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Feminized Simulations: 

The Writing Center as Remedial Clinic and Enforcer of the Status Quo 

 

I. Introduction 

For as long as tutors have offered their services outside the classroom, a large portion of 

society has maintained the notion that only “weak” students would ever need or accept the aid of 

a tutor. This stigma of remediation perpetuates itself today throughout the educational culture, 

especially concerning writing centers. Professors, parents, and students alike tend to view these 

centers as remedial clinics, designed primarily to aid “bad” writers in “fixing” their errors.  

This stigma depicts the writing center as a place of service rather than scholarship, and 

this connotation has allowed sexist thought to feminize the writing center and its work. The term 

“feminized” is commonly used to refer to anything that has been identified with the feminine in 

order to marginalize it. To be feminine or identified with the feminine is not inherently negative. 

However, because the feminine is misrepresented, misperceived, and marginalized, anything that 

is feminized is marginalized as much as the feminine itself. For instance, academic institutions 

have marginalized the writing center by indifferently treating it as a place of “mere women’s 

work.”  

Writing center staff and theorists have struggled against the stigma of remediation and 

against the marginalization of their work since 1984 when Stephen North noted that most writing 

centers were perceived as little more than remedial clinics because most centers still functioned 

as such. Over the past twenty-four years, the field has experienced an expansion of writing 

centers throughout colleges and universities, the entrance of writing centers into high schools and 

corporations, and a significant increase in writing center research and theory. However, many 

writing centers continue to function as remedial clinics, and those that do not are usually 

misperceived or misrepresented as such, a misperception that leads to the feminization of the 
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writing center. Why, despite considerable improvements and growth, has so little changed? 

Amid the vast number of scholars, critics, staffers, articles, and presentations, nothing has 

actually addressed the root of the problem: the arbitrary distinction between “good” and “bad” 

writing. As long as this rigid dichotomy is maintained, all attempts toward solutions will be 

fruitless. The writing center was conceived from this very distinction, but the writing center need 

not endure the confines of such a distinction indefinitely. It is this distinction that labels the 

writing center a remedial clinic and makes possible the writing center’s feminization. Finally, it 

is this distinction that has forced the writing center to function as a simulation, what Jean 

Baudrillard defines as a system or event with no ultimate goal other than to replicate itself.  

A simulation creates a false distinction, which simultaneously challenges and reaffirms 

the dominant order. In the case of the writing center, this distinction is between “good” and 

“bad” writers and their writing. The stigma of remediation placed on writing centers has led to 

the marginalization and feminization of such centers. As a result, the writing center has become a 

feminized simulation, an institution devoid of meaning and referent, battling its own 

marginalization in order to perpetuate itself but inadvertently serving the status quo by creating 

distinctions that reinforce the patriarchal academy and reaffirm its own position along the 

margins of society. The only solution, then, is to discard the arbitrary dichotomy between “good” 

and “bad” writing and to cease the writing center’s function as a feminized simulation. 

Otherwise, the writing center will continue to function as a remedial clinic, a marginalized pawn 

of the academy.  

However, before we can understand and implement such a solution, we must first 

examine the problem itself by asking a few important questions: How have writing centers 

become feminized because of the stigma of remediation, and how has this feminization led to 
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their current function as simulations, through which they create the illusionary distinction 

between “good” and “bad” writing and writers? What are the implications of such distinctions, 

and how do such distinctions reinforce the present hierarchy and—in a vicious circle—also 

reinforce the stigma of writing centers as feminized remedial writing clinics?  

In order to answer these questions, I conducted a case-study of the writing center at 

DePaul University in Chicago, Illinois. My study involved content analysis of various internal 

and external documents composed and used by the DePaul writing center, the University Center 

for Writing-based Learning (UCWbL).  To aid in this analysis I relied on secondary scholarship 

in the fields of writing center theory, feminist theory, and postmodern theory. I believe that this 

case-study can reveal how contemporary writing centers function as feminized simulations.  

 

II. Remediation, Feminization, Simulation: Theoretical Contexts 

Remediation 

Since its inception, the writing center has been commonly misperceived as a remedial 

clinic, a place fit only for “bad” writers who are “cured” of their infirmed writing abilities when 

the tutor “fixes” the particular piece of writing the tutee has brought to the center. Several 

decades ago, such a perception would have been fairly accurate. The earliest years of the writing 

clinic at the State University of Iowa provide a perfect example. Carrie Ellen Stanley, the first 

director, explains in her 1943 article that the clinic is designed to aid students “who write under 

continued handicaps… [or are] deficient in, or hampered by, even slight particulars of 

composition” (424). Her discussion is filled with insensitive comments that reveal her 

assumption that all visitors to the clinic will be remedial students whose themes need to be 

corrected. 
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Writing center theorists and staff members argue that most contemporary writing centers 

have evolved beyond this early conception of the writing center, which means that the current 

stigma of remediation is less an outright fiction and more an outdated perspective. This 

antiquated view persists partly because some modern writing centers are, unfortunately, little 

more than remedial clinics, reaffirming people’s misperception of the writing center institution 

as a whole, a fact Stephen North iterated in his landmark 1984 essay (33), a fact which is still 

true today.  

According to North, the most common reason a writing center acts merely as a remedial 

clinic or fix-it shop is “because the agency that created the center in the first place, too often an 

English department, has made it so” (37). These external limitations have existed for as long as 

the disparities between the goals of the writing center and those of the institution which created 

it. Elizabeth Boquet notes such tensions beginning as early as the late 1940’s: “We begin to see 

the institutional goals for these labs and clinics, goals clearly linked to remediation, to preparing 

the un(der)prepared, conflicting with the goals of individual writing center staff members, who 

reject the marginalization of either the writing lab or the students who chose (or were sent) to use 

it” (470). North also cites such disparities, which reveal the common misconception among 

faculty and most other outsiders that “a writing center can only be some sort of skills-center, a 

fix-it shop” (35). This misconception, that the writing center exists for “bad” writers who need to 

have their “bad” writing “fixed,” has dangerous implications, for institutions of higher education 

will always value success over failure, the talented over the troubled. For this reason, those 

identified as “bad” writers will always be marginalized. Consequently, as long as writing centers 

are viewed as places fit only for “bad” writers, those who work with such writers will be 
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marginalized as well. This marginalization arrives primarily through an identification of the 

writing center with the feminine. 

Feminization 

According to Janice Hays, “The dominant reasoning and linguistic modes of Western 

society have been male-patriarchal ones” (158). Women live in a world that is, for the most part, 

constructed and controlled by men. In this patriarchal world, to be feminine or to be identified 

with the feminine is to be marginalized. The term “feminization,” then, refers to a particular type 

of marginalization in which someone or something is specifically identified with the feminine so 

that it can be banished to the margins, equated and negated with the feminine. 

The field of rhetoric and composition includes work done by the writing center, and the 

discussion of the feminization of this field is extensive. Theresa Enos refers to her teaching 

experience as a “gendered experience in a field we call ‘feminized’” (2). Meanwhile, in her own 

discussion of her teaching experiences, Louise Wetherbee Phelps explores feminization and its 

implications for female teachers of writing: “‘Feminized’ in this work, and for most of us 

intuitively, is almost synonymous with weakness” (290). I believe that the “weakness” to which 

Phelps refers is the patriarchal perception of the helpless female and the patriarchy’s 

marginalization of all things feminine, which includes the writing center.  

