The four key propositions are:

1 The importance proposition: this proposal asks an important question.

2 The success proposition: this project is likely to answer the question,

3 The value proposition: the likely gain from this project is worth the resources requested,

4 The competence proposition: the applicant and team are competent to carry out the pm}eq,'
as described.

Everything you include in the final draft of your application must support one
of your key propositions and you must support each proposition with a range ¢
objective evidence.

In addition, there may be secondary propositions that relate to individual -
ing agency critetia or the nature of your research. For example, secondary to the
competence proposition, you may also need to convince decision makers th
your institution will provide an appropriate research environment. Alternatively, a
part of the success proposition, the way you disseminate results to non-academi
audiences may be crucial. ;

The clarity of the evidence you provide is also crucial because the decisior
makers are not specialists in your area and generally have little prior knowledg
or natural enthusiasm for your work. The task of critical referees and busy gran
committee members is to find evidence for and against the key propositions.

In summary, here are three things you must do in order to justify your fous
propositions effectively:

1 Produce the right information and evidence.,
2 Help busy readers find the information they need.
3 Help readers understand and remember the information you present.

The rest of this chapter helps you do this.

The right information and evidence

The application template limits the amount of information you can include abe
your project, especially as font size and margin width are usually prescribed b
the funding agency. Consequently, you will always have to make choices abot
what information to include or exclude. 3

The Produce Your Evidence Tool at the end of this chapter shows you how &
generate arguments and evidence to support your four key propositions and an
additional agency-specific requirements. Meanwhile, the Arguments and Evide
Tool provides a step-by-step approach that takes you from reading the evaluation
criteria through to testing your application document before submission. ,
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Producing the right information and evidence can be particularly problematic
in relation to the ‘this project is the solution’ section of your case for support.
You know that the referees and grants’ committee members are not especially
expert in your field. However, the precise nature of their ignorance can only be
loosely predicted. This is one of the reasons that luck plays a part in whether
your application wins funding.

In these circumstances, your best option is to:

» Describe the proposed research activity in such detail that a colleague could replicate the
project using your application document alone (see Test 6 in Chapter 11)

« Identify the aspects of your proposed project most likely to attract criticism from related
fields and provide evidence that defends against them (see Test 9 in Chapter 11)

As ‘this project s the solution’ is where you explain in detail what you will do
with the grant, this is the most important section of your application for the
serious detail-readers. Aim to devote at least half of your case for support to
this section.

Finding important information

In the context of research grant applications, it is dangerous to assume that busy
referees and grants’ committee members will read every word of your application.

In truth, busy speed-readers may skip certain sections of your application doc-
ument completely. If you want them to remember your main argument and
supporting evidence you will need to position key messages carefully and repeat
them. Appendix 2 provides an overview and analysis of the function and content
of typical application templates, The next chapter also offers advice on how to
position key messages as prominently as possible.

If you produce a high-quality application, you can expect that:

* Referees will read every sentence and pay special attention to the programme of research.

* Designated grants’ committee members will read in full the referee reports, the summary
and the budget. They will also speed-read the case for support.

* The wider grants’ committee membership will read your summary, glance at the budget
and flick through the rest of the document.

This means that certain parts of your application document are more likely to be
fead than others. The project summary and budget total sit firmly at the top of
the hierarchy.

In addition, speed-readers are more likely to read the first sentence of a sec-
tion or paragraph than the last. Consequently, important messages must always

HOW TO CONVINCE DECISION MAKERS 109



come first. This gives readers their best chance ofrei&lﬁgmd remembering your
key arguments and evidence. -

i

SRR T T EXAMPLE 27

‘SPEED-READABLE’ PARAGRAPHS

The Theatre and Performance Visiting Fellowship proposal caters for the speed.
reader in a paragraph that justifies the choice of fellow. The first sentence pro-
vides the key message:

