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some difficulty when implementing a more process-focused, student-led report form earlier in 

the semester, although it is unclear if the challenge was internal or external. 

 
Figure 4.43. “2003 Fall Finals Week Tutor Report (Blank)” 

 

Finally, tutor reports dated even later into 2004 show a further reversion of the document 

format. A completed report dated July 2004 shows reuse of the “N.D. Tutor Report” form above 

with no changes (figure 4.44). The poor quality of the images may suggest it had been recopied 

multiple times, and thus may have been used as a temporary measure; however, this explanation 

is unlikely. The same content and overall design reappears in documents throughout the Fall 

“2004 Tutor Report Samples;” this report format is identical to the 2002 Data Forms, except that 

“Center for Writing and Research” has been replaced by “The Writing Studio,” indicating the 

readoption of this format was intentional (figure 4.45). 
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Figure 4.44. 2004. Reuse of “N.D. Tutor Report” in 2004 in “Tutor Reports (Sample)” 
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Figure 4.45. 2004. Writing Studio name update to “N.D. Tutor Report” in “Tutor Reports 
(Sample)” 

 

This tentative analysis of only a few short years of tutor reports suggests the center was 

engaging in redefinition of its ethos or philosophy, and possibly facing some difficulty in that 

process. Considered in the context of the external reports analyzed above, it’s possible there was 

conceptual friction between the center administrators’ attempts to cast the center’s responsibility 

as supporting complementary instruction of the larger writing process, and perceptions that the 

services should remain focused on producing better writing products and remediating unskilled 

writers. 
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4.2.3 Guiding and Planning: How has the center planned its growth and development? 

The final page pertaining directly to defining the center’s ethos is “Guiding and 

Planning,” which contains a handful of documents that set up the center’s operation and goals. 

Unlike annual reports or other external-facing documents, these may be intended as an internal 

reference, or as a list of guidelines for the administrator(s) to enact or pursue. These documents 

can be both short-term and long-term in nature, ranging from enumeration of daily duties and 

expediencies, to something as in-depth as a multi-year strategic plan for the center’s growth.  

 Three documents stand out as explicitly guidance-oriented. The first is a two-page 

document titled “Tasks for the Director of the Writing Clinic.” As a self-described task-oriented 

document, these items include: start of quarter duties; registration; Clinic duties; "Short Courses" 

(with no further detail); Regents' Readiness Review; Time of the Regents' Exam; other duties for 

[English] 025; and end of quarter duties (“N.D.” Clinic Director Tasks”). The majority of the 

enumerated tasks seem oriented to the daily upkeep or management of the center, such as 

maintaining staff schedules, managing documents, ordering supplies, and promoting the center. 

However, there are references to more development-minded tasks, such as renewing funding 

sources, implementing “Operation Follow Through,” and coordinating with the Arts and 

Sciences Dean’s Office. 

 The next, shorter document is more focused on the long-term operation of the Clinic. 

Briefly titled “Plans and Projects,” this outlines five development-oriented projects: "Assistance 

in Passing the Regents' Test;" "Elimination of Transfer problems;" goals for managing the 

center; training goals; and "Additional Projects." Some of the itemized objectives are clearly 

geared toward improving the overall operational success of the center, such as improving tutor 

training, expanding staffing and hours of operation, better supervision, and promotion to the 
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larger university. Most of the document, however, details objectives that focus on multi-pronged 

support for Regents’ Exam success; tightening allowances for transfer credits; and “some kind of 

attack on the problem of non-native speakers” (“Clinic Plans and Projects”). This is consistent 

with other remnants of the center’s remedial and corrective ethos visible in its external reports.  

 The most detailed development strategy for the center appears in a Summer 2003 plan as 

Beth Burmester assumes the directorship of the Center for Writing and Research. This document 

features marginal annotations from an unnamed reviewer, who, given the temporal context, is 

likely outgoing interim director Marti Singer. Burmester outlines seven specific goals for the 

center: center promotion; hosting events; research plans in the center; planned outreach to other 

GSU programs; planned outreach to the larger campus and Atlanta community; new sources of 

funding; and long-term planning.  

 Two goals, however, are highly developed. The first goal, “Publicizing the Center” 

outlines numerous on-campus advertising objectives, plans for direct contact with faculty, and 

expanded tours of the center (Burmester “2003” 1). The second most prominent goal, 

“Conducting and Using Research in the Center” features three types of objectives to encourage a 

stronger research identity for the center. Burmester outlines creating writing center theory- and 

administration-focused coursework and independent study materials; promotion of journal and 

reference resources in the center; encouraging tutor subscription to the WCenter professional 

listserv; and inspiring tutors to seek publication in professional media, or presentation at 

professional conferences (Burmester “2003” 2).  