The work of both Enos and Phelps is in a field that has been specifically identified with 

the feminine, and so any work in such a field is now deemed “women’s work,” a concept based 

entirely on socially constructed notions of gender, what Phelps refers to as “cultural myths of 

womanhood” (290). According to Enos, “‘women’s work’ is characterized by a disproportionate 

number of women workers…it is service-oriented…it pays less than ‘men’s work’ (traditional 

forms of scholarship); it is devalued (females get fewer promotions and less pay)” (4). Enos 
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provides evidence to suggest that the entire rhetoric and composition field is devalued, as are 

most fields in which women excel. Paradoxically, the few men in such areas of study tend to 

reap the rare rewards which are available in those areas (3). I plan to use such characteristics of 

feminization in my own argument concerning the UCWbL. 

Furthermore, because writing centers supposedly only exist for “bad” writers, the work of 

such centers is rarely considered as scholarly activity. Instead, according to Phelps, the writing 

center “is perceived as a bunch of women just doing remedial service” (287). The remedial 

stigma makes the work of the writing center appear to be service rather than scholarship, and the 

feminization of the writing center stems from this misconception since “women’s work” is 

identified as service-oriented. Enos explains that professionals within writing programs in 

general are often seen as “technicians, not scholars” (38) and that their work “is seldom defined 

as intellectual work. As a result, its practitioners are often denied the professional recognition 

they deserve” (77). However, the situation is even worse for writing center staff in particular. 

Stephen North explains that “composition itself is suspect enough; writing centers, a kind of 

obscure backwater, seem no place for a scholar” (44). In this way, the writing center is doubly 

marginalized: first reduced by the academy by virtue of its existence within the field of rhetoric 

and composition and then further reduced because of its marginal position within this already-

marginalized field.   

In reaction, some theorists propose a feminist pedagogy of teaching writing within both 

the classroom and the writing center. These theorists wish to empower the feminine within these 

writing programs so that feminization no longer means marginalization. However, many of these 

suggestions are, in themselves, problematic. First of all, writing pedagogies are already identified 

with the feminine because such approaches to teaching are based on attributes that correspond to 
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the social construction of the feminine with “an emphasis on relationship, responsiveness, peer 

collaboration, parentlike caring for students’ development, sensitivity to difference and social 

context, and support for women’s developmental needs” (Phelps 303). This current standard is 

the foundation for many theorists’ hopes to empower writing programs, but Phelps notes that 

such pedagogies are founded upon the male definition of the feminine (303). Because the 

feminine has not been allowed to be dominant, aggressive, or individual, the feminine has settled 

for its place as submissive, nurturing, and collaborative. Theorists such as Phelps note that the 

acceptance of such attributes within an empowering feminist pedagogy makes such 

empowerment impossible.  

Even if one does not share Phelps’s discontent with “feminine” characteristics that have 

been defined by the masculine, problems still arise. Janice Hays defines her plans for a feminist 

pedagogy using subjective terms such as “sound reasoning” and “forms appropriate” (161) or 

“intellectually sound” and “ethically committed” (179). However, she fails to take note of who 

would be in the position to define these terms: the patriarchal academy. The masculine first 

defines the feminine, and even if the feminine is content with such a situation, the masculine also 

defines all other terms at the feminine’s disposal, which would seem to make any kind of 

feminine autonomy unachievable.  

 The claims of such theorists as Nancy Grimm, however, are even more troubling. Grimm 

argues that writing centers remain feminized and marginalized because of their current attempts 

to avoid marginalization. Observing the ways in which writing centers seek to justify their own 

existence to the academy, she depicts writing centers as “the handmaidens of autonomous 

literacy” (524) or as “eager-to-please wives, ready to serve the needs of students and faculty 

whatever they may be” (532). Grimm claims that writing centers sacrifice their own clear 
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mission in an attempt to make everyone content and to avoid being challenged. Such people-

pleasing and mediating simply reaffirms the center’s subservience to the academy (527), and I 

will argue that the UCWbL has fallen into this position of self-justification and perpetuation. 

 Grimm argues that writing centers are overly concerned with perpetuating themselves, 

and this concern leads to a further subservience, reaffirming the centers’ location along the 

margins. Because of their vulnerable location, writing centers are anxiously reactive, repeating 

patterns and changing in reaction to institutional situations. Rather than insecurely justify itself 

with tutorial statistics, Grimm argues that “to legitimate themselves as academic units rather than 

as service units, writing centers need to undertake an ongoing effort to justify their practice 

theoretically rather than numerically” (534). If service is equated with the feminine and the 

feminine is marginalized, the writing center should stop emphasizing the service aspects of its 

work. However, Grimm’s solution that writing centers should justify themselves through 

publication assumes that larger institutions will be impressed with or even exposed to such 

publications. Furthermore, she fails to offer any concrete plan or solution beyond this suggestion. 

 Meanwhile, Meg Woolbright notes the ways in which even the most “feminist” tutors are 

responsible for improving the writer’s ability to “write well,” a standard defined by the 

patriarchal academy.  She provides a transcript of a session in which a tutor’s “keen sense of 

responsibility to teach students to write in the ‘correct’ format overwhelms [the tutor’s] feminist 

values” (74). Anis Bawarshi and Stephanie Pelkowski refer to the teaching of such conformity as 

“acculturation” (81), and they argue that an attempt to “improve” a writer “is meant to transform 

the student and his or her texts into the acceptable standard of the university” (85). Despite their 

feminist values, tutors have no choice but to train students to write for the academy.  By helping 

writers conform to the standards of the dominant order, though, writing centers reaffirm that 
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order and the marginalized position to which the writing center has been relegated (Bawarshi and 

Pelkowski 85; Woolbright 78). The overall critical discussion concerning the feminization of the 

writing center, then, suggests that writing centers cannot avoid being identified with the feminine 

and cannot escape the marginalization that results from such identification.  

Simulation 

Even as writing centers, in their struggle to avoid marginalization, actually reinforce their 

current marginalization, so do Jean Baudrillard’s simulations both challenge and reaffirm the 

present order. In his postmodern discussion of contemporary society, Baudrillard labels several 

events and institutions as simulations, which he defines as “no longer that of a territory, a 

referential being, or a substance. It is the generation by models of a real without origin or 

reality…no longer a question of imitation, nor duplication, nor even parody. It is a question of 

substituting the signs of the real for the real” (1-2). Ultimately, a simulation is a copy of a copy 

in a world in which the original no longer exists. Simulations exist without meaning or motive 

except to perpetuate themselves indefinitely.  

