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Procedure. Each infant was seated on his or her parent’s lap in a comfortable,
upright position. No stimuli were presented during the ultrasound sessions.
The experimenter placed the transducer under the infant’s chin until proper
placement was achieved, when the tongue tip was visible on the Sonosite screen.
As soon as the infant was comfortable with the transducer, a second experi-
menter began the video recording. The experimenter held the transducer in place
for 10–20 s, or as long as the infant remained comfortable, to obtain an ultra-
sound recording of the tongue contour with no teether in the mouth.

The parent placed one of the two teethers into the infant’s mouth. As soon
as the infant was comfortable with the teether, the experimenter again
placed the transducer under the chin and held it there until 10–20 s of ul-
trasound recording had passed (see Fig. 2 for an image of an infant in ul-
trasound recording with the flat teether in the mouth). Finally, the second
teether was placed in the mouth and ultrasound images were again recor-
ded for a period of 10–20 s. The ultrasound recording sessions lasted dif-
ferent lengths of time, depending on the cooperation of the infant and ease
of transducer placement under the chin.
Data analysis. Twelve separate frames from each of the three teether ma-
nipulations (from each infant) were spliced from the video recordings into
jpeg images; images were chosen based on the clarity of the image and
tongue contour (see Fig. 2 for an example image). EdgeTrak software (54)

was then used to extract the (x, y) coordinates of the infants’ tongue con-
tours; 30 coordinate points were extracted for each frame image.

SS ANOVAs (41) were used to analyze the ultrasound images collected for
the three infants in custom R scripts. SS ANOVAs determine whether the
shapes of two curves are significantly different from each other and are thus
ideal for analyzing ultrasound images of tongue contours during the dif-
ferent teether manipulations. SS ANOVAs return 95% Bayesian CIs to specify
whether and where two curves differ from each other. Because we were
most interested in the placement of the tongue tip, the area of interest for
the SS ANOVA analyses concerned only the front portion (tip) of the tongue,
which was always the left side of the tongue contour. Statistical analyses
were performed on tongue contours separately for each infant.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The physical environment can influence child development directly and via adult
caregivers. In addition to studies with stronger research designs examining the
role of environmental qualities in child development, more work is needed on
underlying mechanisms to account for developmental impacts of the physical
environment. Prime candidates include parent-child interaction and other inter-
personal processes, self-regulation, physiological adaptations, and control beliefs.
This work should investigate how the intensity—but also the predictability and
continuity of such mechanisms—is altered by the physical environment. In addi-
tion to examining the role of age, other moderators warranting attention are gender,
temperament, nutrition, intelligence, and prematurity.

We also know little about the role of cumulative exposure to multiple environ-
mental conditions upon children. Childhood exposure to environmental conditions
is not random. Low-income children are disproportionately exposed to multiple
suboptimal physical and social environmental conditions (Evans 2004) that por-
tend adverse developmental impacts (Repetti et al. 2002, Taylor et al. 1997). Mul-
tiple rather than singular risk exposure may be a particularly critical aspect of the
adverse developmental effects of childhood poverty.
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the correct hiding location (Diamond 1991). Further, infants as young as 5 months 
succeed in versions of the A not B task that involve location of looking, rather than 
reaching, as the dependent measure (Hofstadter, Reznick, & Stere 1993; Lecuyer, 
Abgueguen, & Lemarie, 1992). The precocial development of the eye movement system 
relative to reaching may also relate to the proposal by Diamond (1991) that frontal 
maturation begins with more posterior structures such as the supplementary motor area, 
and presumably the frontal eye fields, before progressing forward to the frontal pole. 

This study has produced the first evidence for the inhibition of automatic saccades 
in early infancy. This effect is not due to differential habituation to the cue stimulus. 
Whether infants of this age can be trained to produce volitional saccades in the opposite 
direction to a stimulus while the stimulus is still being presented (anti-saccades) remains 
a question for future research. 

