Artifacts
Artifact 1 Explanation (Giraffe Analysis)
This artifact demonstrates my ability to analyze how rhetorical strategies change based on audience. In this piece, I compared two articles covering the same event but written for different demographics, focusing on tone, language, and purpose. Through this analysis, I developed a stronger understanding of how writers adapt their communication to fit their audience, which helped me improve my own awareness of rhetorical choices in my writing.
Artifact 2 Explanation (Straub Reflection) 
This artifact reflects my growth in understanding the writing process, particularly the role of peer feedback. By analyzing Straub’s methodology, I learned how effective feedback should prioritize clarity, specificity, and respect for the writer’s intent. This influenced how I approached both giving and receiving feedback, helping me focus more on larger structural improvements rather than just surface-level edits.



Reflection
My perspective on writing has shifted drastically with respect to an audience, format and analysis throughout this class. I started my semester getting more of an assignment done than thinking about how my writing was conveying thoughts. In the major projects, I came to understand that writing is not merely about conveying information – it is about shaping the way information is received through conscious choices. Among the key concepts I developed was the sense of discourse communities and their impact on communicative practices. In my assignment on college student burnout, I analyzed how the college student discourse community not only suffers from burnout, but also creates the language in which it is discussed and normalized. This made me see writing as always in an audience with shared expectations and with common language. I started to think very seriously, to think with the tone, word choice, and framing an idea, instead of assuming one kind of writing works for all. My artifact of rhetorical analysis reinforces this comprehension. Through comparing two articles written for two different audiences I can see that the same topic can really be written in two completely different ways depending on the audience the writer is aiming to speak. I am now a better writer. This taught me that it is more than what is being said -- it is how it is being said. “Tone of voice” and “level of detail” had to be adjusted based on audience, so it was an impetus. Before this class, I understood revision to be merely correcting grammar or simply writing a sentence again. I discovered that revision is actually about much bigger changes that take place at a global level: the thesis, the structure, and much of the analysis. In reviewing my burnout essay, I decided to create a clearer, more direct argument, along with deeper analysis, rather than only describing the information. This helped me realize that strong writing is formed through reframing and clarifying thoughts rather than simply editing them. My consideration of Straub’s method of providing peer feedback as well has reframed my conception of collaboration in writing. I realized feedback should be specific, purposeful and work to help the writer learn, not just to point out to the writer where something is wrong. That changed how I read and read other students’ work and saw feedback on my writing. Rather than treating those comments by nature, one could consider them feedback that helps cement something stronger and stronger in its form. This was all in all how I had changed from a sort of a passive writing to an active and logical one. I now focus much more attention to the audience, purpose, structure and I become conscious of revision as a major aspect of writing. What I can do about these skills so as to move in that direction for the future, my goals and I hope to build on this by concentrating on clarity, analysis and being intentional in their organization.