One of Baudrillard’s examples of a simulation is Disneyland, a park at which everyone is 

hyperaware of the falsity of the world in which they are participating. In fact, the park itself 

forces this awareness upon every paying customer. Visitors must be able to recognize the 

imaginary nature of the world in which they are immersed so they can indulge in the illusion that 

the world outside of the park is not also a fantasy: “Disneyland exists in order to hide that it is 

the ‘real’ country, all of ‘real’ America that is Disneyland. Disneyland is presented as imaginary 

in order to make us believe that the rest is real” (12). In this way, simulations serve a significant 

function. They create binary and illusionary distinctions. The simulation provides an example of 

the opposite of what the real, the usual, or the norm claims to be. In the case of Disneyland, the 
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park exists to provide an example of the abnormal: an example of a childish and foolish world 

visitors tolerate with a brief whimsy in order to pretend that the rest of the world is not also just 

as childish, just as foolish, and just as fictional (13).  

Baudrillard also claims that the prison institution is a simulation. People label the prison 

as the world of criminality and incarceration in order to believe in the illusion of their own 

innocence and freedom. Rather than imitating something real, simulations exist to hide the fact 

that the real no longer exists at all. Just as Disneyland hides the fact that there is no world of 

maturity and concrete reality, prisons exist to hide the fact that everyone is guilty and everyone is 

incarcerated within the “banal omnipresence” of society (13). In a similar fashion, one could 

claim that theatres exist to hide the fact that everyone is an actor, playing different roles in 

different contexts, never revealing their “true” self: an identity that is just a social construction.  

Simulations, then, keep people calm and maintain the status quo, for the dominant order 

often appropriates such simulations as tools to reaffirm the existence of the real. For instance, 

Disneyland and the prison simultaneously reveal and hide the fact that there is no world of 

maturity and stable reality or innocence and freedom. Baudrillard explains the paradoxical 

function of the simulation as a reinforcer of the status quo: “It is always a question of proving the 

real through the imaginary…. Everything is metamorphosed into its opposite to perpetuate itself 

in its expurgated form” (19). In the simulation, then, the dominant order perpetuates itself and 

hides the fact that the real no longer exists via fictional distinctions which reinforce the authority 

of the present hierarchy.  

The writing center is an example of a particular kind of simulation, one that has been 

feminized. The stigma of remediation has led to the feminization of the writing center, which 

has, in turn, caused the writing center to function as a feminized simulation. The writing center 
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aims to improve writers: to transform “bad” writers into “good” writers and “good” writers into 

“better” writers. Ultimately, the writing center’s work is based upon the patriarchal academy’s 

distinction between “good” and “bad” writing. The writing center, in its feminized state, has no 

goal but to maintain itself and the status quo. It is not reality, nor does it imitate reality. Instead, 

it replicates itself indefinitely in an attempt to battle its own marginalization, but this replication, 

this function as a simulation reaffirms the dichotomy of “good” and “bad” writing, a dichotomy 

that labels the center as a feminized remedial clinic. The best evidence for such claims is the 

language use by the writing center both within and without the center. While it is worth noting 

the disparity between the UCWbL’s externally-aimed claims and the internal language 

concerning the center’s actual work, all of the language used ultimately supports my argument. 

 

III. Research Methods: Case-Study of DePaul’s UCWbL through Content Analysis 

Extensive research exists on the stigma of remediation placed upon writing centers, and 

some research exists on the feminization of the writing center. However, few critics have 

discussed how the remedial stigma directly causes such marginalization. Furthermore, to my 

knowledge, no one has ever explored the ways in which the writing center functions as a 

simulation, much less a feminized simulation. For my primary research, I conducted content 

analysis to carefully study the specific language used in the UCWbL website, the major UCWbL 

training materials, and a random sample of UCWbL tutorial documentation. For the numerical 

results of my content analysis, see Appendix A. The three objects of my primary research reveal 

the ways in which the UCWbL is advertised, the way its staff is trained, and the way in which its 

staff actually carries out the goals and methods of the UCWbL.  
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The center’s website is the primary method in which the center advertises and explains its 

services, and it is the host of the center’s scheduling system, WCOnline. Because the site is such 

a focal point in advertising the center, explaining its function, and providing access to the 

appointment scheduler, it is an object worthy of careful analysis (Center for Writing-based 

Learning). While the website certainly influences the center’s staff, its true audience consists of 

potential tutees. For this reason, it is also worthy of analysis because of the disparity between 

what the writing centers claims to do and what the writing center actually does.  

In contrast to how the UCWbL represents itself to the outside world, the major training 

materials selected for study explicitly state the philosophies and methodologies of the center and 

inevitably have a significant influence within the writing center. While the staff is provided with 

several handouts and guides throughout the year, I investigated the four main training manuals 

that are distributed to all new and returning staff members at the beginning of each academic 

year: the Writing Center Handbook for Graduate Assistants: 2008-2009 by Assistant Director 

Liz Coughlin; the Writing Center Handbook for Writing Consultants: 2008-2009 also by Liz 

Coughlin; WC Online: An Introduction for Basic Administrators by graduate assistant Andrew 

Roback; and the anonymous manual, The University Writing Center’s Office Management 

Handbook.  

After analyzing the way the center represents itself both externally and internally, I 

investigated how individual tutors represent themselves and their actual work. The sample of 

tutorial documentation includes the information from twenty-five randomly-selected face-to-face 

tutorial sessions. The information for each session includes the profile the writer completed when 

first registering for WCOnline, the appointment information the writer completed when making 

the actual appointment through WCOnline, and the tutor log the tutor completed via WCOnline, 
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reporting what actually took place during the tutorial. The tutorial documentation was selected 

from the first three weeks of DePaul’s autumn 2008 quarter during which the UCWbL conducted 

tutorials. All possible tutorials were assigned integers, and the tutorials were then selected using 

an online random integer generator (Haahr). This sample reveals the language used by writers 

and tutors to discuss the primary work of the UCWbL: its tutorial sessions.   

I used the same parameters throughout my content analysis of the website, the training 

materials, and the tutorial documentation, parameters based on information from my secondary 

research. In general, I looked for ways in which the UCWbL, as a representative of most 

contemporary writing centers, acts as a feminized simulation. Specifically, I searched for 

language which connoted the stigma of remediation placed on writing centers: references to the 

writing center as a place to help “bad” writers or as a place to “fix” a piece of writing. I then 

searched for language that would reveal the way in which the center has become feminized: 

disproportionate representation of the center as a place of females (Appendix B), references to 

the work of the center as “service,” and language that reinforces the notion of the center 

operating with a hierarchy of its own or within a larger hierarchy.  

Next, I searched for language parallel to Baudrillard’s definition and examples of a 

simulation: references to the use of models and templates to be replicated within the center and 

references to the replication or perpetuation of the center as an end in itself. This search also 

included language that would reveal the most significant result of the center’s function as a 

simulation, its affirmation of the binary distinction between “good” and “bad” writing or writers, 

a distinction evident in specific delineations between “good” and “bad” and other subjective yet 

restrictive dichotomies. 
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IV. Primary Research: The UCWbL as a Feminized Simulation 

 On the explicit and conscious level, the UCWbL is not a remedial clinic. The center 

explicitly aims to help writers at every level of ability (Coughlin Writing Consultants 1) and does 

not merely “fix” or help a writer “fix” a particular piece of writing but instead trains writers to 

become better at writing (Coughlin Writing Consultants 11). Despite such a disclaimer, however, 

it is possible that the UCWbL, on an implicit and unconscious level, acts as a remedial clinic, 

helping “bad” writers “fix” or conform their writing to meet the standards of the academy. In 

fact, my primary research reveals language that suggests that the stigma of remediation placed 

upon the UCWbL has led to its feminization, which has, in turn, led to its function as a 

simulation, a specifically feminized simulation that ultimately reaffirms the present patriarchal 

structure of DePaul University. 