Notes 
The data was gathered with the capable assistance of Leslie Tucker. I also wish to thank Annette 

Karmiloff-Smith for comments on an earlier draft of this manuscript, and Jon Driver, Rick Gilmore, Nick 
Macintosh, and Mike Posner for discussion. I acknowledge financial assistance from the McDonnell-Pew 
foundation, the Carnegie Mellon faculty development fund, the Medical Research Council (UK), and National 
Science Foundation Grant DBS-9120433. 
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II.  PRELUDIUM 
II. PROPOSAL EVALUATION CRITERIA IN THE PRELUDIUM CALL 
 
 
Has the proposal been prepared in a reliable manner?2  
yes 
no 
In the case of “no”, please justify: 
 
Does the project meet the criteria of a scientific proposal?2 
yes 
no 
In the case of “no”, please justify: 
 
Does the project meet the criteria of basic research3?2  

yes 
no 
In the case of “no”, please justify: 
 
Does the proposal meet other eligibility criteria outlined in the call for 
proposals?2  
yes 
no 
In the case of “no”, please justify: 
 
 
 
A. PROJECT ASSESSMENT (80%) 
 
A1. SCIENTIFIC QUALITY OF THE RESEARCH PROJECT (50%) 
scientific relevance, importance, originality and novelty of research or tasks to be 
performed; quality ought to be evaluated in an international context 
 
 
SCORING 
 
5 Excellent 
The research project is of the world-class quality: it addresses a problem of very high 
importance and interest, demonstrates exceptional novelty and innovative 
approaches, and has no weaknesses. 
 
 
 
 
 
  

KRYTERIA OCENY WNIOSKÓW W KONKURSIE PRELUDIUM 
 
 
Czy wniosek został przygotowany rzetelnie?2  
tak 
nie 
jeżeli nie, proszę uzasadnić: 
 
Czy projekt ma charakter naukowy?2  
tak 
nie 
jeżeli nie, proszę uzasadnić: 
 
Czy projekt spełnia kryteria badań podstawowych3?2  
tak 
nie 
jeżeli nie, proszę uzasadnić: 
 
Czy wniosek spełnia inne wymagania przedstawione w ogłoszeniu 
o konkursie?2  
tak 
nie 
jeżeli nie, proszę uzasadnić: 
 
 
 
A. OCENA PROJEKTU (80%) 
 
A1. POZIOM NAUKOWY PROJEKTU BADAWCZEGO (50%) 
poziom naukowy i znaczenie, oryginalność oraz nowatorski charakter planowanych 
badań lub zadań badawczych; poziom naukowy projektu należy ocenić w kontekście 
międzynarodowym 
 
OCENA PUNKTOWA 
 
5 Doskonały 
Projekt badawczy na poziomie światowym: podejmuje problem badawczy o bardzo 
dużym znaczeniu, który cieszy się szerokim zainteresowaniem w dziedzinie 
i charakteryzuje się wyjątkowo nowatorskim i innowacyjnym podejściem, nie ma 
słabych stron. 
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4 Very good 
The research project is of high quality: it addresses a problem of high importance 
and interest and no significant elements have to be improved. May have some minor 
weaknesses. 
 
3 Good  
The research project is of good quality: it addresses an important problem, but 
contains a few elements that could be improved.  
 
2 Moderate  
The research project is of moderate quality: it addresses a problem of moderate 
importance or contains important elements that could be improved. 
 
 

1 Fair 
The research project is of low quality: it addresses a problem of low importance or 
it needs substantial modification or improvement.  
 
0 Poor 
The research project is of very low quality: it addresses a problem of low or 
no importance and it contains structural flaws.  
 