Schechner is a leading scholar in theatre and performance studies, which he,
along with others, founded, and for which he is recognised globally. He has pub-
lished widely with his books translated into 14 languages. Schechner is editor-
in-chief of The Drama Review, the world's leading performance studies journal.
He is the recipient of numerous awards, including Lifetime Achievement from
Performance Studies international, Lifetime Career Achievement from the
American Theatre in Higher Education assoclation; he holds two honorary
doctorates (Hong Kong and Romania). The “Richard Schechner Center” at the
Shanghai Theatre Academy is named in his honour. He has taught, lectured,
and directed in every continent except Antarctica. His academic renown is cou-
pled with a long track record in theatre-making as a director/devisor, He has
appeared in the UK at conferences speaking on specialist subjects but this will
be the first time he has presented his ‘broad spectrum’ approach in a systematic
and sustained way in the UK. It will also be the first time Schechner has cre-
ated a piece of work here. His presence will attract a huge amount of interest,
not just at Kent but across the UK and Europe, where he has recently been an
Erasmus Mundus Fellow. Theatre and Performance Visiting Fellowship

ou make your paragraphs work better if you remember the difference between
e ‘convincing’ and the ‘defensive’ elements of your arguments. In summary: '

Good convincing arguments help referees and grants’ committee members support _vﬂu' .
R

application. This category of argument must be actively remembered.

Defensive arguments help referees (in particular) forget their eriticisms. This category of

argument can be forgotten once it has done its job,
Defensive arguments are directed at referees who read everything and can be less promi-
nently positioned. There is one exception. If your project is high risk or has unusual features,

then defensive arguments may also apply to grants’ committee members and should be
given more prominence,

1€ following examples look at two cases in which applicants need to use defen-
'€ arguments very prominently.
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THE PROMINENT DEFENCE

This five-year multi-experiment application takes the unusual aPpmach of ta]r.jngJ
a defensive approach in the opening lines of the ‘Research Design and Methods
section. The applicant addresses the absence of certain meth::rdologlcal dl.etaﬂfs
and the necessity for flexibility in the overall design over the life of the project:

In the following sections, we will describe the experiments we propose to
conduct in continuing our research on spoken language. We ask that mad?
extend a certain amount of trust in two respects: (1) The descriptions of t t;
experiments do not include details such as t!‘lE number of trials or numben.}

subjects; we believe that we can be trusted to implement dlesigns with appropri-
ate choices for such parameters. (2) The described experiments represent our
best current plans. As the work proceeds over the next several years, we expect
to modify the designs and add new experiments, as new results improve our
understanding. Our prior work suggests that the product that emerges will be
enhanced by such a process of development. Spoken Word Project

In the next example, the applicant defends using animals in medical research. As
this is such an emotive and controversial issue, the applicant does so in the most
prominent position in the application, which is the project summary.

The use of animals in medical research is a highly sensitive topic and in many
cases the public perception is that this should not be allowed. Replacertr:;éit
strategies have been suggested such as culturing tumours outside of the ¥
and then testing anticancer treatments. However, as scientists we know it is
currently more appropriate to use animals as drugs tlhat might combat canc;ir
in people could behave very differently when tested in culture. Where afr;ln‘ua 5
are used we have a moral and legal obligation to minimise pain and suffering.

Research Animal Project

In summary, if defensive information is an essential part of your argument, you
need to position it where it is most likely to be seen by busy speed-readers.

Understandable, memorable information

Whatever the quality and accessibility of the evidence, you will not cmrﬂlf;
referees and grants’ committee members to support your project if your app =
tion document is a slow, difficult read. Fundable research grant applications :;m
be memorable and easy to read if they are to stand out against the mmpeﬂm}
In order to make your key arguments and evidence memorable, ]iollilmited
appreciate that the amount of information your readers will retain #

131
HOW TO CONVINCE DECISION MAKERS



limitations on such a mapping - for instance, it may be that ontologies as well
as natural languages must accept certain constraints. From an engineering per-
spective, we seek practical methods through which a subject-matter expert can
view and edit ontologies and other metadata on the Semantic Web, tested in
applications of realistic complexity.

It is better to provide grants’ committee members with a few headline messages
than a series of convoluted arguments.

One of the most famous papers in Psychology® (Miller 1956) points out that
we can remember a list of around seven pieces of information without needing ]
to make notes. This means that if you want a referee or committee member to
remember the content of a research grant application, you should have no more
than seven key messages. i

As discussed, there are four key propositions common to any fundable research
grant application. However, reducing your entire research programme to this
many pieces of information is not a viable option.