Despite its claims and attempts to the contrary, the UCWbL is projected externally and is 

even more significantly perceived internally as a remedial clinic. Content analysis reveals 

nineteen instances of such suggestive language in the sample of tutor logs, forty-one throughout 

the website, and 598 in the training materials (Appendix A). Tutorial documentation reveals a 

common thread among students who identify themselves as “bad” writers and who visit the 

center at the last minute to have their work “fixed.” One writer chose to include in her profile 

only the fact that she considered herself “a terrible speller!” Meanwhile, according to a tutor log, 

one tutee told her tutor that “she just wanted [her work] proofread” while another tutee came in 

with a paper he wanted to revise “before he turned it in today.” Training materials admit the 

perpetuation of this misconception as well as the difficulty in defining the boundary between 

helping and “fixing” a writer (Coughlin Graduate Assistants 22; Coughlin Writing Consultants 

11, 15, 31, 32). 
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The training materials also imply assumptions about the kind of writers who will visit the 

center. Staff members are assured that they should “never feel reluctant to question the presence 

of anyone hanging around the office who has no reason for being there” (Coughlin Graduate 

Assistants 28; Coughlin Writing Consultants 17). Although this statement is made in regards to 

the security of the center and its staff and visitors, such advice begs the question: how does one 

determine, at face value, whether a visitor “has no reason” for visiting the center? What kind of 

writers should staff members consider as “normal” visitors? The Writing Center Handbook for 

Writing Consultants, in a statement urging tutors to be sensitive to tutees’ anxieties, suggests that 

the “normal” visitor will be a remedial student: “Many students who come to college with 

academic deficiencies have been told, either directly or indirectly, that they are stupid” 

(Coughlin 69). Although well-intentioned, such a statement implies that most tutees will have 

“academic deficiencies,” so any student without these deficiencies is not a “normal” visitor to the 

writing center and so “has no reason for being there.” 

The word “student” in such statements is even more significant. The use of “student” as a 

synonym for the tutee, client, visitor, or writer at the writing center is highly problematic in that 

it reaffirms the stigma of the writing center as a remedial clinic. Although the majority of its 

tutees are, in fact, students, the UCWbL is open to all DePaul faculty, staff, and students, so to 

refer to all tutees as students is to normalize the tutee population as only students. This 

normalization implies that it would be abnormal for a faculty or staff member to visit the writing 

center, that the highly educated faculty members and the highly qualified professional staff 

members need not deign to visit the UCWbL. The word “student” is used as a synonym for any 

UCWbL tutee eight times throughout the sample of tutorial documentation, forty-one times on 

the UCWbL website, and 582 times throughout the selected training materials. Despite its 
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explicit openness to all writers at every level, the UCWbL has normalized its tutee population as 

students, suggesting that, at a certain point in one’s development, one need not visit the writing 

center. Those who do visit, then, have not developed as far as those who do not visit, reinforcing 

the stigma of remediation that exists on this and all writing centers.  

The word “student,” when used as a synonym for the tutee, is problematic not just 

because it enforces the remedial stigma placed on writing centers. Even when the tutee is a 

student, such a label should be avoided because it reminds student tutees of the hierarchy in 

which they exist, of the need to fulfill their professors’ expectations rather than freely embrace 

their own voices. In contrast, despite the oft-advertised philosophy that tutors should be 

collaborators with their clients rather than authoritative experts (Coughlin Graduate Assistants 1; 

Coughlin Writing Consultants 1), a page on the UCWbL website allows tutees to “Browse 

Writing Consultants by Area of Expertise,” which specifically labels tutors as experts on writing 

within particular disciplines. The tutor is thus identified as “expert” while the tutee is a mere 

“student,” a label that reminds student tutees of their own status—or lack thereof—in relation to 

their tutor. The label of “student” further objectifies the tutee when combined with the possessive 

pronoun “your” or “our,” reducing the tutee to a possession owned or controlled by an individual 

tutor or the center as a whole, instances which appear fifty-nine times throughout the training 

materials. Such language reminds tutees of the academic hierarchy in which every member of the 

DePaul community exists, and it must certainly force a stifling and silencing self-consciousness 

upon each tutee.  

The constant appearance of these labels suggests a hypersensitivity to the rigid structure 

of the academy, which is symptomatic of the center’s feminization. Language suggestive of the 

this feminization appears thirteen times within the tutorial documentation, fifty-six times on the 
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UCWbL website, and 716 times throughout the center’s training materials (Appendix A). For 

instance, tutees exhibit a hyperawareness of DePaul’s hierarchy, a fact revealed by a pattern of 

writers who visit the center primarily concerned with addressing the comments or guidelines of 

their professors, a pattern that appears both in several tutor logs and within the training materials 

(Coughlin Writing Consultants 27, 32, 50).  

Tutors, however, are not immune to this anxiety concerning the present power structure, 

for one tutor log in which the tutee happened to be a faculty member specifically refers to the 

tutee as “the professor” rather than “the tutee” or “the writer.” This label reveals the tutor’s own 

self-consciousness concerning the hierarchy in which the center functions. This exhibition of 

concern, however, is not surprising when the staff training materials reveal a preoccupation with 

the academic hierarchy in which the center exists (Coughlin Graduate Assistants 5, 6; Coughlin 

Writing Consultants 6, 11, 25). A more significant example appears in the preface to the Writing 

Center Handbook for Graduate Assistants, which reminds readers that the writing center “could 

not operate without the support of the Office of Academic Affairs and the Department of 

Writing, Rhetoric, and Discourse” (Coughlin). The UCWbL exists in a position of dependency 

upon two other organizations within the DePaul community, and both of these organizations are 

currently presided over by men: Charles Strain and Peter Vandenberg respectively.  

A brief overview of the DePaul University administrative structure quickly reveals the 

patriarchal nature of the institution. The school itself is named after a man and is founded upon 

principles of a patriarchal religion. The top officers of the university are all men: the President, 

Chancellor, Provost, Executive Vice President, and Secretary of the University. The academic 

officers, the deans of each college, are primarily men: six men and three women. The 

administrative officers are also mostly men: eight men and four women (“About DePaul”). 
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Although the director and one of the assistant directors of the UCWbL are both women, the 

director reports to Charles Strain, Associate Vice President of Academic Affairs, who reports to 

the Provost, Helmut P. Epp. The Provost reports to the President, the Reverend Dennis H. 

Holtschneider, who must answer to the Board of Trustees (“Organizational Chart”), which is 

comprised of thirty-five men and only nine women (“About DePaul”).  