Justification: 
 
 
A2. POTENTIAL IMPACT OF THE RESEARCH PROJECT (15%) 
the potential for substantial international impact on the research field(s) and for high 
quality research publications and other research outputs, taking into account the 
specifics of the research field and the variety of forms of impact and output; impact 
ought to be evaluated using an international context  
 
 
SCORING 
 
2 High  
The project will have a substantial impact on the advancement of the research 
field(s) or discipline(s) and the project results are likely to be published by academic 
publishers or journals of the highest academic rank.  
 
1 Moderate 
The project will have some impact on the advancement of the research field(s) 
or discipline(s) and the project results are likely to be published by academic 
publishers or journals that are widely recognized.  
 

4 Bardzo dobry 
Projekt badawczy na wysokim poziomie: podejmuje problem badawczy o dużym 
znaczeniu, który cieszy się zainteresowaniem w dziedzinie, a żaden z istotnych 
elementów projektu nie wymaga poprawy. Może mieć drobne niedociągnięcia. 
 
3 Dobry  
Projekt badawczy na dobrym poziomie: podejmuje ważny problem badawczy, 
ale pewne elementy projektu wymagają poprawy. 
 
2 Przeciętny  
Projekt badawczy na przeciętnym poziomie: podejmuje problem badawczy 
o umiarkowanym znaczeniu lub pewne istotne elementy projektu wymagają 
poprawy. 
 

1 Słaby 
Projekt badawczy na słabym poziomie: podejmuje problem badawczy o niewielkim 
znaczeniu lub wymaga istotnych modyfikacji lub poprawek. 
 
0 Bardzo słaby 
Projekt badawczy na bardzo niskim poziomie: podejmuje problem badawczy 
o niewielkim lub zerowym znaczeniu; zawiera wady strukturalne. 
 
Uzasadnienie: 
 
 
A2. POTENCJALNY WPŁYW PROJEKTU BADAWCZEGO (15%) 
możliwy wpływ projektu na dziedziny/ę badawcze/ą w skali światowej oraz szanse 
na najwyższej jakości publikacje naukowe i inne efekty projektu; potencjalny 
wpływ projektu należy ocenić w kontekście międzynarodowym, biorąc pod 
uwagę specyfikę dziedziny badawczej oraz różne formy możliwego wpływu 
i upowszechniania efektów projektu 
 
OCENA PUNKTOWA 
 
2 Duży  
Projekt o dużym wpływie na rozwój dziedzin/y lub dyscyplin/y badawczych/ej. Wyniki 
projektu mają szansę na publikacje w wydawnictwach lub czasopismach naukowych 
o najwyższej randze naukowej.  
 
1 Umiarkowany 
Projekt o umiarkowanym wpływie na rozwój dziedzin/y lub dyscyplin/y 
badawczych/ej. Wyniki projektu mają szansę na publikacje w wydawnictwach lub 
czasopismach naukowych o szerokim zasięgu.  
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0 Low 
The project will have no impact on the advancement of the research field(s) 
or discipline(s) or the project results are unlikely to be published by academic 
publishers or journals that are widely recognized.  
 
Justification: 
 
 
A3. FEASIBILITY OF THE RESEARCH PROJECT (15%) 
the feasibility of the proposed project, including the appropriateness of the research 
methodology to achieve the goals of the project, the risk management description, 
the principal investigator's qualifications, the structure of the research team, 
research facilities and equipment, international cooperation (if any), other factors 
affecting the feasibility of the project 
 
SCORING  
 
2 High 
The implementation of the project is very well planned: the proposed timescale and 
methodology are relevant and suitable to achieve the goals of the project; project 
risks and mitigation plan are clearly described; the qualifications of the research 
team and the allocation of research tasks are appropriate; the available research 
facilities and equipment are sufficient for the proposed research. 
 
1 Moderate 
The implementation of the project is reasonably planned, but it contains some gaps 
or shortcomings or it leaves room for improvement with respect to: the proposed 
timescale and methodology, project risks and mitigation plan, the qualifications of 
the research team, the allocation of research tasks or the available research facilities 
and equipment. 
 