 While documents that guide the center’s planning or goals are fewer in number, they do 

ultimately provide needed insight to the center’s ethos in the two different time periods visible 

here. The Writing Clinic was oriented clearly on its corrective origins in fixing problems; 
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however, the Center for Writing and Research (only months before renaming to the Writing 

Studio) had goals more aligned with its identity as a locus of improved tutoring practice and 

research support, ultimately focused on the center’s status as theory-supported and -producing. 

 

4.3 The Center’s Evolving Ethos 

 Analyzing these 18 documents succeeds in forming a viable picture of the center’s ethos 

as it has evolved since its founding. One of the most interesting and distinguishing characteristics 

visible at each stage is the center’s alignment with the field-wide ethos of writing centers at a 

given time. To begin, the center was founded at the end of the 1970s with a strong writing 

product-oriented identity formed around correcting writing mistakes, or treating “ailing” writers’ 

maladies. While it’s reasonable to connect this to higher education’s generalizations about 

“basic” or remedial writing needs at a time of rapidly-growing enrollments, this tone could also 

be a product of the “Writing Clinic,” like many similar startup tutoring programs of the time, 

attempting to present itself as a verifiably useful, problem-focused tool to address an unfulfilled 

need. 

 The “Writing Center” ethos does shift perceptibly in the mid 1980s; however, detailed 

insight is difficult to glean from the short document available in this time frame and the general 

dearth of artifacts from the 1980s and 1990s. However, other details support that the center was 

indeed in a transitional state from its “clinical” beginnings to its professional research emphasis 

in the 2000s. Its more neutral “Writing Center” namesake alone conveys that the space was not 

only a place of treatment or skill drilling, but a locus of a requisite collegiate activity. The 

rhetoric produced at that time seems to leave behind the language of writer affliction, and the 

“sketchy” details mentioned in Marti Singer’s passing note of this change to “Writing Center” 
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may suggest that neither “Clinic” nor “Lab” were ideal titles for the staff most intimately 

connected to the center’s work (Singer 2). This change in rhetoric strikes a resonant tone with the 

field’s mid-1980s Northian “Idea” shift, when many center administrators were attempting to 

reclaim the definition of writing centers’ missions from higher administration or external faculty. 

 Unfortunately, the Writing Studio’s archive shows a significant gulf in the 1990s, with no 

document explicitly dated in the archive’s holdings between 1988 and 2001. This may be due to 

the center’s staff, as Singer describes, spending “the summer months of 2002 clearing out the 

whole space” (4). The greatest level of detail is, unsurprisingly, available in numerous 

documents dated 2002 and later.  

 The pursuit of a named research identity in the early 2000s conveys that the Center for 

Writing and Research was, on one hand, trying to shed persistent notions of the center as a space 

of writer remediation. On the other hand, this research identity may be a response to a trending 

critique in the field’s scholarship from the end of the 1990s throughout the 2000s that suggested 

writing centers had become self-important, iconoclastic spaces that were convinced of their own 

intrinsic worth, and unwilling to examine dogmatic assumptions concerning tutoring practice. 

Singer’s invitations to writers and professors to enter the space to conduct research side-by-side 

may imply a philosophical effort to position the center as an accessible, universal resource, and 

perhaps more importantly to the interim director, a research-steeped space. This may even 

explain the tutor report forms’ seeming backtrack to error- or problem-focused tutoring, despite 

brief glimpses of a more process-focused philosophy; Singer, and later Burmester, may have felt 

a desire to signal the center’s movement away from criticism of the field, as well as rededication 

to helping writers isolate and improve their skills. Singer’s removal of the accumulated 
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computers in favor of a return to more one-on-one tutoring also signals administrative 

understanding that the space is ultimately dedicated to building skill in writers.  

 I gained no surprising lessons from this first research delve of the Writing Studio’s 

fledgling ReCAP wiki. This is to be expected because I tutored and administrated in the Writing 

Studio for a total of five years, and during that time assembled much of this history osmotically. 