This rigid hierarchy within which the UCWbL must function inevitably influences the 

writing center itself. Despite its encouragement of a democratic and collaborative atmosphere, 

the UCWbL maintains its own clearly delineated internal hierarchy from top to bottom: a 

director, two assistant directors, office managers, graduate assistants, and tutor consultants. The 

vertical structure of this hierarchy evinces itself quite clearly in the vertical layout of the staff 

profiles on the center’s website, and the various levels of authority and control are referenced 

numerously throughout the training materials (Coughlin Graduate Assistants 3, 7, 8, 12, 13, 18, 

20, 21, 25; Coughlin Writing Consultants 3, 4, 5). In fact, the very existence of separate training 

manuals for writing consultants, graduate assistants, and office managers acts as a reminder of 

the differing levels of power within the center.  

The internal hierarchy of the UCWbL reveals one of the ways in which the center has 

been feminized. The Director, Lauri Dietz, and the Assistant Director of Student Services, Liz 

Coughlin, are both females and comprise two-thirds of the main leadership of the center. 

However, Matthew Pearson, the Assistant Director of Faculty Services, is a male and is the only 

staff member whose name and contact information appears on the website’s page titled 

“Location and Hours,” which is probably one of the most commonly viewed pages on the entire 

website. Anytime a potential tutee visits the website to investigate this necessary information, 

Matthew Pearson appears as the sole representative of the UCWbL. While the female Director 
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Lauri Dietz may be in charge of making significant policy decisions, the male Matthew Pearson 

acts as the center’s liaison to the DePaul faculty. Meanwhile, Liz Coughlin “is the immediate 

supervisor of all UCWbL graduate assistants, tutor consultants, and support staff” (Coughlin 

Graduate Assistants 3; Coughlin Writing Consultants 3). In this way, the women in leadership 

positions at the UCWbL oversee the daily activities of the center and work in the shadows, at 

least in comparison to the lone male in a leadership position who is in more of a position to 

receive recognition from the faculty.  

The center’s identification with the feminine continues, however. The percentage of 

females among the UCWbL staff is higher than the percentage of females within the student 

population of DePaul (Appendix B). Furthermore, ignoring the images within staff profiles and 

ignoring the repetition of the same image, the images throughout the UCWbL website display a 

larger proportion of female staff members than are actually on the staff. The writing center is 

also feminized in that it is identified with the misogynistic definition of “women’s work” as 

service-oriented. The word “service” or “serve,” in reference to the activities of the UCWbL, 

appears once within the sample tutorial documentation, eight times throughout the center’s 

website, and twenty-two times within the selected training materials. At the current time, to be 

feminine or identified with the feminine inevitably results in marginalization. Until that 

unfortunate fact changes, the UCWbL will be marginalized because of its identification with the 

feminine. 

The final symptom of the center’s feminization is the paranoia and anxiety exhibited by 

its staff concerning the need to justify the center’s existence to the DePaul community. This 

unease both reveals and reaffirms the subservient position of the UCWbL where the focus of any 

tutorial session must always be to honor the particular requests or suggestions of any involved 
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faculty member (Coughlin Writing Consultants 13, 16, 68) and where the primary use of tutor 

logs are not to improve future tutors’ effectiveness but to answer questions or challenges posed 

by those same faculty members (Coughlin Writing Consultants 28). Coughlin’s Writing Center 

Handbook for Graduate Assistants warns staff members that the UCWbL “functions within a set 

of institutional practices and constraints” (6) and that “centers like ours are held to a very high 

standard of accountability” (20). For this reason, the staff members of the center should strive to 

“maintain the respect of our professional colleagues” (6). Thus, because of its vulnerable 

position along the margins, the UCWbL cannot afford to challenge authority but must instead 

work to appease the faculty so the center’s existence will be tolerated.  

This need to justify itself and to transform itself in response to the whims of the academy 

is symptomatic not only of the UCWbL’s feminization but also of its function as a simulation. 

Language that parallel’s Baudrillard’s definition of a simulation or language that suggests the 

binary distinction between “good” and “bad” writing appears thirty-one times on the UCWbL 

website, forty-five times throughout the tutorial documentation, and sixty times throughout the 

selected training materials (Appendix A).  

A simulation does not imitate any real thing. Instead, it exists to hide the fact that the 

object it seems to imitate no longer exists or never existed in the first place. The simulation 

imitates and replicates itself indefinitely in a constant struggle toward self-justification and self-

perpetuation, ultimately creating an illusionary binary distinction that serves the dominant order. 

The writing center exists to provide people with the illusion that its tutees are “bad” writers while 

everyone else is a “good” writer. What the writing center disguises is the fact that such a 

distinction is an illusion. Our foolishness is the same, within and beyond the gates of Disneyland, 

and our criminality is the same, within and beyond the walls of the prison. Our writing is the 
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same, within and beyond the doors of the writing center, for I argue that there is no such thing as 

“good” writing. 

However, the very existence of the writing center suggests otherwise. According to the 

Writing Center Handbook for Graduate Assistants, “The UCWbL is dedicated to making better 

writers” (Coughlin 11), “better” literally meaning “more good” or “less bad.” Its doors are open 

to every member of the DePaul community at every level of writing ability, but its ultimate aim 

is to help writers become better, to help them create “good” writing. But who defines “better 

writers” or “good” writing? For student tutees, the definition is determined by their professors, 

and when it comes to students’ ability to write, “what’s at stake is no less than their academic 

success” (Coughlin Graduate Assistants 12; Coughlin Writing Consultants 10). For faculty and 

staff tutees, the definition of “good” writing is determined by their supervisors. Tutors are both 

students and staff members at DePaul, so their definition is created by their own professors and 

their own supervisors. All parties share one trait, however: their definition of “good” writing is 

dependent upon the standards and values of the DePaul University administration, which is a 

patriarchy within larger patriarchal systems such as the nation and the academic community 

worldwide.  

Symptomatic of its function as a simulation, the UCWbL exhibits a preoccupation with 

templates (Coughlin Writing Consultants 38, 60; University Writing Center’s Office 

Management Handbook 7), boilerplate texts (University Writing Center’s Office Management 

Handbook 5), and the infinite replication and recreation of past tutorial sessions. Tutors-in-

training participate in mock tutorials with each other, shadow experienced tutors during actual 

face-to-face tutorial sessions, and are observed by experienced tutors during their own first 

tutorial sessions. Such actions are replications of the actual face-to-face tutoring experience, and 
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before any tutor can actually tutor independently, he or she must first participate in these 

replications. In this way, the actual tutoring these tutors conduct becomes a reenactment of their 

earlier training experiences, so each subsequent face-to-face tutorial session is merely a copy of a 

copy.  

The existence of online tutoring via feedback-by-email (FBE), quick questions, and 

instant messaging or webcam sessions further complicates the matter. In tutor logs, tutors urge 

each other to “remind [the tutee] of our FBE and IM/Webcam.” Online tutoring—interaction 

between an individual and a computer—imitates the face-to-face appointment, which has itself 

become a replication of pure peer tutoring. Meanwhile, the Writing Center Handbook for Writing 

Consultants tells each tutor, “Don't hesitate to let a good web site explain something for you” 

(Coughlin 57), an instance in which a website or other online resource becomes superior to and 

temporarily replaces the actual tutor.  

