KAIROS OVERVIEW

All of the Kairos-related assignments this term will revolve around the editing procedures the CoverWeb (themed section) follows in one issue to ensure a quality scholarly publication. The theme that we will be working on this term is the 10th anniversary issue, which will be published this fall. (Kairos has a spring and fall publication cycle, coinciding with academic semesters.)

As your review of the Kairos website should have indicated to you, Kairos isn’t a typical scholarly journal. For a refresher of Kairos’ mission/vision/scope, please see the following URLs:

· Welcome: http://english.ttu.edu/kairos/index.html
· Peer-review process: http://english.ttu.edu/kairos/edProcess.html
· Author Guidelines: http://english.ttu.edu/kairos/guides/author/index.htm

· CoverWeb Guidelines: http://english.ttu.edu/kairos/guides/author/coverweb.html
· Staff bios: http://english.ttu.edu/kairos/about.html [This will give you a sense of Kairos’ audience]

By the way, the Greek word kairos means “the right time” or “the critical moment.” In rhetorical studies, it is used to explain the timeliness and appropriateness of a rhetor’s (speaker’s) utterance in a given situation. That explains the journal’s title—the texts published in Kairos are timely and appropriate scholarship at the intersections of rhetoric, composition, and technology. Smart, eh?

ASSIGNMENT OVERVIEW (worth 5 percent)

Assignment #1 is due Monday, February 6, and has three parts:

(a) reading several Kairos webtext submissions & writing up a short review of each webtext

(b) choosing which text you’d prefer to work on during the term

(c) assigning two editorial board members for each webtext

Below I will describe each part of this assignment.

REVIEWING WEBTEXT SUBMISSIONS (3 percent out of 5)

During this week, I will place 3–4 webtext submissions online. Each of these submissions are for the 10th anniversary issue. 

· Tracy Bridgeford, “Kairotically Speaking” : http://www.tracybridgeford.com/tbidentity/
· Martine Rife, “Why Kairos Matters to Writing” : http://cball.usu.edu/service/kairos/cover11.1/rife/rife_ip_kairos.htm

· James Kalmbach, to come

The first part of your assignment is to read each of these webtexts. Sometimes the navigation may be different than what you’re used to, so ask questions of me and your classmates if you think you’re missing something. There will be an Assignment #1: Reviewing webtexts discussion forum for you to post questions to. 

In reading/reviewing these webtexts, you need to consider yourself an editor of Kairos and be able to answer, generally, the following questions:

· Does this webtext fit the theme of the issue?

· Does this webtext add to the scholarship in the field? Does it say anything useful AND new? State in a sentence or two what you think is this text’s important contribution. State in a sentence or two why it may not be acceptable, or parts that don’t make sense given the argument, etc. 

· Does the author follow-through on their promise/focus? In other words, does s/he deliver on what s/he says is the purpose of writing the webtext?

· Is the design/format acceptable for the kinds of webtexts Kairos publishes? (Ex.: Kairos rarely publishes linear, one-page webtexts – it’s about interactivity and using the affordances of the technology to help with the authors argument). If not, does the text, with revision, have the promise of meeting Kairos’ design “standards”? 

· Are there any major usability issues with the text? (Ex.: sometimes this might be like broken links, missing text, unreadable text, etc.)

· Are there any egregious copy-editing problems? (Ex.: Are there lots of or recurring weird characters—sometimes happens when folks copy/paste text from Word into HTML—in the written text or is there a major formatting issue that hinders reading the text?)

· Given all of the above, would you recommend that this text proceed to the Editorial Board for a peer-review? If not, give further details as to why. Or, if there’s a major problem in the text but you still recommend it to go forward, please explain. 

So, for each text, you will write a paragraph answering the above questions (in paragraph form – see the example in File Sharing, Assignment #1). The point of this assignment is NOT to copy-edit or nitpick but to get a feel for the webtext and determine whether it MIGHT be appropriate for a Kairos audience. In that way, this part of the editorial process is much like writing a book review, but much shorter. 

When you turn in your assignment, to the Homework Manager. Use a filenaming convention like this: 01_lastname (i.e., 01_ball.doc)] and make sure that each text review has 

· the author name, 

· title of webtext, 

· your review

· list of two Ed Board members to review (see below) with 1-2 sentence justification for choices

CHOOSING WEBTEXTS (no worth)
At the bottom of the review document that you created above, you also need to include 

· ranked list of preferences (1–3) for which webtext you want to work on throughout the term

· short list of your technical expertise relating to web design (what programs you’ve worked with, whether you’ve made a website, if you know HTML code, what you know about FTP programs, etc.)

· where you live (city, state)

· general availability of times to work on assignments outside of class (weekday nights, weekends, during work, no limitations, etc. )

I will place you in working groups according to this information, in the order of importance listed above. (The final bullet is really only if you have severely limited computer access, like only during the work day, so I can know that and plan accordingly.)

ASSIGNING ED BOARD REVIEWERS (2 percent out of 5)
As mentioned above, each webtext should have two possible Editorial Board reviewers listed, even if you are deciding NOT to send the text forward. (We don’t usually do this if we’re rejecting a text…it’s just for your practice here.) 

You should review the list of editorial board members at this URL (http://english.ttu.edu/kairos/edBoard.html) and decide which two would be the most appropriate for each webtext given the topic of the webtext and the research interests of the board members. Some of this is guess work and some of it is matchmaking skills. 

You need to briefly justify your Ed Board choices in the assignment document. Do this by telling me why you’ve made the pairings that you have. Like I mentioned in the Week One discussion forum, assigning an inappropriate reviewer to a text could unfairly kill its changes of getting published, so this step is crucial even if somewhat intuitive and rule-less. 

CONCLUSION
Assignment #1 is due 8 a.m. (MST) Monday, February 6, uploaded (ex., filename = 01_ball.doc) to the Homework Manager. 

