind and I really liked it. … I put down 
the topic selection and creativity with keywords, persistence with researching … 
[for example] go past the first page of Google results. But when you’re research-
ing, [you have] got to be a bit more patient.

Jordan (WI) further explained how the librarians and writing instructors made these 
connections:

So, the Research as Inquiry framework, you know, Scholarship as Conversation, 
those couple, I think, were referenced in the session that the librarians put, and 
that was part of our professional development series that I … facilitate … it’s in-
teresting to see if that sort of overlap, I mean, the dispositions in the framework 
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for post-secondary writing especially. I was kind of curious to see because I hadn’t 
seen those before. But there are a lot of those habits of mind dispositions that re-
ally align with what I was just saying … curiosity, openness … metacognition.

Jordan (WI) connected the concept of critical thinking present in both the WPA Frame-
work and Outcomes, to the ACRL Framework. Although the ACRL Framework does not 
specifically mention critical thinking in its primary frames, there is a footnote that links critical 
thinking to metaliteracy. Jordan (WI) noted that ‘a big part of that critical thinking involves 
searching, searching for things … to develop your own ideas and then to be able to evaluate 
those kinds of things.” Jordan (WI) continued, “I see those parts [information literacy and 
critical thinking] very much overlapping because I know that our instructional librarians are 
interested in those things, too.”

Jordan (WI) went on to say:

I was introduced to [the ACRL Framework] because … one of the key informa-
tion literacy objectives for the first course in our first-year writing class is about … 
[students] using sources not to confirm what [they] already have concluded, but 
to try to come to a new understanding and to gain some sort of new alternative 
ways of thinking about [a topic].

Jordan (WI) also made the connection between the ACRL Framework and the rhetorical 
language in both WPA documents: “I think the rhetorical emphasis in the writing side is re-
ally reflected in the … Authority is Constructed and Contextual framework.” 

As they reviewed and compared the ACRL Framework, the WPA Framework, and the 
WPA Outcomes, participants demonstrated the potential of understanding each other’s dis-
ciplinary motivations, negotiating vocabulary differences, and asking for clarification when 
something in one of the documents was confusing. The researcher was familiar with the ACRL 
Framework but learned about the WPA Framework and Outcomes from a writing instructor 
colleague. The researcher’s librarian colleague and the writing instructor learned from each 
other when they reviewed the frameworks. Each party better understood the other’s perspec-
tive after reviewing their disciplinary documents. Because of this experience, the researcher 
was surprised that fewer writing instructors were familiar with the WPA Framework and 
WPA Outcomes. However, disciplinary differences and the varied paths that lead to writing 
instruction, may help provide some context. The researcher chose the WPA Framework and 
Outcomes because writing and information literacy articles and books have referenced them 
and demonstrated their compatibility with the ACRL Frameworks. However, based on par-
ticipant responses and the researcher’s experience, sharing these frameworks would entail 
conversation between instructors in the two disciplines to negotiate and contextualize the nu-
ances of vocabulary in the ACRL Framework, the WPA Framework, and the WPA Outcomes.

Discussion
One surprising result emerging from participant responses was the wide variety in how much 
or how little they shared disciplinary frameworks. Although librarians were familiar enough 
with the ACRL Framework, writing instructors did not have the same universal familiarity with 
either the WPA Framework or the WPA Outcomes. Factors in this disparity between the two 
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disciplines’ familiarity with frameworks may have to do with the varied pathways one might take 
to become a writing instructor and the number of professional associations writing instructors 
can join. There is no single accrediting body that governs writing instructor education. Writing 
instructors can go several different directions in their careers, including earning a doctorate in 
literature, although it may not include writing instruction training. Some participants noted their 
degree in literature necessitated teaching writing. Another direction is earning a degree that is 
more focused on writing centers or writing tutoring. Each of these sub-specialties have their own 
professional organizations, which may issue their own guidance on best practices, standards, 
frameworks, or positions. Therefore, there is no single framework that writing instructors share. 
In contrast, Dodson (2020) found there were only 62 library science programs accredited by the 
American Library Association, and an ALA-accredited degree (or equivalent) is the minimum 
requirement for academic librarians. The ACRL Framework was developed by the higher educa-
tion arm of the ALA. There are very few other competing frameworks for librarians.

Although writing instructors had less familiarity with the WPA Framework and Outcomes, 
participants at two institutions reported learning about the common elements of the ACRL 
and WPA documents because doing so was a required element of an application process (i.e., 
a grant and an award). Sharing at these institutions was intentional and participants described 
the benefits of shared frameworks in their teaching and collaboration.

Recommendations for practice
Literature, researcher experience, and participant responses suggest that writing instructors 
and librarians might benefit from expanding their reading and learning base to include their 
collaborative partner’s disciplinary conversations. The researcher has benefited from a practice 
of sharing relevant information with a writing instructor, and the writing instructor has done 
the same. However, the researcher could also look for disciplinary journals that each partner 
could read to foster understanding and conversation. Librarians could ask about or look for 
other frameworks that writing instructors are using to guide their teaching and look for con-
nections between them and the ACRL Framework. When an opportunity arises, librarians 
will be able to use the writing documents to find common ground with the writing instruc-
tor. When deciding where to present and publish, librarians and writing instructors should 
attempt to disseminate their scholarship in the other discipline’s venues (e.g., a librarian and 
writing instructor publish in a writing journal, or vice versa).