0 Low 
The implementation of the project is not feasible or it cannot be evaluated due to 
missing or incomplete information. 
 
Justification: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
0 Niewielki 
Projekt bez wpływu na rozwój dziedzin/y lub dyscyplin/y badawczych/ej lub wyniki 
projektu mają niewielkie szanse na publikacje w rozpoznawalnych wydawnictwach 
lub czasopismach naukowych.  
 
Uzasadnienie: 
 
 
A3. MOŻLIWOŚĆ WYKONANIA PROJEKTU BADAWCZEGO (15%) 
możliwość wykonania planowanych badań, w tym dobór metodologii ze względu na 
zakładane cele projektu, opis zarządzania ryzykiem, kwalifikacje kierownika 
projektu, skład zespołu badawczego, infrastruktura i aparatura badawcza, 
współpraca międzynarodowa (o ile dotyczy), inne czynniki mające wpływ na 
możliwość wykonania projektu 
 
OCENA PUNKTOWA  
 
2 Wysoka 
Plan realizacji projektu jest bardzo dobry: harmonogram prac badawczych 
i metodologia dobrane są stosownie do zakładanych celów projektu, plan 
zarządzania ryzykiem jest jasno opisany, kwalifikacje zespołu badawczego 
i przydział zadań badawczych są właściwie zaplanowane, dostępna infrastruktura 
i aparatura badawcza są odpowiednie dla planowanych badań. 
 
1 Umiarkowana 
Plan realizacji projektu jest dobry, ale zawiera pewne luki lub niedociągnięcia lub 
wymaga poprawy w zakresie: harmonogramu prac badawczych i metodologii, planu 
zarządzania ryzykiem, kwalifikacji zespołu badawczego, przydziału zadań 
badawczych lub dostępnej infrastruktury i aparatury badawczej. 
 
 
0 Niska 
Realizacja projektu nie jest możliwa lub ocena wykonalności projektu nie jest 
możliwa ze względu na brakujące lub niepełne informacje.  
 
Uzasadnienie: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.ncn.gov.pl/sites/default/files/pliki/uchwaly-rady/2021/uchwala12_2021-zal1.pdf#page=18
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B. SCIENTIFIC QUALIFICATIONS OF THE TEAM MEMBERS (20%) 
scientific achievements of the principal investigator and mentor in the past 10 years, 
taking into account the stage of scientific career, career breaks, and the diverse 
range of research outputs evaluated from an international perspective, in particular: 
(1) important contribution to the field(s) or discipline(s), (2) up to 10 most important 
publications from the academic and research track record; for research in art, up to 
10 most important artistic achievements and achievements in research in art from 
the academic and research track record, (3) research performance and research 
outputs (publications, datasets, software, etc.) of previous grants, (4) presentations 
to internationally established conferences, including invited talks, (5) scientific or 
artistic prizes/awards or membership in well-regarded international organizations, 
(6) international recognition, (7) other research activities 
 
 
 
B1.SCIENTIFIC ACHIEVEMENTS OF THE PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR (10%)5 
 
SCORING 
 
5 Outstanding achievements of the principal investigator. 
 
4 Very good achievements of the principal investigator. 
 
3 Substantial achievements of the principal investigator. 
 
2 Modest achievements of the principal investigator. 
 
1 The principal investigator has no academic achievements. 
 
Justification: 
 
 
B2.SCIENTIFIC ACHIEVEMENTS OF THE MENTOR (10%)5 
 
SCORING 
 
5 Excellent 
The scientific track record and research achievements are excellent, internationally 
recognized and highly valued in terms of quality and contribution to science, the 
publication track record and other research activities. The mentor is among the top 
researchers in the research field(s). 
 