What I did gain was a more cohesive, higher resolution perspective of how the Writing Studio I 

know so well in its present state has over time grown through mindful decisions of essential 

actors. Additionally, each such decision was irreducibly necessary to guide the Writing Studio to 

where it is now, approaching its 40th anniversary on October 1st, 2018. However, the goal for this 

sample research question was to gather ReCAP wiki-sourced data as a proof of concept, and in 

that the ReCAP succeeded. If so small a sample archive – only 132 artifacts and documents – 

generates useful historical context for one of the defining characteristics of the GSU Writing 

Studio’s history, the potential for a complete ReCAP wiki archive is indeed promising. 

 

4.4 Conclusion 

Having concluded this prototype creation and subsequent research delve of the Writing 

Studio’s new ReCAP wiki archive, I’m confident the newly-developed process shows great 

potential for implementation. While I discuss limitations and suggested improvements in the next 

and final chapter, I nonetheless see this prototype as a success in its intended application and 

output. 

 From the Writing Studio archivist perspective, the ReCAP wiki’s intended tools function 

just as I’d predicted. Each of the materials included in the database is easily located through 

multiple tools, including searches, tags, and indices. The topic articles that describe the archive’s 
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contents maintain an objective voice because they are written without a predefined research 

application in mind. The process of uploading and updating the wiki’s contents is intuitive. 

Finally, the tools that sustain and protect the wiki’s contents act largely passively without close 

monitoring by the archivist, but offer robust curation when the need arises. This chapter’s static 

representation of the working ReCAP wiki shows the prototype functioning as intended. 

Meanwhile, a Studio researcher’s test is equally encouraging. While a need for expedient 

fact-finding of past operational details may have been the catalyst, I’ve shown the prototype 

exceeds that initial task by demonstrating the ReCAP wiki’s potential to answer more nuanced 

research questions. Acting as a researcher, I found the wiki’s dozens of scanned artifacts were 

organized into a navigable resource that made finding and reading a series of relevant documents 

simple. This dramatic reduction in time spent searching reduced the timeframe between 

formulating a research question and constructing a response. While the strength of this response 

will no doubt improve as more materials are added, the sample narrative above demonstrates the 

prototype ReCAP wiki functioning well for a researcher’s needs. 

For both the Writing Studio archivist who creates and curates it, and the Writing Studio 

researcher who will look to it for knowledge, the Reifying Center Archive Process constitutes a 

valuable resource to support programmatic knowledge and informed administrative action in the 

Georgia State University Writing Studio. 
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5 Conclusion: Reflections and Potential 

 

At the beginning of this dissertation project, I originally planned for the ReCAP acronym 

to mean not “Reifying Center Archive Process,” but instead “Reflective Center Archive Profile.” 

The switch from “Reflective” to “Reifying” was more representative, as I had always intended 

the project to create a method to render a writing center’s abstract history and lore more 

verifiable and concrete. It took me a much longer time, however, to realize how much 

significance I had unwittingly instilled in the last term, “Profile.” 

I started the project with a conceptual assumption that became a source of frustration: I 

believed I could simply roll up my sleeves, delve through all the archived documents, photos, 

artifacts, and media present in my center’s holdings and construct what I heard myself calling a 

“narrative” that comprehensively described the past of the Georgia State University Writing 

Studio in a document that was clear, decisive, and reproducible. I believed it was only a matter of 

applying enough time and focus. Essentially, I thought the center’s materials could answer one 

big question: “What don’t I know?” 

 As the project progressed and I attempted to harness the knowledge contained in 

thousands of disparate items the Writing Studio had generated over nearly 40 years, I grew aware 

that the task I had set myself was unwieldy. Viewing the archive wasn’t the problem; what 

frustrated me was the inevitable impasse I had set up for myself by trying to create a complete, 

single narrative of the center’s history. Worries of incomplete detail, overgeneralized 

conclusions, and unnavigable research dead ends contributed to an ever-worsening sense of 

impossibility. My greatest source of anxiety, however, was that I doubted my right to tell a 
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complete or fair story of a writing center that had existed for 34 years before I stepped across its 

threshold for the first time. 

In hindsight, I believe I lost perspective of the fact that the whole process started with the 

single motivation of answering one question: uncovering the rationale for the Writing Studio’s 

required visit policy. While I realized that the archives were a potential site of answers for this 

question, I let the idea stray too far. As both Gold and Gaillet (“The Unexpected Find”) each 

caution against, I was looking to the Writing Studio’s archive too broadly and without distinct 

research questions. Hoping to unearth a whole history, I didn’t realize the potential that existed 

to improve the archive’s ability to generate answers. Instead of starting with the question of 

“what don’t I know,” the framing of the project should have remained focused on the enticing 

potential of the archives to at any time produce the answer to the question “what would I like to 

know about topic X or issue Y?” I had started looking at the archive not as source of answers, but 

as a generator of an impossibly large and cumbersome narrative. 

