


'havesaec

How
exist when we integratebtechholegy with wfitingvend 
teaching situations. Not only do they prqvide‘ue with
' opportunities to help ourbetudents; eur writers,‘our
meﬁtors; our interns,_and our peers te think critically_
about the applicationvof computer experiences in-theif
“realer” lives (as Cermen, Riehard; ahd I labeied nen--

academic experiences), they also encourage us to be

epted the activity’as_one impdrtant_in the class.

iever, we're fortunate that.problems such as these

thoughtful about the ways we choose to integrate technology

with exi
critical
problem
importar
about tt
we simpl

integrat

.sting rhetoricel.situations. We do have to think
.ly when we are attempting to eliminate a potential
from the integraﬁion equation; however, what’s

1t infeither case is that we‘leafn to speeulate

e problemsbthat will arise aﬁd then determine, when
ly cannot fix-them, how we might suceessfully

e them with the experience so that we don’t invite

‘unnecessary,conflict that could result in irreversible

' damage.

It
as compl

could be

Conclusion
is difficult for me to imagine that an integration

lex as integrating problems with composition studies

2
-

kthoroughly discussed in twenty pages of writing.
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Moreqver; I:caﬁft_imégine that inloﬁé-hﬁndred-andethifty‘ ,
pages, I have thoroughiy:describedvévén ohe-tenth of,whét
happéns when compositionists integpate,compufér.technology
with facets 6f composition studies. Therefore, I submiﬁ my
thesis as an inquiry that, in the naturé of: 
autoeth?ography, is meant to érobé furthef interrogatiops
in the %ield of computers and Writing, not mefely answer a
' few>questi6ns.'

Several times during this past year I’ve béen asked,,
“what, exactly, is autoethnography?” Mary Louise Pratt
probably provides the most theorétical answer: “if
, ethnographic texts gre-those in which European metrdpolitan
subjects represent #o themselves their others (usually
their cEnquered 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 thésis as a form of
‘autoéthnography in the following way: if‘compositibn |
research is that which represents me to the field of
composition studies, my autoethnogfaphy,is a reéfesentation
of myéelf 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 (aithough;fPratt does modify.the exnression withb
Cvusually). o

Most inportant, hoWeVer, toAdistinguishing.hetween my‘
'.fhesis and PratF'shexplanationbisﬂmy conscious'anareness of
"the fact‘that Ifamiemploying‘aunoethnographyraSra
\“nethodoiogy,“whereas, the‘autoethnographers Prart'refersﬂtoﬂ
bproduoe texts of,various'forms that we call ”
autoethnographies beoansesthej'are’attempts to‘commnnioate
using a dlscourse (wh1ch would 1nc1ude language, genre;

: mode; and punctuatlon) that w111 satlsfy readers in the
oonmnnity for‘which they are wrltlng-." |

- Pratt also erplains'thatbquohhtexts often constitute
a marginaliiedvgroup;svpoint of entry'into the dominanr
circuits of brintdoulﬁnre"‘(446);>”My ﬁhesis certainly
’constdtutesvoneapointofimy'entry into.ahdominanrloircuit,'
'of“print ouiture;i’And' alas, as&a‘“sﬁudentﬁ of composition’
studies I am narglnallzed several tlmes over--but st111 |
nor conquered! Wh11e I may ‘be wr1t1ng the autoethnography
- Prart deflnes, I’ve taken her conceptlon of autoethnography_‘
a sten further; As a research methodology, autoethnographyv
' must serve an 1nvestlgative purpose._ Therefore, to write
autoethnographlc research, one mlght 1nvestlgate.hls or herh

own experlences in a communlty or rhetor1ca1 81tuatlon and

136




then wri

informat

In
iqualitat
: brings b
processb
of Love,

;readers

te about‘them in order tovcoﬁmunicate new

ion abont and hack to'the‘community,

soc1ology, autoethnography is cons1dered
1ve,'1ntrospect1ve research in wh1ch the wrlter"
;is.or her own voice and experiencesvinto.the'
of-making meaning. In‘FinalvNegotiations::AbStOryf
Loss, andwChronic’Illness, Carolyn Eilis invitesi

1nto the ”day to day reallty of coplng w1th a

progress1ve dlseaSe and negotlatlng a shlftlng

‘relatior
evocatix

authors

ourselves.”

Ellis dz
in light
relatior
 writing
1autobio<
herself»

Chapter‘

1sh1p

1sh1p;

(abstract) She claims that “wrlting

rely, emotlonally, and candldly...prov1des for

a method of inquiry, understanding, and:restorying

‘The book is not an autobiography; rather,

raws onlher personal experiences and‘considers them

d of research on cop1ng w1th death in a

In th1s way, autoethnography 1s, in part,

autoblographlcally However, it is writing

\

;raphlcally as. a researcher who 1mmerses h1m or

in personalvexperience,,or, as Geertz explains in
1 of my thesis, a researcher who shows

~ how particular events and unique

' occasions, an encounter 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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