 
 

B. KWALIFIKACJE NAUKOWE WYKONAWCÓW PROJEKTU (20%) 
osiągnięcia naukowe kierownika projektu i opiekuna naukowego w ciągu ostatnich 
10 lat; ocena powinna uwzględniać etap kariery naukowej, przerwy w karierze oraz 
różnego rodzaju efekty naukowe oceniane w kontekście międzynarodowym, 
w szczególności: (1) znaczący wkład w dziedzinę/y lub dyscyplinę/y, (2) do 10 
najważniejszych publikacji z ankiety dorobku we wniosku, a w przypadku 
działalności naukowej z zakresu twórczości i sztuki, do 10 najważniejszych prac lub 
dokonań artystycznych i artystyczno-naukowych z ankiety dorobku, (3) materialne 
efekty badań realizowanych w ramach dotychczasowych grantów (publikacje, zbiory 
danych, oprogramowanie itp.), (4) referaty na uznanych międzynarodowych 
konferencjach, w tym wykłady na zaproszenie, (5) nagrody naukowe, nagrody 
artystyczne lub członkostwo w uznanych organizacjach międzynarodowych, 
(6) międzynarodową rozpoznawalność, (7) inną aktywność naukową 
 
 
B1. OSIĄGNIĘCIA NAUKOWE KIEROWNIKA PROJEKTU (10%)5 

 
OCENA PUNKTOWA  
 
5 Kierownik projektu posiada wyróżniający dorobek naukowy. 
 
4 Kierownik projektu posiada bardzo dobry dorobek naukowy. 
 
3 Kierownik projektu posiada dobry dorobek naukowy. 
 
2 Kierownik projektu posiada słaby dorobek naukowy. 
 
1 Brak dorobku naukowego kierownika projektu. 
 
Uzasadnienie: 
 
 
B2. OSIĄGNIĘCIA NAUKOWE OPIEKUNA NAUKOWEGO (10%)5 
 
OCENA PUNKTOWA  
 
5 Doskonałe 
Dorobek naukowy i osiągnięcia badawcze są doskonałe, cieszą się uznaniem na 
arenie międzynarodowej i są wysoko oceniane ze względu na jakość i wkład 
w naukę, dorobek publikacyjny i pozostałą aktywność naukową. Opiekun naukowy 
jest czołowym w skali światowej badaczem w dziedzinie/ach. 
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Excellence Impact Quality and efficiency  
of the implementation 

practices) 

Quality of the supervision, 
training and of the two-way 
transfer of knowledge 
between the researcher and 
the host 

The magnitude and importance 
of the project’s contribution to 
the expected scientific, societal 
and economic impacts 

 

Quality and appropriateness 
of the researcher’s 
professional experience, 
competences and skills 

  

50% 30% 20% 

Weighting 

 

2.5. Procedure 

In Postdoctoral Fellowships, proposals will be evaluated by one of eight 'main evaluation 
panels': Chemistry (CHE), Social Sciences and Humanities (SOC), Economic Sciences 
(ECO), Information Science and Engineering (ENG), Environment and Geosciences (ENV), 
Life Sciences (LIF), Mathematics (MAT), Physics (PHY). Each panel will establish two 
ranked lists, one for European and one for Global Postdoctoral Fellowships. 

European and Global Postdoctoral Fellowships will have separate budgets. The distribution of 
respective available funds will be proportional to the number of eligible proposals received in 
each main evaluation panel. If the budget allocated to any panel exceeds the requirements of 
all proposals positively evaluated85 in that panel, the excess budget will be reallocated to the 
other panels based on the distribution as above. Equally, if the allocated funding to a panel is 
insufficient to fund the highest ranked proposal in that panel, the necessary budget will be 
transferred from the other panels based on the distribution as above, in order to ensure that the 
highest ranked proposal can be funded. In order to ensure budget optimisation and an 
equitable success rate across panels, the excess budget remaining after the initial allocation of 
funding to the proposals in the panels may be transferred between panels. 