By switching the conceptual framework of the Reifying Center Archive Process to the 

role of archivist instead of researcher, I resolved the problems the quest for a “Profile” narrative 

had created, relieving myself of several stressors that had impeded the progress of this project:  

• I no longer debated over which artifacts were worth including in my research, 

because a writing program archive should include everything possible;  

• I no longer fretted over how to best communicate the breadth of the Writing 

Studio’s archive, because by design, a wiki easily expands to include ever more 

content;  

• I no longer struggled for a system to impose order on the notoriously complicated 

and multi-threaded workings of a writing center, because a wiki offered 
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convenient, established tools that would make finding and understanding the 

relationships of artifacts easier; and 

• Most importantly, I no longer worried about telling a complete narrative of all the 

years the center had operated, because such a project is better told as numerous 

smaller stories, each with a different focus or research question, and a wiki 

archive would support each story equally well. 

After researching and creating the ReCAP as it has been outlined in the preceding 

chapters, I am more confident than ever that the information obscured in the Writing Studio’s file 

boxes is an untapped source of knowledge waiting to be harnessed, and that the ReCAP offers a 

manageable method to do so. 

 

5.1 Strengths of the Prototype ReCAP 

 The prototype ReCAP wiki features some clearly successful outcomes of the proposed 

process. Even with the reduced sample of physical archive artifacts I digitized and uploaded – 

only 132 objects out of the thousands of pages and artifacts contained in the plastic file boxes, 

several topic articles are already taking shape as my desired product: a resource that offers 

answers to a Studio administrator’s targeted questions, but which also offers easy access to a 

deeper well of primary materials for longer research projects. In practice, I see that the wiki 

format effectively balances all three of the key archive attributes I set out to support.  

5.1.1 Navigability 

The navigability of the Writing Studio ReCAP wiki is by far its most compelling 

strength. The default structures of a wiki database are highly compatible as a means of hosting a 

surrogate archive, with the tag structure providing the greatest single benefit. Beyond its obvious 
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function as a robust finding aid, my set of provisional tags orients readers within the archive 

without overwhelming them with dozens of overly granular labels. The ever-present tag sidebar 

allows quick navigation to any of the Writing Studio’s tagged materials from anywhere else in 

the wiki, filtering results so readers can return to broad view of a single tag at any time. Finally, 

the “See all tagged items” page supports the quickest overview of the entire ReCAP archive 

possible, presenting the reader with a rapid digest of topic and artifact names, visually 

representing the type of knowledge found within. 

The search functionality of the wiki offers the perfect complement and alternative to the 

tag system, allowing researchers to look for any topic they can put into a search string. This 

supports keyword or phrase-based searching, which obviously cannot be incorporated into the 

tag structure. So long as the archivist continues to write focused, detailed topic articles that 

describe the tagged artifacts, custom search strings may produce more relevant results than 

browsing via tags alone, and can also ameliorate possible perceptions of the archive’s predefined 

tags as limiting.  

5.1.2 Objectivity 

Upkeep of the archive’s objectivity is critical to its mission as a resource of primary 

research. The ReCAP wiki system alleviated my concerns of becoming too opinionated or 

interpretive of the center’s history, which, as I said above, troubled me as I struggled with the 

scope of this project. 

The topic article pages, which communicate the overwhelming majority of the archive’s 

knowledge, are crucially neutral, yet still information-dense. Moving the reader through a rapid 

digest of a topic without preamble, analysis, or conclusions from the archivist is the best possible 

protector of the researcher’s ethos. When I chose the wiki format to host the archive, I was 
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drawn to the prevailing standard of neutral topic description found in many successful wiki 

systems around the internet. The preference for simple and concise descriptions without analysis 

that is commonly found in wikis perfectly modeled an objective voice for me as the writer of 

topic articles.  

Most importantly, the ReCAP wiki system alleviated my anxiety over the possibility of 

errant analysis. When originally planning this project as a research product profiling the center’s 

history, I anticipated the immense risk of misrepresenting a past I had no part in. It’s natural to 

look at a handful of documents and move forward with my own informed estimate of previous 

administrators’ rationale, but committing an analysis of those details to print was intimidating. 

As familiar as I have become with the Writing Studio’s history, I still feel only generally aware 

of large spans of its past. I was worried that I would inevitably misrepresent the intentions or 

products of another’s work from 40, 20, or even 10 years ago. The ReCAP wiki’s structure for 

simple “as-is” descriptions of the past, while not perfect, allowed me to move forward with my 

goal of communicating the greatest amount of information as fairly, yet completely as possible.  