Luckily, Miller's famous paper offers a way of extending the limit on
number of items that can be held in the working memory. ‘Chunking’ is the
process of grouping a set of related items together under individual headings ;
Each heading can be remembered as a single item and the contents ‘unpacks
afterwards.

For example, if you have generated four pieces of evidence that show why
methodological approach is likely to be effective, group them together.
points or a numbered list will help present them as a memorable ‘chunk’ ¥
a shared introductory sentence. This approach is easier to remember than fous The Digital Media Fellowship takes ‘chunking’ a step further. The three sub-
discursive paragraphs that present each piece of related evidence in isolation. questions are each broken down into a further two or three parts. If these ten

To meet these aims, we have the following objectives:

+ To understand current authoring practice for ontologies and other metadata
represented in OWL/RDF. This will provide requirements for a Semantic Web
authoring tool.

» To find principles based on these authoring requirements for bridging
between natural language and formal ontologies (and other metadata).

* To provide a format for encoding linguistic resources that supports the map-
ping of linguistic patterns to ontologies,

* To produce a tool allowing users to extend the mapping of language to ontol-
ogy without need of expertise in linguistics,

* To produce (by combining the above) a tool for authoring ontologies and
other metadata by dire ct manipulation of generated texts, for real-world
applications in e-Sclence, biomedicine, and travel. Web Authoring Project

Evaluating research grant applications is actually rather stressful, especially questions were presented without any ‘chunking’, they would be very difficult to
for the designated committee member. Consequently, we can expect the capa read and understand.

ity of the working memory to be reduced in this situation. So the list sha
have fewer than seven items.

The following examples show how two successful applicants achieved this in
practice. i

Q. 1: What does it mean to claim that technology participates or has agency in
the creation of moving images?

* In what ways does technology transform the actions of human users of
technological interfaces?

* How can science and technology studies add to our understanding of
hybrid agency in the creation of moving images?

T TR EXAMPLE 20 * How can we avoid being overly deterministic with regard to technology?

Q. 2: Can a technological interface generate an audio-visual language?

* Can images have a language derived from the limits and possibilities
of a software package?

* Does this language influence what an image-maker can or cannot achieve?

CHUNKING

The Web Authoring Project uses ‘chunking’ techniques to break down the overal

project into five specific objectives, which are presented as a series of bullet points

4 Q. 3: Does the language of an interface inform us about how our view of the
Our scientific aim is to find principles by which natural and formal languages © world is evolving?
can be bridged, so obtaining the accessibility of natural language without losing

* Does the language of an interface give us insight into how we manage
the precision of ontologies and other metadata. Part of this task is to identify it ¥ i "

information about the world?

* If an interface privileges an impression of smoothness and ease of
movement, does that deny the complexity of the world? Digital Media
Fellowship

Miller, George A. (1956) ‘The magical number seven, plus or minus two: some limits on o '._
capacity for processing information’. Psycholagical Review 63 (2): 81-97.
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Conclusion

This chapter emphasises the importance of providing the arguments and evi-
dence that non-specialist decision makers need in order to support your appli-
cation. It also explains how to present this information in the way that will
best help referees and grants’ committee members to read, understand and
remember it. i
The following two Tools help you generate appropriate evidence and provide

a step-by-step approach to producing the arguments and evidence you need to :‘
meet the evaluation criteria. =

“TODL13#

PRODUCE YOUR EVIDENCE

This Tool suggests categories of evidence to support each of the key proposi-
tions. It gives you short sections of text that will form the building blocks of
your case for support. Consequently, this Tool is a good way to focus your appli
cation on the needs of its readers and ensure that you create a convincing over-

all argument.

In relation to your overall research question:

« MName the academic and/or user communities that will find your answers useful, and
onstrate this with reference to academic literature or policy documents. For example, s
that one of the things ‘we need to know’ is a crucial missing link in an important the
argument, or that it meets a social, health or economic need. e

« Prove that the questions have not been asked before (provide citations from relevant fields) Of

» Demonstrate that recent important work leads naturally to the question you want to ans
(e.g. pilot data, evidence from other fields or from related questions). :

« Demonstrate the potential benefits to end users, however theoretical your project.