 

                                                 
85 Measured as proposals having passed all relevant evaluation thresholds. 
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x Applicants in the research areas covered by the Euratom Research and Training 
Programme 2021-2025 must recruit nationals or long-term residents of an  EU 
Member State or a country associated to the Euratom Research and Training 
Programme 2021-2025 

2.3.3. Duration of the action 

x European Postdoctoral Fellowships should last between 12 and 24 months. Global 
Postdoctoral Fellowships should last between 24 and 36 months, consisting of 12 to 24 
months for the outgoing phase and 12 months for the return phase. 

x If requested and justified in the proposal, an additional period of up to six months at 
the end of the project can be awarded to researchers who will spend that period in a 
non-academic organisation established in an EU Member State or Horizon Europe 
Associated Country. 

2.4. Award criteria 

x Proposals will be evaluated by experts on the basis of the award criteria 'excellence', 
'impact' and 'quality and efficiency of the implementation'.  

x Evaluation scores will be awarded for each of these criteria, and not for the different 
aspects listed in the table below. Each criterion will be scored out of 5. Scores will be 
awarded with a resolution of one decimal place and will be subject to a weighting 
factor as indicated in the table below. 

x Proposals scoring equal to or above 70% will be considered for funding — within the 
limits of the available call budget. Other proposals will be rejected.  

 

Excellence Impact Quality and efficiency  
of the implementation 

Quality and pertinence of the 
project’s research and 
innovation objectives (and 
the extent to which they are 
ambitious, and go beyond the 
state of the art) 

Credibility of the measures to  
enhance the career perspectives 
and employability of the 
researcher and contribution to 
his/her skills development  

Quality and effectiveness 
of the work plan,  
assessment of risks and 
appropriateness of the 
effort assigned to work 
packages  

Soundness of the proposed 
methodology (including 
interdisciplinary approaches, 
consideration of the gender 
dimension and other diversity 
aspects if relevant for the 
research project, and the 
quality of open science 

Suitability and quality of the 
measures to maximise expected 
outcomes and impacts, as set out 
in the dissemination and 
exploitation plan, including 
communication activities 

Quality and capacity of the 
host institutions and 
participating organisations, 
including hosting 
arrangements 

 



HOW TO PREPARE A GOOD PROPOSAL 
ADVICE FROM FORMER NCN COORDINATOR  
OF OUR PANEL HS6 
DR KINGA SEKERDEJ 



Practical advice (1)

• Read	the	current	grant	call	documenta1on	
• Who	is	this	call	for?		
• Who	cannot	apply?	
• Required	informa1on	that	you	need	to	provide	
• Which	costs	qualify	for	this	funding?	(e.g.	can	I	buy	equipment	or	hire	a	RA)	
• Proposal	evalua1on	form	(what	criteria	and	weights?)	

• Schedule	plenty	of	,me		
• Take	care	of	each	part	of	the	proposal	

• Abstract	=	invita1on	to	review	
• Short	project	descrip1on	=	evaluated	by	expert	panel	(=	unlikely	a	specialist	in	your	

area)	
• Long	project	descrip1on	=	evaluated	by	external	experts	(=	likely	a	specialist	in	your	

area)	
• Consider	coherence		of	your	proposal	
• Economise	available	space	(page	limit),	s1ck	to	the	topic		



Practical advice (2)

• Budge1ng	
• Calculate	your	costs		
• Jus,fy	your	costs	
• Indicate	cost	relevance	to	your	work	programme	

• Think	through	the	composi1on	of	your	research	team	
• Report	your	track	record	with	fidelity	
• Consider	the	ethics	of	your	work	(there	is	a	separate	box	to	discuss	the	issues	

and	how	you	approach	them,	e.g.	need	ethics	clearance	for	human	res)	
• Find	readers	of	your	proposal	before	submission	
• If	in	doubt	-	call	the	NCN!	They	do	answer	:)