This strength of neutrality is manifested in the sample research analysis posed at the end 

of the preceding chapter, in which I assembled a descriptive answer to a simple question about 

the center’s past tutoring ethos. In essence, I bypassed a microcosm of the intimidating task of 

creating an entire Studio narrative inherent to the original “Profile” ReCAP. By creating the 

“Process” ReCAP, thus promoting objective access to relevant materials, I was more quickly and 

equitably able to describe a portion of the Writing Studio’s past within a relatively short working 

period. 
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5.1.3 Sustainability 

Moving the ReCAP into a wiki immediately structured the practices to upkeep and 

safeguard the archive, alleviating my worry of establishing arbitrary technology or procedures to 

retain materials and products of the process. Creating a wiki for the ReCAP automatically 

provides the structure that duplicates, stores, and protects archive materials off-site, preserving 

knowledge in cases of physical loss, and makes data backups easy to produce on a regular 

schedule. Moving to a wiki also resulted in the unanticipated but beneficial system of user access 

control: with the wiki-enabled ReCAP, archivists have the option to enroll collaborators or 

research assistants to whom they can redistribute their workload, as well as invite viewers for 

limited reading and research access. Additionally, the protective challenges of moving to a wiki 

are mitigated by equally strong systems to isolate and roll back changes at the discretion of the 

administrator. 

Any new process must be replicable, and this is where I find that that the wiki-enabled 

ReCAP excels. In my original plan to produce a single narrative, I foresaw the difficulty of 

asking later Studio administrators to update the planned “Profile” document when it was likely 

that very little information would change between iterations. I anticipated that the anxiety I 

experienced for the initial “Profile” task would understandably deter others to produce follow-up 

ReCAP documents. By recasting the project into the role of archivist, and then into the wiki-

based ReCAP, I eliminated these concerns. Prescribing the ReCAP as a database means an 

immediate perception of value to the administrator archivist’s time commitments. With only 132 

documents and media uploaded to get the wiki archive started, its reference and research value is 

already palpable, thus validating the time I devoted to the act. As I added each document and 

topic article, I perceived that the scope and utility of the archive expanded immediately. At a 
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time in the future where most – or all – of the Writing Studio’s archive is digitized and available 

in the wiki, it will be perpetually improved, meaning there will never be duplication of effort. 

Thus, if the Writing Studio adopts the ReCAP as an ongoing administrative duty, it will produce 

immediate and ongoing utility instead of a long road before a usable product emerges. Critically, 

this means there is no sense of obligation to indefinitely repeat an unwieldy task for little 

subsequent improvement. 

At the conclusion of the ReCAP prototype, I’m reassured that the project shows merit 

and exactly the potential I hoped it would. When I reviewed the archive during preparations for 

the wiki’s analysis in Chapter 4 and again in writing this reflection, I noted a benefit I had not 

anticipated: I felt a sensation of spatial awareness developing within the archive, bordering on an 

almost tangible sense of navigability. Like intuitively traveling within a city after learning local 

landmarks, reviewing the archive leads almost osmotically to understanding relationships 

between tags and topics. Rendering this level of detail so accessible, and in a manageable 

hierarchy, is the best approximation of the internalized recall a long-time administrator depends 

upon. 

 

5.2 Opportunities to Improve the ReCAP 

As is to be expected for any prototypical project, the sample ReCAP also exhibited 

potential weaknesses that may need to be resolved before the process advances to the stages of 

expanded application, formal adoption, or in the long-term, promotion to other writing centers 

via publication. 
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5.2.1 Tags 

While the provisional tag system remains the core of the ReCAP wiki’s strength, and I 

have formatted the tag sidebar in a way that shows hierarchy of tags in categories and sub-

categories, I wonder if new adopters of the process or invited visitors to a ReCAP wiki will 

understand the relationships as fully as is necessary. For example, is the hierarchy between 

Tutoring and Pedagogy evident, or is the separation in category between the Institutional 

Relationships and Strategic Planning intuitive? This may be resolved by implementing a simple 

decimal system that clearly labels subtags as subordinate to a larger tag; e.g., 2.0 for the top-level 

Presence tag, and 2.3 for its Center Community sub-tag. 