Another instance of replication appears concerning record-keeping. Whenever emailing a 

tutee or any other outside party, tutors are instructed to “copy our Writing Center in your email 

so that there will be a record of your correspondence” (Coughlin Writing Consultants 55). A 

large proportion of time is spent by everyone on staff toward preserving and organizing the 

records of the past work of the UCWbL: 

For many reasons the UCWbL collects important data on the kinds and numbers 

of writers who come through our doors, the courses and projects they need help 

with, the programs they represent, and the number of hours spent consulting 

through the quarters. All GA’s must help train everyone on staff to maintain an 

accurate and complete work log (and to do so themselves, of course).  (Coughlin 

Gradate Assistants 27) 



Blom 23 

 

While the need for record-keeping is certainly understandable, the UCWbL exhibits an 

anxious compulsion toward copying and saving each and every document or correspondence in a 

constant replication of past events that can no longer truly be referenced. Furthermore, the “many 

reasons” for accurate record-keeping is quite specifically explained in the Writing Center 

Handbook for Writing Consultants, which states that “records are crucial for accurate data 

collection, which helps us justify the program's funding” (27). It seems, then, that this constant 

replication results from the marginal and feminized position of the UCWbL within the DePaul 

patriarchy. Such appeasement of the academy, however, reinforces the academy’s 

marginalization of the writing center. 

The UCWbL also reinforces the dominant order and its own position along the margins 

by supporting the academic standards which delineate between “good” and “bad” writing, and it 

is this dichotomy that ultimately lies at the root of the problem. The center’s website instructs 

student writers to “always defer to your professor’s specifications for a given assignment” in a 

total of thirteen references which equate “good” writing with writing that matches professorial 

expectations or desires. The Writing Center Handbook for Writing Consultants makes seven 

similar references (23, 33, 46, 47, 48, 49, 51), and other references also appear throughout the 

tutorial documentation. One tutor log states that the tutor “explained the significance of the 

concluding and introductory paragraphs in the mind of the instructor,” while another tutor 

directly refers to the tutee’s instructor as the “grader.” The tutorial documentation also contains 

discussions between tutors and tutees in which the conventions of academic writing are equated 

with the standards of individual professors, which form the definition of “good” writing. In one 

session, the tutee “wanted to talk about college writing and how she could go about finishing her 

paper… [and was] curious about what her professors expect and what college writing should 
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include.” Meanwhile, another tutee reveals an even more intense concern with meeting faculty 

expectations. According to the tutor, this writer “was very insecure about her work…needs 

reassurance… [and was] very apprehensive about her assignments.” 

One tutor describes a tutee’s frustration with writing, a frustration caused by her inability 

to fit into the academic definition of “good” writing: “She was lost in her own wording without 

being sure how to express her ideas clearly.” This statement defines “her own wording” as 

unclear, implying that, by trying to use her own form of expression, the writer is getting herself 

lost. Ultimately, this statement equates “her own wording” with “bad” writing. In the academy, 

anything that does not conform to its standards is considered abnormal and disfigured, unclear 

and unclean, lost and hopeless.  

At another point, this same tutor describes asking the tutee questions such as, “How can 

you make this sentence active rather than passive?” One can assume that such a question is in 

response to a sentence written in the passive voice. According to the conventions of most 

academic disciplines, one should avoid the use of the passive voice. While the tutor’s question is 

tactful and well-intentioned, it remains an implied command, suggesting that the tutee change a 

sentence into the “correct” form. The tutor is equating active voice with “good” writing and 

passive voice with “bad” writing. Ultimately, the tutor is asking “How can you make this 

sentence good rather than bad?”  

This emphasis placed on this dichotomy between “good” and “bad” writing merely 

reinforces the UCWbL’s existence as a feminized simulation. The word “good” is used in 

reference to writing, such as “good political science papers” or “good academic writing” seven 

times on the UCWbL website along with three references to “successful” writing, two references 

to making a piece of writing “better,” two references to “improving” one’s writing, a reference to 



Blom 25 

 

one’s need to enter a critical conversation “appropriately,” and a warning against “supporting 

your argument with work that is ‘not accepted’ or is considered fringe/extremist.” Meanwhile 

tutorial documentation contains five references to writing that is “correct” or “incorrect,” four 

references to “errors,” three references to making a piece of writing better,  three descriptions of 

the “right” kind of writing,  two uses of the word “good,” and individual appearances of the 

words “great,” “well,” and “mistakes.” 

Such references permeate the Writing Center Handbook for Writing Consultants, 

references to a “good collection of sources,” “good bibliographies” (46), a “mastery of the 

subject” (45), “a successful outcome” (55), “weaknesses in student papers,” “unsuccessful 

proofreading” (36), an “offense in a paper” (56), and “academic failure” (57). The handbook also 

refers to “successful” readers, “good readers,” and “effective readers” multiple times (40), a fact 

which is troubling since the handbook also states that “writing, reading, and thinking are closely 

connected” (39). Because of this connection, the distinctions made between “good” and “bad” 

reading further support the UCWbL’s distinctions between “good” and “bad” writing. There is a 

troubling implication, however, that such distinctions could be used to categorize an individual’s 

thinking as well since “writing, reading, and thinking are closely connected” (39). In fact, the 

Writing Center Handbook for Writing Consultants actually equates difficulty in writing with 

poor thinking: “Students who have difficulty producing good thesis statements often have not 

thought through their material or the purpose of their papers” (35). This judgment uses a person’s 

“bad” writing as a symptom of “bad” or inadequate thinking. The implications of such a 

distinction are dangerous: “bad” writers are also “bad” thinkers, “bad” students, and “bad” 

individuals who deserve to be relegated to the margins of society and silenced.  
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The reality, however, is that “good” writing is writing that fits within the standards of the 

patriarchal academy. We can see, then, that the definitions used to restrict and categorize such 

objects are subjective and socially constructed. For this reason, there is no such thing as 

inherently “good” writing because there is no way to objectively define “good” writing. 

However, if we analyze this situation through another lens, we can see that “good” writing does 

not exist for another reason beyond the subjective nature of its definition. The UCWbL, in 

creating a distinction between “good” and “bad” writing, provides the illusion that there is such a 

thing as “good” writing, when, in fact, all writing is “bad” writing because all writing fails to 

serve its true purpose: communication.  

Writing is a form of representation in which symbols are combined to represent a word 

and each word represents some idea or the conceptualization of some real-world object. 