The success proposition: this project is likely to answer the question

By following the advice in the previous chapter, you should now have three ':_
five sub-questions or things we ‘need to know’ and a set of matching activ
components that ‘will tell us’ the answer. In relation to each set of sub-ques
and matching project component:
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o Cite research that shows how your chosen methods are appropriate, e.g.
o They have been used to answer similar guestions successfully.
o Your method is more effective than possible alternatives,
o Ifyour chosen methods are new, unusual or high risk, provide an argument in favour of
your choice with citations.

» Describe each component of the investigation so completely and clearly that a colleague
could replicate the project from the application document alone (e.g. describe each experi-
ment, give number and duration of interviews and explain what they will discover, describe
the selection of participants, explain the purpose and duration of archive visits). This will
help referees and committee members understand how your project is capable of answer-
ing the questions.

+ Explain what resources (including staff) will be used to carry out each activity.,

+ Explain exactly how you will analyse data or deal with the information you gather in order
to answer your questions successfully.

« Provide a timetable of the project that shows how each phase, component and piece of
activity fits together,

The value proposition: the likely gain from this project is worth the
resources requested

* Mention each requested resource within your description of the relevant part of your Plan
of Investigation.

* Explain why each item is priced at the level requested (e.g. standard institutional rates, as a
result of a competitive tender, estimate based on which criteria).

* Explain why you need specific quantities of resource (e.g. proportion of investigator time,
number of paid participants, duration and frequency of project travel, number of PhD students).

The competence proposition: the applicant and team are competent
to carry out the project as described

. Ihclude references that show how the team has already answered related questions or used
similar methods to answer different questions

List any involvement in funded research projects.

List other project management, experience or training if you are an early career researcher
and this is your first grant,

Ensure that the research teams’ publications demonstrate an ability to use all the research
methods necessary for the project.

Two possible additional propositions, concerned with project outputs and
Tesearch environment, are listed below.
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Additional proposition: p -
academic b

« Provide a list of anticipated publications with evidence that you are likely to achieve
(e.g. previous track record, publishing contracts).

« Demonstrate why each piece of dissemination is likely to be effective in comm unicating
the target audience.

+ If your project includes non-academic outputs such as websites, exhibitions or user even
provide a detailed description of each with concrete information on likely costs, number ¢
participants, duration, location etc., that show each is achievable. : i

« Show that each team member has a range of tasks suitable to their seniority and time
cated to the project.

Additional proposition: the institution is likely to support the
research team appropriately

« List any non-standard resources that the host institution and any partners will provide (e
laboratories, research equipment, research time, statistical advice, training, research gove
ance services, computing equipment, access to participants, etc.). ;

« Calculate any financial or ‘in kind’ commitments made by the host institution (e.g. §
time, match funding, equipment). The more you can include the better, Mote that resour
purchased by other research grants still ‘belong’ to the institution and that you can i clu
them in your calculations for future applications. ;

« If appropriate, detail any mentoring arrangements of steering groups provided from
the institution.

This process will leave you with a quantity of raw evidence that you can th
order and link to create a compelling argument. Use the funding agency gt
ance and Appendix 2 to decide which piece of information fits into which s
tion of the application template. ]

ESmETE AT N TR AT TOOL 14

ARGUMENTS AND EVIDENCE: THE 10 STEP PROCESS

This Tool helps you develop the arguments and evidence that will form the B
ing blocks of your research grant application. If you follow these steps, ¥C
unlikely to become so overwhelmed by the technical challenges of grant-wrl
that you fail to make your application convincing to referees and non-spe
grants’ committee members:
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Read the agency guidu-l.ujumnts and assessors.

Produce an initial project design and structure using the advice in Chapter 7.

Collate evidence to support each proposition using Tool 13 (Produce Your Evidence).
Identify potential weaknesses or areas for misunderstanding.

Collate defensive evidence to refute each of them.

Use Appendix 2 to ensure that the four important messages and key propositions are allo-
cated to the appropriate sections of the application document,

Ensure consistency across sections of your case for support by breaking down your project
into three to five sub-questions or things ‘we need to know’ plus matching components of
research activity.

As you write, use the ‘chunking’ technigue to group related items under the same heading
and structure your text in the most memorable way.

Use applicant and assessor guidance to check that no evidence is missing.

Test your draft application (see Chapter 11).
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