 Also, the tags prescribed in the fourth chapter may present a conceptual difficulty for 

later archivists. As confident as I am in connecting these topics and categories from tutoring and 

administration resources to the Writing Studio, I still experienced several instances where I could 

reasonably code an artifact or topic article with multiple tags. This introduces an undesirable 

subjectivity in the process: multiple Studio administrators could tag the same item differently. I 

underscored the importance of maintaining the integrity of the tag system in the fourth chapter as 

the best alternative to allowing unchecked propagation of dozens of “perfect” tags with only one 

or two artifacts each. Still, any future iteration of this process must include an appeal for ReCAP 

adopters to resist modifying the tag system, or offer a solution to this problem that I have yet to 

conceive. Ultimately, I believe in the overall strength of the tag system proposed; most of the 

Writing Studio’s materials will fit into these tags easily, so for now, I ask future Studio archivists 

to accept the imperfection of predefined tags to avoid the risk of hyper-granularity. 
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5.2.2 File naming standards 

 The primary mode of locating artifacts within the ReCAP wiki is through tagged topic 

articles. However, naming those files presented some concerns as the process of adding them 

continued. Keeping in mind earlier archivist cautions regarding the ambiguity of labeling, I 

initially settled on a format starting with a year and 2-3 words that described the item, such as 

“1986 Staff List” or “2008 Session Stats.” If no original year could be confidently determined, I 

settled on “ND” as shorthand for “no date” instead, as in “ND Center DataSheet.” In cases where 

the source document was clearly titled, naming was a simple matter. However, where no 

attributed title could be found, or the artifact’s purpose was vague, I became less confident in 

affixing a descriptive label.  

 The impact of this naming anxiety is minimal now, as I experienced it only a few times 

during this prototype process. However, I anticipate this anxiety could manifest as more 

materials are added to the wiki. Text documents will always be easier to label and summarize, 

but photos and other non-verbal media may increase this effect. In future iterations of the 

ReCAP, I will establish a research-derived standard for labeling, and include it in the wiki’s 

provided style guide.   

5.2.3 Searching within documents 

Conscious as I am of researchers’ tales of the consequences of archivist mislabeling or 

descriptive error, I can see potential for expanding the keyword search functionality to the text 

contained within documents. In the case of PBworks, the premium educational subscription 

(priced at $109 per year as of this writing) allows the system to index and render searchable text 

within PDFs. On one hand, this has the potential of allowing researchers to find a specific word 

contained within a document, but not within a topic article description, greatly expanding the 
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content that is searched. Furthermore, this could help bypass the impact of archivist error in 

labeling or description. 

On the other hand, this would require the additional cost and logistical strain of using 

Optical Character Recognition (OCR) software to convert writing on physical documents into 

index-ready text6. This software is available at varying levels of cost and accuracy, and places 

the archivist in the awkward position of screening each document carefully for encoding errors. 

This introduces both a significant increase in time commitment, as well as the potential to make 

typographical errors or interpretive mistakes. Finally, adding document transcripts into the 

search index increases the total searchable text significantly, which risks diluting the value of 

search returns when compared to the descriptive, refined topic article text alone. 

5.2.4 Sustaining the cost and effort  

 The pilot ReCAP project found ample space to upload its starting collection of surrogate 

artifacts with the PBworks free educational use license, which includes two gigabytes (GB) of 

storage. With the current size of the ReCAP wiki totaling 206 megabytes (MB), this prototype 

has already used more than 10% of the available space. It’s reasonable to assume that as the 

Writing Studio ReCAP grows, it will inevitably reach a point where the free service will no 

longer be sufficient to maintain the ReCAP. The same premium educational license available 

from PBworks mentioned above also includes a total of 40 GB of storage, which, considering the 

size of the partial archive, seems more than sufficient for the needs of the Writing Studio’s 

                                                
6	I	tested	the	usability	of	OCR	with	a	workaround	on	one	page,	“Suggestions	for	the	
Improvement	of	Instruction	in	Freshman	English,”	by	manually	pasting	the	software-
transcribed	text	into	the	wiki	page.	The	OCR	software	used	was	low-cost,	and	did	produce	a	
few	transcription	errors	I	felt	confident	in	amending.	Many	more	such	documents	would	
have	to	be	similarly	processed	to	realize	the	value	of	including	their	text	in	the	search	
index.	
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ReCAP for the foreseeable future. Still, this does present a recurring cost that must be accounted 

for in the Writing Studio’s limited technology and supplies budget, which may require future 

administrators to seek alternative funding sources. If the ReCAP’s future includes advocating its 

adoption in multiple centers, this is a cost that may not be equally sustainable to each center. 