However, Ferdinand de Saussure argues that each particular word, text, or other representative 

artifact is devoid of inherent meaning. Its meaning relies on the existence of other texts around it 

and on the language system of which it is a part. Furthermore, the connection between a 

particular word and its denotations and connotations is an arbitrary construction. A chair is not a 

“chair”; it is an object we collectively agree to label as “chair.” However, it is not even an 

“object,” because such a term is merely another reductive label. There is an infinite amount of 

information to know and to express concerning any individual object or idea, so to label such an 

object—to call a chair a “chair,” for instance—is to reduce it to a set number of denotations and 

a limited number of connotations. Because of the infinite amount of information regarding any 

particular object, a discussion of any object requires the selection and omission of particular 

pieces of information. To label or discuss anything is to reduce it, so true communication is 

impossible (Saussure 5-11).  
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Whether the work is a personal narrative, an argumentative essay, a research paper, a 

project proposal, a lab report, a rhetorical analysis, an interpersonal communication, a scholarly 

article, a public presentation, a course syllabus, or a piece of creative writing, the writer is 

struggling to communicate information through an inadequate medium: language. Discussing the 

impossibility of communication, Hermann Hesse’s character Siddhartha eloquently explains our 

frustrations: “Wisdom is not communicable. The wisdom which a wise man tries to 

communicate always sounds foolish” (115). The writing center and the academy at large 

struggles to hide the fact that true communication—through writing, speaking, or any other form 

of representation—is unachievable. If the prison exists to hide the fact that everyone breaks the 

law and that everyone is encaged within the rigid confines of society, then the writing center 

exists to hide the fact that everyone is a bad writer because no one is capable of complete 

communication. 

Ultimately, the UCWbL functions as a feminized simulation. Because of the stigma of 

remediation that plagues all writing centers, the UCWbL’s very existence creates a population of 

writers—its tutees—commonly perceived by the rest of society as “bad” writers. By virtue of 

this identification, all those who are not UCWbL tutees are defined as “good” writers, despite the 

fact that no such writers exist. The language used by the UCWbL reinforces this stigma of 

remediation, which reinforces the perception that the work of the UCWbL is service, not 

scholarship. Such a misconception allows the UCWbL to be identified as and marginalized with 

the feminine.  

The unstable and vulnerable position of the UCWbL along the margins of the DePaul 

community results in the need for self-justification and an emphasis on self-perpetuation. The 

UCWbL seems to be more concerned with its own regeneration than with its original mission: to 
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help all writers at all stages of their writing process. Instead, the UCWbL has become an 

institution with no existing referent, empty of meaning, seeking only to replicate itself as it 

delineates between “good” and “bad” writing, writing that does or does not conform to the 

standards of the patriarchal academy on which the feminized UCWbL depends. Its function as a 

simulation reaffirms the academy’s standards and thus reaffirms the academy itself. This support 

of the academy simultaneously reinforces both the stigma of remediation and the feminized 

status the academy has thrust upon the UCWbL.  

 

V. Conclusion 

This study is not meant to degrade or attack the work of any writing center or any school, 

college, or university or any particular employee of any such institution. While we may never be 

able to escape the language games in which we are imprisoned, the UCWbL and other such 

writing centers at least allow us to navigate throughout the prison more freely. On a conscious 

and explicit level, the UCWbL is not a remedial clinic or explicitly advertised as such, nor is it 

purposefully identified with the feminine or marginalized. However, the language used to discuss 

the UCWbL reveals an unconscious association of the writing center with the remedial clinic and 

with the feminine. It suggests a recognition, and perhaps even validation, of the center’s 

marginalization. It delineates between writing that is “good” or acceptable and writing that is not. 

One of the first steps toward a solution is to become consciously aware of these unconscious 

associations in order to alter the language being used and the thought processes of which such 

language is symptomatic.  

 Although I feel quite confident with the methods and results of this study, there are flaws 

that should be admitted and ways to improve such a study if it were to be repeated. Because I am 
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more concerned with the current function of the UCWbL, I have ignored tutorial documentation 

and other documents from previous years. However, studies of the center’s past function may be 

enlightening. Furthermore, when compiling tutorial documentation for my content analysis, I 

ignored all tutorial sessions except for face-to-face sessions. Future studies should include 

feedback-by-email sessions, quick questions, and instant messaging or webcam tutorial sessions. 

It should be noted, however, that my sample is fairly representative of all current UCWbL 

tutorial sessions. During the first three weeks of the term, the period from which my sample 

sessions were randomly-selected, 81% of all UCWbL tutorial sessions were face-to-face 

tutorials. My sample of twenty-five face-to-face appointments represents 6% of all face-to-face 

appointments during this period and 5% of all tutorial sessions during this period (Appendix C). 

 Future studies should also incorporate content analysis of other current UCWbL 

documents and transcripts of tutorial sessions as well as interviews or surveys of tutees, tutors, 

and administrators of the UCWbL and DePaul University. Furthermore, content analysis of the 

DePaul Style Guide, a DePaul publication delineating the style and format for all official DePaul 

documents and correspondence, would also be useful since such guidelines must inevitably 

influence the entire DePaul community. Finally, this study has been a case-study focused on one 

writing center at one university. While future studies of the UCWbL are certainly desirable, 

researchers should also look at other writing centers at other colleges and universities and even at 

high schools and within the corporate world. However, my own time constraints did not allow 

for such ambitious research methods. 

 Despite the limitations of my study, I feel that this case-study of the UCWbL is valid and 

that it has larger implications for contemporary writing centers throughout the country. The 

UCWbL claims to be one of the most progressive writing centers in the nation, which would 
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imply that the center’s philosophies and methodologies should also be radical and innovative. If 

the UCWbL is among the best of the writing centers, then most other writing centers must be 

even more representative of remedial clinics, must be even more marginalized, and so must 

function even more as simulations. These centers, then, are inadvertently performing the 

opposite function writing centers claim to perform: they support rather than challenge the status 

quo, and so they oppress rather than liberate individual writers.  

After carefully examining this problem at one school, we must examine it throughout the 

rest of the country. We must consciously admit the fact that “good” writing can only be defined 

subjectively and that true communication and thus “good” writing is actually impossible. With a 

better understanding and awareness of the problem, we can alter our language. We can rid 

ourselves of the static dichotomy between “good” and “bad” writing and thus move beyond 

problems that have plagued writing centers since their inception. We can end, or at least 

minimize, the stigma of remediation and the subsequent feminization of the writing center. We 

can bring empowerment to the “bad” writer, to the feminine, and to writing centers in general. 

We can deconstruct the very illusion we have inadvertently constructed so we can stop 

functioning as feminized simulations.  
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Appendix A. Primary Research Results: Table documenting the appearance of language 

suggestive of particular concerns 

 

Type Remediation Feminization Simulation Totals 

Website 41 56 31 128 

Training Materials 598 716 60 1374 

Tutorial Documentation 18 13 45 76 

Totals 657 785 136 1578 

          

 

 

 

Appendix B. Breakdown of gender among various DePaul University populations 

 

Gender 

Tutee 

Sample1 

Tutor 

Sample1 

UCWbL 

Staff2 

DePaul Student 

Population3 

DePaul Faculty 

Population3 

Male 7 (28.0%) 12 (48.0%) 24 (45.3%) 10774 (46.0%) 496 (57%) 

Female 18 (72.0%) 13 (52.0%) 29 (54.7%) 12627 (54.0%) 374 (43%) 

Totals 25 25 53 23401 870 

            

1. This sample comes from the twenty-five randomly-selected tutorial sessions used in the 

content analysis of tutorial documentation, accessed through WCOnline.  

