
people who wonder about or have� 
problems dealing with violence in sex,� 
music, and child discipline. My plans� 
after I finish college are to teach� 
elementary school and I think that what� 
I learned during this class will help� 
me be a better teacher (Reller) .� 

Had I explained the usefulness of class activities in� 

light of the course objectives, I might have better� 

integrated the problem with students' assumptions about not� 

only the collaborative project, but also English 101 in� 

general. For example, when the class discussed various� 

technologies that might be useful in the project they would� 

soon begin, they seemed confused about why they were doing� 

this project when it required so many technologies. Why� 

not just write an essay? I responded that they would have� 

to draw on resources in various situations throughout their� 

lives and that in this class they would leam strategies� 

for thoughtfully analyzing those situations in terms of� 

useful resources. Had I, in retrospect, told them that the� 

department requires they "learn to make elective choices as� 

to invention strategies, potential resources, content,� 

style, and form, depending on purpose, attendance, and� 

genre" (CSUSB), I might have given them an explanation they� 

could accept at that particular moment in their lives.� 

They may not have agreed with the premise, but they might� 
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have accepted the activity as one important in the class,
 

Hovever, we're fortunate that problems such as these
 

exist when we integrate technology with writing and
 

teachincf situations. Not only do they provide us with
 

opporturiities to help our students, our writers, our
 

mentors, our interns, and our peers to think critically
 

about thie application of computer experiences in their
 

"realer lives (as Carmen, Richard, and I labeled non

academic experiences), they also encourage us to be
 

thoughtful about the ways we choose to integrate technology
 

with ex sting rhetorical situations. We do have to think
 

critica]ly when we are attempting to eliminate a potential
 

problem from the integration equation; however, what's
 

important in either case is that we leam to speculate
 

about tbe problems that will arise and then determine, when
 

we simp y cannot fix them, how we might successfully
 

integrate them with the experience so that we don't invite
 

unnecess
ary conflict that could result in irreversible
 

damage.
 

Conclusion
 

It is difficult for me to imagine that an integration
 

as comp ex as integrating problems with composition studies
 

could be thoroughly discussed in twenty pages of writing.
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Moreover, I can*t imagine that in one-h\andred-and-thirty
 

pages, 7. have thoroughly described even one-tenth of what
 

happens when compositionists integrate computer technology
 

with facets of composition studies. Therefore, I siibmit my
 

thesis as an inquiry that, in the nature of
 

autoethnography, is meant to probe further interrogations
 

in the field of computers and writing, not merely answer a
 

few questions.
 

Several times during this past year I've been asked,
 

"what, exactly, is autoethnography?" Mary Louise Pratt
 

probably provides the most theoretical answer: "if
 

ethnographic texts are those in which European metropolitan
 

sxibjects represent t;o themselves their others (usually
 

their conquered others), autoethnOgraphic texts are
 

representations that the so-defined others construct in
 

response to or in dialogue with those texts" (445).
 

Therefore, I might explain my thesis as a form of
 

autoethnography in the following way: if composition
 

research is that which represents me to the field of
 

composition studies, my autoethnography is a representation
 

of myself in dialogue with that research. I don't see
 

myself as "conquered" by the composition community.
 

Influenced, informed, controlled (maybe at times), but not
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conquered (although, Pratt does modify the expression with
 

**usually").
 

MoSt important, however, to distinguishing between my
 

thesis and Pratt's explanation is my conscious awareness of
 

the fact that I am employing autoethnography as a
 

methodo!ogy, whereas, the autoethnographers Pratt refers to
 

produce texts of various forms that we call
 

autoethnographies because they are attempts to communicate
 

using a discourse (which would include language, genre,
 

mode, a:nd punctuation) that will satisfy readers in the
 

comrfiunity for which they are writing,
 

Pratt also explains that "such texts often constitute
 

a margiijialized group's point of entary into the dominant
 

circuits of print culture" (446). My thesis certainly
 

constituteS one point of my entry into a dominant circuit
 

of print culture. And, alas, as a "student" of composition
 

studies I am marginalized several times over--but still
 

not conqueredl While I may be writing the autoethnography
 

Pratt defines, I've taken her conception of autoethnography
 

a step urther. As a research methodology, autoethnography
 

must serve an investigative purpose. Therefore, to write
 

autoethniographic research, one might investigate his or her
 

own experiences in a community or rhetorical situation and
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then write about them in order to communicate new
 

information about and back to the community.
 

in sociology, autoethnography is considered
 

qualitative, introspective research in which the writer
 

brings ! is or her own voice and experiences into the
 

process of making meaning. In Final Negotiations: A Story
 

of Love, Loss, and Chronic Illness, Carolyn Ellis invites
 

readers into the "day-to-day reality of coping with a
 

progressive diseaiSe and negotiating a shifting
 

relatio:iiiship" (abstract). She claims that **writing
 

evocatively, emotionally, and candidly...provides for
 

authors a method of inquiry, understanding, and restorying
 

ourselves." The book is not an autobiography; rather,
 

Ellis draws on her personal experiences and considers them
 

in light of research on coping with death in a
 

relatio:nship. In this way, autoetlmography is, in part,
 

writing autobiographically. However, it is writing
 

autobio'graphically ae a researcher who immerses him or
 

herself in personal experience, or, as Geertz explains in
 

Chapter 1 of my thesis, a researcher who shows
 

how particular events and lonique
 
occasions, an enco\anter here, a
 

development there, can be woven
 
together with a variety of facts and a
 
battery of interpretations to produce a
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