Do nots

• Do	not	read	documenta1on	that	is	not	up	to	date	(past	calls)	
• Do	not	write	proposal	purely	on	the	basis	of	your	colleagues’	experience	
• Do	not	leave	proposal	prepara1on	to	the	last	minute		
• Do	not	expect	the	experts	to	guess	what	you	had	in	mind	
• Do	not	hide	some	facts	or	colour	them	
• Do	not	refer	to	informa1on	outside	the	proposal	(e.g.	details	of	methods)	
• Do	not	use	google	translate	
• Do	not	report	as	your	publica1ons	any	papers	that	are	under	review	or	in	prep	
• Do	not	plan	costs	that	are	ineligible		
• Do	not	submit	an	unfinished	draV	version	
• Do	not	forget	to	click	the	proposal	through	the	online	OSF	system	



WEB RESOURCES - GRANT AGENCIES (1)
➡National Science Centre of Poland (basic research) 

➡ncn.gov.pl 

➡National Agency for Academic Exchange (travel/exchange grants) - 

nawa.gov.pl  

➡National Centre for Res & Dev (applied research) - ncbr.gov.pl  

➡European Research Council - erc.europa.eu 

➡PAN has an office that supports ERC applications submitted from 

Poland (and does great workshops!) - Biuro Doskonałości Naukowej 

PAN - https://instytucja.pan.pl/index.php/doskonalosc-naukowa 

➡Foundation for Polish Science - https://www.fnp.org.pl



WEB RESOURCES - EU FUNDING (2)
➡National Contact Points for EU funding (in each country): 

➡Poland - kpk.gov.pl  

➡full list - https://www.horizoneuropencpportal.eu  

➡PAN - PASIFIC fellowships - https://pasific.pan.pl  

➡MSCA postdoc fellowship - general info: https://ec.europa.eu/

research/mariecurieactions/actions/postdoctoral-fellowships 

➡proposal structure: https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/

opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/temp-form/af/af_he-msca-

pf_en.pdf 

➡



WEB RESOURCES - OTHER LINKS (3)
➡British Academy - https://www.thebritishacademy.ac.uk/funding/?

order=-last_published_at 

➡Leverhulme Trust (UK, funds social science) - https://

www.leverhulme.ac.uk 

➡Jacobs Foundation (worldwide, children&education) - 

jacobsfoundation.org 

➡Wellcome Trust (some grants for social science in health) - 

wellcome.org 

➡NIH Social sciences https://obssr.od.nih.gov/research-resources/

funding-announcements



THANK YOU TO (FOLLOWING IRINA’S ADVICE): 
University of East London/

Greenwich/Westminster 
Derek G. Moore

Elena Kushnerenko

Haiko Ballieux 
Helena Ribeiro

Deirdre Birtles

Sam Wass
Cambridge & Birkbeck 
College London 
Mark H. Johnson 
The Late Annette Karmiloff-
Smith  
Dianna Illyka

Babylab PAN Members 
David Lopez Perez 
Alicja Radkowska 
Zuzanna Laudańska 
Magdalena Szmytke 
Aleksandra Dopierała 
Anna Malinowska-Korczak

Uniwersytet Warszawski 
Alicja Niedźwiecka 
Giuseppe Leonardi 
Joanna Rączaszek-Leonardi 

Amsterdam University  
Sonia Ramotowska

Funders	(as	PI):	
• Marie	Skłodowska	Curie	Career	Integration	Grant	
• Marie	Skłodowska	Curie	ITN	Grant	no	642996.	(BRAINVIEW)	
• Marie	Skłodowska	Curie	ITN	Grant	no.	814302	(SAPIENS)	
• Polish	National	Science	Centre,	2011/03/D/HS6/05655,	

2012/07/B/HS6/01464,	2016/23/B/HS6/0386,	2018/30/E/
HS6/00214	(ongoing)	

• As	post-doc:	Nuffield	Foundation	UK	(TALBY	project)	&	
Eranda	Foundation	(ELAS	project)


