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'Grex' is Latin for group or flock. When starlings murmurate, each bird flies with its own wings, but together 
the flock produces synergistic patterns of awe-inspiring beauty beyond what any individual bird could do 
alone. Grex is also the technical term in botany for hybrid orchids. Its implication of collections of 
individuals  into a collective whole greater than its parts led to 'grex' being adopted as the name for one of 
the world's first open-source, collaboratively-developed, community-oriented, crowd-funded digital 
conferring systems.  

Grex just also happens to work as an acronym for 'grant excellence'. The concept of excellence through 
cross-fertilization and collaboration, the polysemy of 'grex' makes it the ideal label for grants in digital 

humanities and AI4Society's themes. Welcome to GrEx! 
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How the Proposal Summary Differs from the Description 

SSHRC grants allow 5-8 pages for project description, depending on the competition (e.g. Insight Grants, Insight 

Development Grants, Partnership Grants, etc.). The Summary, however, currently is ONE text box of 3800 characters. 

Most funders want something similar, like an abstract. What is the purpose of this one-pager? How does it differ from 

the project description? 

Key differences between Summary and Description (besides the word count!): 

 The Summary is the promotional piece—when a project is funded, the Summary will be shared

publicly i.e. House of Commons and other communications. EVERYONE (politicians, book publishers,

CEOs of non-profit organizations, your banker, your grocer, etc.) must be able to read it and understand it and

applaud the funders for investing in it!

 The Summary must capture the imagination and hearts of the reader. Provide a sentence or

two to contextualize the problem, or launch into the importance or prevalence of the problem right

away! Use statistics, facts, current events, etc. to help the reader connect. “According to Canadian

Statistics on Children’s Health” 85% of children are obese or overweight.”  THIS statement packs  more

seductive punch than “Childhood obesity is a big problem in Canada.” OR, hit the taxpayer’s pocketbook:  “In

2013 the Canadian Government invested $43 M in programs to address childhood obesity. Tobacco

reduction, the next highest health investment, cost taxpayers $24 M.” (These facts are not real!)

 Methodology might be ‘mentioned’ in the summary, but in a general way. The instructions for

writing the summary do not ask for methodology, so do not waste space on providing details about the

research design. Do you think Ministers in the House of Commons care about that? (unless, of course, it is a

study ABOUT methodology!). A statement such as, “This longitudinal and comparative case study will

examine the factors that contribute to childhood obesity in rural, urban and suburban communities in

territorial and provincial Canada” will suffice.

 The Summary must clarify what is to be gained and for whom. The expected outcomes should be

clear and significant.

 The Summary contextualizes the problem by placing it within the literature in a general way. Do not

use the Summary page to go into detail about the literature. A statement such as, “To date, studies

have examined childhood obesity as if it were context-free, but urban, suburban, and rural

communities are significantly different in resources and culture in our provinces and territories.”

Save the literature review for the Description.

 The Summary has no space for references (Jones, 2014).  You can refer to

knowledge/scholarship, but avoid in-text citations. Save that for the literature review in the

Description.

 While the Description will be read by many on the committee, the Summary will be read by ALL.

The Chair of some committees, for example, only reads the Summary. This 3800 character text box has a BIG

job.

 NEVER cut ‘n paste.  A reviewer should not flip the page from the Summary only to find the same first

paragraph in the Description. Never cut ‘n paste. EVER. 
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Indicate and rank up to 
five countries relevant 

to your proposal, with 
#1 the most relevant 

and #5 the least 
relevant. 

1. Canada
2. United States
3. United Kingdom
4. Australia

5. New Zealand

Revisions since previous application 

Summary of Proposal 
Challenges: Approximately half of deaf and hard of hearing children with bilateral hearing losses are at risk 
for language deprivation, a neurodevelopmental disorder that restricts their academic performance and 
social and emotional development (Hall, 2020; W. C. Hall et al., 2017). Providing exposure to language 

has become conflated with providing access to language. Access to language requires that the deaf child, 
with support from other interlocuters, can process the linguistic sounds into meaningful units. Mere 
exposure to sound or sign language does not always result in acquisition of a full language (Hall, 2020). 

For this reason, deaf high school students graduate from high school with the median reading level 
commensurate with the fourth grade (Cawthon, 2004; Qi & Mitchell, 2012; Traxler, 2000). Inclusive 
education settings are predominantly monolingual spoken language envirpnments, which works well for only 
a small, privileged segment of the deaf child population who are able to process linguistic signals with 
minimal support from other interlocuters (Mauldin, 2016). There is the need for alternative approaches 
that support the processing of spoken and signed language. 
Translanguaging theory posits that sustained levels of dialogue in which the deaf student engages with 
interlocutors to accomplish tasks or goals enables access to language (Swanwick, 2017). An alternative 
social interaction learning and teaching technique --playbuilding (Norris, 2009)--co1.1ld support 
translanguaging by supporting a hybrid space consisting of multiple actors, languages and cultures 
(Cannon et al, 2016). Scholarly research has yet to investigate playbuilding as a tool for a truly inclusive 
education employing hybrid spaces. 

Research Activities: The primary objective of the study is to explore how playbuilding can support 
translanguaging in deaf children and youth. To this end, the research study will initiate a test case 

playbuilding project with a partnership of university researchers, deaf youth and parents, teachers, artists, 
actors and directors, and deaf adults. The participants will work within the hybrid space, supported through 
play building, toward a workshopped script, and collected data from their work, will provide the material for 
a playbuilding curriculum to support language acquisition in deaf children and youth. This study will also 
explore deaf student participant translanguaging practices, the effectiveness of engaging multiple and 
diverse communities in hybrid learning environments for deaf students. 
Expected Impacts: Results from this study will 1) provide educators and deaf community advocates with 
evidence of an intersectional, co-created, and culturally relevant pedagogical model that supports 
translanguaging practices and therefore provide better inclusion of students unable to benefit from current 
inclusive education practices; 2) build capacity within culturally and linguistically diverse communities to 
support deaf students' language acquisition; 3) offer an advanced draft of a playbuilding curriculum model 

adapted for deaf students; 4) contribute to the growing research on translanguaging in deaf education; 5) 
disseminate learning from the study to schools, school authorities, and teacher preparation programs; and 
6) create a workshopped script that will be performed at the SoundOff Festival of Deaf Theatre in
Edmonton, Alberta in 2023 and in drama classes at the University of Alberta. The script will address the
oppression and marginalization of the Canadian deaf community who is in need of protection from
linguistic and cultural oppression.

Roles and Responsibilities 
Principal Investigator - Joanne Weber - Proportion of time to be spent on this project: 50% 

Personal information will be stored in the Personal Information Bank for the appropriate program. 
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