2. This information comes from the UCWbL website, Center for Writing-based Learning.  

3. This information comes from the webpage “DePaul University: Office of Institutional 

Planning and Research.” 

 

 

 

Appendix C. Breakdown of UCWbL tutorial sessions by type from 17 September through 7 

October, 2008 

 

Type of Tutorial 

Session 

Number of 

Sessions 

Percentage of  

Total Sessions 

Face-to-Face 446 81% 

Feedback-by-Email 60 11% 

IM/Webcam 18 3% 

Quick Question 27 5% 

Totals 551  

      

 

 

 



Blom 32 

 

Works Cited 

“About DePaul: University Officers.”  DePaul.  2008.  OIC of DePaul U. 1 Nov. 2008 

 <http://depaul.edu/about/officers/index.asp>.  

Baudrillard, Jean.  Simulacra and Simulation.  Trans. Sheila Faria Glaser.  Ann Arbor: U of 

 Michigan P, 1994. 

Bawarshi, Anis and Stephanie Pelkowski.  “Postcolonialism and the Idea of a Writing Center.”  

 The Writing Center Journal 19.2 (Spring/Summer 1999): 41-58.  Rptd. in The St. 

 Martin’s Sourcebook for Writing Tutors.  3rd ed.  Eds. Christina Murphy and Steve 

 Sherwood.  Boston: Bedford/St. Martin’s, 2008.  79-95. 

Boquet, Elizabeth H.  “‘Our Little Secret’: A History of Writing Centers Pre- to Post-Open 

 Admissions.”  College Composition and Communication 50.3 (Feb. 1999): 463-82.  

 JSTOR.  DePaul U, John T. Richardson Lib.  8 Oct. 2008.  <www.jstor.org>.   

Center for Writing-based Learning.  Ed. Zac Brenner.  Oct. 2008.  University Center for 

 Writing-based Learning, DePaul U.  18 Oct. 2008 <www.depaul.edu/writing>.  

Coughlin, Elizabeth.  Writing Center Handbook for Graduate Assistants: 2008-2009.  Chicago: 

 University Center for Writing-based Learning, DePaul U., 2008. 

-----.  Writing Center Handbook for Writing Consultants: 2008-2009. Chicago: University 

 Center for Writing-based Learning, DePaul U., 2008. 

“DePaul University: Office of Institutional Planning and Research.”  DePaul.  2008.  OIPR of 

 DePaul U.  22 Oct. 2008 <http://oipr.depaul.edu/>.  

Enos, Theresa.  Gender Roles and Faculty Lives in Rhetoric and Composition.  Carbondale: 

 Southern Illinois U P, 1996. 



Blom 33 

 

Grimm, Nancy Maloney.  “Rearticulating the Work of the Writing Center.”  College 

 Composition and Communication 47.4 (Dec. 1996): 523-48.  JSTOR.  DePaul U, John T. 

 Richardson Lib.  8 Oct. 2008 <www.jstor.org>.  

Haahr, Mads.  “Random Integer Generator.”  2008.  Trinity Coll.  Random.org.  7 Oct. 2008 

 <http://www.random.org/integers>.  

Hays, Janice.  “Intellectual Parenting and a Developmental Feminist Pedagogy of Writing.”  

 Feminine Principles and Women’s Experience in American Composition and Rhetoric.  

 Eds. Louise Wetherbee Phelps and Janet Emig.  Pittsburgh: U of Pittsburgh P, 1995.  

 153-90. 

Hesse, Hermann.  Siddhartha.  Trans. Hilda Rosner.  New York: New Directions Publishing 

 Corp., 1951.  

North, Stephen M.  “The Idea of a Writing Center.”  College English 46.5 (Sept. 1984): 433-46.  

 Rptd. in The St. Martin’s Sourcebook for Writing Tutors.  3rd ed.  Eds. Christina Murphy 

 and Steve Sherwood.  Boston: Bedford/St. Martin’s, 2008.  32-46. 

“Organizational Chart of DePaul University.”  DePaul.  2008.  Internal Information 

 Infrastructure.  1 Nov. 2008 <http://directory.depaul.edu/charts/default.aspx>. 

Phelps, Louise Wetherbee.  “Becoming a Warrior: Lessons of the Feminist Workplace.”  

 Feminine Principles and Women’s Experience in American Composition and Rhetoric.  

 Eds. Louise Wetherbee Phelps and Janet Emig.  Pittsburgh: U of Pittsburgh P, 1995.  

 289-339. 

Roback, Andrew.  WC Online: An Introduction for Basic Administrators.  Chicago: University 

 Center for Writing-based Learning, DePaul U., 2008. 



Blom 34 

 

Saussure, Ferdinand de.  Course in General Linguistics.  Trans. Wade Baskin.  London: Peter 

 Owen Ltd., 1974.  Rptd. in A Critical and Cultural Theory Reader.  Eds. Antony 

 Easthope and Kate McGowan.  2nd ed.  Toronto: U of Toronto P, 2004.  5-11. 

Stanley, Carrie Ellen.  “This Game of Writing: A Study in Remedial English.”  College English 

 4.7 (April 1943): 423-28.  JSTOR.  DePaul U, John T. Richardson Lib.  6 Oct. 2008 

 <www.jstor.org>. 

University Writing Center’s Office Management Handbook, The.  Chicago: University Center for 

 Writing-based Learning, DePaul U., 2008. 

WCOnline.  Ed. Andrew Roback.  Oct. 2008.  University Center for Writing-based Learning, 

 DePaul U.  8 Oct. 2008 <www.rich15.com/depaul>.  

Woolbright, Meg.  “The Politics of Tutoring: Feminism within the Patriarchy.”  Writing Center 

 Journal 13.1 (Spring/Summer 1992): 16-30.  Rptd. in The St. Martin’s Sourcebook for 

 Writing Tutors.  3rd ed.  Eds. Christina Murphy and Steve Sherwood.  Boston: 

 Bedford/St. Martin’s, 2008.  67-79. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Blom 35 

 

Works Consulted but Not Cited 

Eco, Umberto.  “The City of Robots.”  Travels in Hyperreality.  Orlando: Harcourt Brace 

 Jovanovich, 1986.  39-48.  Rptd. in Postmodernism: A Reader.  Ed. Thomas Docherty.  

 New York: Columbia U P, 1993.  200-205. 

Gillespie, Paula and Neal Lerner.  “Writing Centers: Historical and Theoretical Contexts.”  The 

 Longman Guide to Peer Tutoring.  2nd ed.  New York: Pearson Education, Inc., 2008.  

 141-54. 

Morrow, Diane Stelzer.  “Tutoring Writing: Healing or What?”  College Composition and 

 Communication 42.2 (May 1991): 218-29.  JSTOR.  DePaul U, John T. Richardson Lib.  

 8 Oct. 2008 <www.jstor.org>.  

Thompson, Audrey.  “Gentlemanly Orthodoxy: Critical Race Feminism, Whiteness Theory, and 

 the APA Manual.”  Educational Theory 54.1 (2004): 27-57.  

 

 

 