 Additionally, no matter how promising the returns, adopting and sustaining the ReCAP 

does represent a commitment of time and manpower. Especially during the initial review of 

materials and sorting into the ReCAP’s organizing categories, the administrator must not be 

overwhelmed by the size of the entire project, and trust in the benefit of knowledge the ReCAP 

wiki will begin producing early in its development, as has been seen in the Writing Studio’s 

prototype. Even though the WCA is notoriously lacking in time, incremental resources spent 

organizing and digitizing the archive will pay returns in more informed practice, greater research 

potential, and better responsiveness in externalizing the center’s – and administrator’s – 

theoretical status. 

5.2.5 Recording undocumented knowledge 

The final potential challenge to the ReCAP is uncertain levels of commitment to update 

the wiki with the informal discussions, decisions, and policies that are common to writing center 

administration. When a center first adopts the process, there may be policies or practices in place 

that, like my catalyzing example of required visits, have no identifiable origins. If inconsistent 

documentation never produces verification of that history, the administrator-archivist may have 

to create the first uncited entry in a new topic article, such as my example on Studio session 

timing standards for undergraduate and graduate writers (“Time Limits”). Furthermore, center 

staff may want to record the verbal decisions, rare exceptions, unique accommodations, and 

other fleeting administrative actions that may ultimately establish precedent, but doing so may 
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risk transforming the ReCAP archive into a living workspace for unfinished projects, which can 

quickly erode its utility. 

The ReCAP has limitations, but the axiom to not let the perfect preclude the good applies 

here. The ReCAP is, at its core, a method to mine a rich vein of history that will touch on nearly 

every aspect of the Writing Studio’s tutoring and operation in the present. Knowing more about 

the past of a writing center, even if many gaps remain once the last artifact is uploaded, enables 

an administrator to make better decisions for that center’s future. 

 

5.3 The Future of the ReCAP 

 Nearing completion of the dissertation yields many options for the ReCAP’s future. 

There are practical applications that will render immediate local benefit to an individual writing 

center, as well as longer-term projects to propagate the ReCAP as a tool for others to benefit 

from. After resolving the challenges noted in the previous section, I have determined a potential 

path for the future of the Reifying Center Archive Process. 

5.3.1 Research and update provisional ReCAP tags 

 The step most likely to pay useful dividends for the long-term vitality of the ReCAP is to 

instill the tagging system with more robust, evidence-validated justification for existing or 

modified tags. While the provisional tags used in the Writing Studio-specific prototype ReCAP 

are functional enough to showcase that the process works and accomplishes its goals, I intend to 

create a permanent framework. As outlined in the third chapter’s methods, there are no external, 

published, or otherwise accepted standards that can adequately support categorization of a local 

writing center in operation. 
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 To take the ReCAP further, I will pursue an original qualitative research project designed 

to produce evidence-based, field-verified tags. I will conduct a brief survey of all writing centers 

affiliated with the International Writing Centers Association. To avoid researcher selection bias, 

and to secure the greatest number of responses possible, I will email all member writing centers 

of regional IWCA affiliates (“About/Affiliates”), asking for a response to an internet-hosted 

survey. The introduction will briefly communicate the purpose of the survey as determining 

field-generated tags for the description of a writing center’s archived work or materials. Because 

the field’s scholarship inadequately categorizes a local writing center’s work, I anticipate that I 

should prime respondents with the same top-level categorization that I created for the provisional 

tag structure: Tutoring, Presence, and Development. A draft version of the survey is included as 

an appendix to this dissertation (Appendix), but is highly speculative at this stage, so I may adopt 

changes prior to dissemination. The final version of the survey will also request confidential 

identification of the respondent center to protect against duplicate responses, and may request 

demographics for possible emergent themes or future research.    

5.3.2 Expand pilot ReCAPs  

There is potential to build a working community of similarly-minded writing center 

administrators who perceive the same need for archive upkeep in their writing centers. I intend to 

submit presentation proposals regarding the completed ReCAP project, targeting future 

Conferences on College Composition and Communication or the International Writing Centers 

Association Conference. I hope to expand contact with interested administrators here, similar to 

the contacts I gained after my 2016 CCCC and 2017 CCCC IWCA Collaborative presentations. 

If I can arrange for several writing centers to pilot the revised ReCAP process concurrently, I 

may be able to propose a better-tested, improved process for other centers to consider. I also 
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hope to be able to implement the ReCAP in my next writing center administrative position, 

gaining the experience of the process’ utility in a center of which I have no prior knowledge or 

experience. Such a test may yield more fine-tuning of the process, allowing me to better 

generalize its utility to multiple centers.  