Recommendations for further research
An expanded qualitative study involving more investigators and participants may enable re-
searchers to draw more conclusions. Another direction to take the research could be focusing 
on a specific type of institution characteristic, such as size or location. One of the limitations of 
the researcher’s choice of methodology is its small sample size, not uncommon in the area of 
qualitative phenomenological research involving in-depth interviews. The small size allowed 
for rich descriptions and rich data about participants’ lived experiences in specific settings. 
Findings suggest general characteristics that could apply to collaborations in a variety of dif-
ferent settings. However, the data limits how extensively the researcher can generalize across 
all collaborations and institutions.

The researcher suggests that further research could be done in the following areas. Some 
of the participants did not have experience with the WPA documents before the interview, 
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limiting their ability to talk about complementary frameworks. Because the researcher found 
the WPA documents had not been universally adopted by writing instructors, another study 
could explore writing instructors’ use of other types of documents, either specific to writing 
instruction or documents addressing general education as a whole, to guide their philosophy 
and pedagogy. 

Some participants mentioned internal documents of various types; discourse analysis 
may be an appropriate method to investigate the documents as artifacts. Researchers could 
also request documents and interview participants about their documents. 
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Appendix A. Interview Protocol

Introduction
To facilitate note-taking and accurate representation of what you discuss today, I am going to record 
our interview. For your information, only I and my dissertation chair will be privy to the recordings. 
In compliance with the Federalwide Assurance Code, the recordings will be destroyed after three 
years. In addition, you signed a form devised to meet our human subject requirements. Permission to 
be videorecorded was a separate signed line in the Informed Consent that you signed. The informed 
consent also highlighted the following: (1) all information will be confidential. The dissertation will 
use a pseudonym in place of your name and a number in place of the name of your institution, (2) your 
participation is voluntary and you may stop at any time if you feel uncomfortable, and (3) we do not 
intend to inflict any harm. Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study.

The interview is scheduled for a duration of 60 minutes. During this time, I have several questions I 
would like to cover. If we run out of time, we may resume any unfinished questions during the second 
60-minute interview.

You have been selected as participants in this study because you meet the criteria of the study: 
you are a librarian or writing instructor involved in first-year college research writing and you 
have experience collaborating with your librarian/writing instructor partner. This research 
project focuses on the ways librarians and writing instructors collaborate in the first-year col-
lege research writing context. I am particularly interested in the use of librarian and writing 
frameworks that include but are not limited to, the ACRL Framework for Information Literacy 
for Higher Education and the WPA Frameworks/Outcomes for writing.

A. Interviewee Background
1.	 What is your name? (This is for the researcher’s records only; you will be assigned 

a pseudonym) 
2.	 Where do you work?
3.	 What is your current job title?
4.	 How long have you been at this institution?
5.	 How long have you been in your discipline?
6.	 Tell me about how you came to choose your career path

B. Main Interview Questions
7.	 Think back to your first experience as an academic librarian/writing instructor. What 

shaped your experiences with instruction/teaching?
	{ Follow-up: please describe a moment in which you began to feel comfortable in 

your instruction/teaching.
8.	 For librarians: please describe your approach to collaborating with writing instruc-

tors in a teaching setting
For writing instructors: please describe your approach to collaborating with librar-
ians in a teaching setting

9.	 Possible follow-up: how did this collaboration [from previous question] originally 
develop? (e.g., organically? Strategically/structurally?)

	{ Follow-up: thinking about where your discipline is situated within your institution, 
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what are the boundaries? Can you describe a situation in which the boundaries 
helped or hindered collaboration?

10.	 Please describe how your collaborations changed over time
11.	 Thinking back to the first time you had an interaction with another instructor (librar-

ian or writing instructor) in the context of first-year research writing, what do you 
recall about that experience?

12.	 Tell me about an experience of collaboration [with your interview counterpart] in the 
first-year college research writing context that was particularly successful.

13.	 How long did it take to get to the level of “successful”?
14.	 Tell me about an experience of collaboration in the first-year college research writing 

context that seemed less successful or didn’t go as planned.
	{ Follow-up: what actions did you or your collaboration partner take to salvage the 

unsuccessful collaboration?
15.	 In what ways has your education or professional development contributed to or 

improved collaboration with your partner?
16.	 In what ways have your education/professional development hindered your under-

standing of how to/ways of collaborating with other disciplines?
17.	 Please describe an experience in which you learned from a colleague about improv-

ing teaching in the first-year research writing context
18.	 Please describe a situation in which you have shared your disciplinary knowledge 

with your collaboration partner. And vice versa?
19.	 Describe a situation in which you and your collaborative partner (in first-year college 

research writing) dialogued about disciplinary frameworks (e.g. ACRL Framework, 
WPA Framework/Outcomes) to foster mutual understanding about each other’s 
discipline.

20.	 What are some common elements of your discipline’s framework and your partner’s 
discipline’s framework?

21.	 What elements [of the frameworks?] make collaboration more difficult?
22.	 How have you tried to overcome that barrier?
23.	 Any additional comments/things we missed?