 If a second round of piloted ReCAP projects can be similarly analyzed, lessons learned 

from a multi-center perspective on the method may finally solidify the ReCAP as a viable model 

for writing center archive research. The results of that collaboration may then merit a publication 

which advocates for wider adoption of the ReCAP, and in time, lead to the final long-term goal 

of this project. 

5.3.3 Founding a multi-center ReCAP sharing process 

While the most compelling benefit of the ReCAP is its immediate impact on local recall 

and research, one large-scale concept has remained in place since the very beginning of this 

project, which would capitalize on the strengths of a standardized practice adopted by multiple 

centers. If the ReCAP can survive through the pilot phase in several writing centers, and I can 

produce a refined set of replicable practices, the ReCAP has long-term capacity to support wide-

spread aggregation of information about multiple writing centers. In the long term, I can 

visualize standardized ReCAP wikis as a method to easily collect specific topic article pages for 

one archive researcher to delve into one subject, but at a significantly larger scale. Recalling the 

original catalyst for the whole project, a single researcher could gather the histories of required 

visit policies from multiple centers, complete with artifacts charting the rise, development, or 

abandonment of the policy in the writing center field at large. This type of archive-supported 

research has limitless potential to move the field of writing center studies to more evidence-
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based practice over time, and the results of such research could effectively produce precisely the 

“narrative” type of knowledge that was the original conceptual framework of this dissertation. 

 The future of the Reifying Center Archive Process is not a single action, but a 

combination of every project listed above. Also, the order of these steps to realize the ReCAP’s 

future is only tentative; for example, I may seek to update the tagging structure sooner than the 

first publication, or I may gain the opportunity to implement another pilot ReCAP sooner than a 

presentation at CCCC or IWCA. Since the ReCAP is an original method that fulfills an 

unrealized gap in writing center theory, I believe it still requires development before its total 

utility will be realized – possibly to a degree even I have not yet considered. However, I think 

what has been presented here reveals immense potential to support improved writing center 

archival scholarship. 

 

5.4 A Final Reflection 

To continue to improve as theory-validated spaces, writing centers must record their 

tutoring practice, their status in the academy, and their development with evidence and 

improvement derived from their own histories. While the ReCAP will never be a panacea for all 

centers, and does not yet merit large-scale promotion, it is an encouraging step along the path to 

a more evidence- and research-based writing center. Imposing navigable order on the Writing 

Studio’s disparate collection of archived knowledge to render it researchable required 

commitment from me as a writing center administrator to become a writing center archivist. 

Archiving the writing center may seem on the surface like another demand on the time and 

resources of a program already lacking in both, but it is a rewarding process that promises to 

repay that investment in profound ways.  
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 The potential that may be less obvious from the short ReCAP prototype, yet is far more 

beneficial, is to view the results from the perspective of an administrator new to the Writing 

Studio. The impermanent nature of the Writing Studio’s administrative staffing means that an 

entire new administrative team may yet again take over within the next few years, but it’s also 

conceivable that the Writing Studio may someday have another new faculty director after a 

national search. With expanded historical context made accessible by this simple prototype, it is 

easy to imagine the benefit of a fully researchable archive to a director who is new to the Writing 

Studio, to the English Department, and to Georgia State University. This power will only 

magnify the longer the ReCAP-enabled archive persists, and the more researchable material it 

accumulates. The Reifying Center Archive Process offers the Writing Studio precisely the tools 

needed to stanch the loss of program memory, unearth unknown historical context to enhance the 

center’s current operation, and to strengthen its status into the future. 
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Appendix: Description of Local Writing Center Archived Material 

To assist in refining categories that effectively portray writing centers’ local archives, 
please provide 2-3 word descriptions that broadly describe the individual aspects of your center’s 
Tutoring, Presence, and Development, as described below. Please include no more than 5 terms 
per category. Do not list individual types of documents or artifacts.  

 
Tutoring: running a writing center session or any work that directly fosters writer growth 
1.   

2.   

3.   

4.   

5.  

Presence: how the center faces outward to others, or is viewed by those not in the center 
1.  

2.   

3.   

4.   

5.  

Development: non-tutoring work that enables center operation, both short- and long-term 
1.   

2.   

3.   

4. 

5.    

 
Optional: If the terms Tutoring, Presence, and Development do not adequately capture the 
overarching activities of your center, please provide up to three additional terms that do. 

1.   

2.   

3. 

 


