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Investing in Europe’s future

Introduction

The Guild welcomes the Commission’s proposals for aregulation establishing Horizon
Europe 2028-2034 (hereafter “FP10") and for a Council decision establishing the Specific
Programme implementing FP10. We also take note of the Commission’s proposal for

aregulation on establishing the European Competitiveness Fund (ECF). These proposals

contain promising elements to strengthen Europe’s scientific leadership, advance
societal progress and boost economic and industrial competitiveness. By putting
forward a stand-alone Framework Programme for Research and Innovation (R&l)
with an ambitious budget, the European Commission demonstrates its commitment
to putting R&l at the heart of Europe's economy. However, many uncertainties

remain, and some elements raise concerns.

The Guild is committed to engaging with the European Commission, the Parliament
and the Council to work on these proposals to secure a framework programme that
will contribute to a prosperous and safe future for Europe. The present document
formulates recommendations that we consider critical to make FP10 a pivotal
instrument for building Europe’s future and a globally leading R&l programme

with its unique size, scope and ambitions:
* Maintain the orientation towards research excellence
e Ensure an ambitious budget
e Safeguard the curiosity-driven nature of instruments for excellent research
e Connect the ECF to FP10 (and not vice versa)
* Open FP10 to the world

* Make FP10 a civilian research programme by default
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Maintain the orientation towards research excellence

The Guild has consistently advocated for the framework programmes to focus first
and foremost on excellentresearch. In this context, excellence must be understood
solely as research excellence — the capacity to produce new knowledge through
scientifically robust methodology, pushing the frontier of knowledge. Research
excellence can only be assessed by peers, i.e. leading researchers, who are uniquely
qualified to judge the quality and potential impact of a proposal. Excellence must

remain free from policy-driven considerations or steering.

Research excellence is critical to the success and attractiveness of FP10. The next
framework programme will only foster the development of the most innovative
solutions to economic, industrial and societal challenges if it funds the most
promising and highest-quality research projects. And FP10 can only attract the
brightest researchers, and therefore the best ideas, if it is certain that excellence

is a key award criterion.

We, therefore, welcome as essential FP10's general objective to “strengthen the
EU’s competitiveness, scientific technological base, and address global challenges
based on excellent research and innovation” as well as the specific objective to
“create high-quality knowledge”. We strongly support the European Commission’s
proposal to maintain excellence as one of the evaluation criteria for proposals. And
it is critical that research excellence is proposed as the sole evaluation criterion
for proposals for the European Research Council (ERC) and the Marie Sktodowska-
Curie Actions (MSCA). We urge the Council and Parliament not to undermine, in
any manner, research excellence in these provisions and across the FP10 regulation

and specific programme.

As Widening instruments contribute to the programme’s objective of supporting
research excellence, we welcome the European Commission’s proposal to maintain
them and call for keeping their share in the total increased FP10 budget. Itis critical
thattheseinstrumentsare optimisedtobecome more effective in closingthe R&l gap
in Europe. This must be done exclusively in view of increasing research excellence
in Europe. We warn against any amendments to the Commission’s proposal that
would dilute or undermine funding of the best and most promising ideas, e.g. by
adding geographical diversity to the evaluation criteria for proposals or launching
specific calls for the Widening and Transition countries, since researchers from
these countries wish to compete with the best in Europe. Instead, the Widening
budget should be used to support additional grantees in existing calls.

Other provisions in the European Commission’s proposals raise strong concerns
as they permit the selection of research projects using criteria other than research
excellence. Even if we understand the relevance, in certain limited circumstances
(forinstance, in the European Innovation Council), to create and manage portfolios
of complementary projects, this complementarity should never be to the detriment

of the excellence principle by being weighted more than research excellence in



the evaluation and award processes. For the same reason, the accelerated and
targeted actions in the ECF regulation must not be applicable to FP10, as they are
incompatible with its necessary core principle that only the highest quality and
most promising proposals must be eligible for funding.

Ensure an ambitious budget

Out of the almost €2 trillion proposed for the next Multiannual Financial Framework
(MFF), the European Commission puts forward €175 billion for FP10, accounting
foranominal increase of around 80% compared with the budget of Horizon Europe
2021-2027 (FP9). We welcome such an increase and call for further clarification on
the distribution of the FP10 budget per instrument.

However, The Guild as well as other stakeholder organisations, the European Parliament,

the EU ministers of science, and the Draghi and Heitor reports all called for an even

higher budget for FP10 — amounting to at least €200 billion — in order to make
sure it delivers on its objectives, including with respect to Europe's industrial
competitiveness and societal resilience. We share Mario Draghi’s concerns

expressed in September 2025, one year after the publication of his seminal report

on the future of EU’s competitiveness, that the proposed budget for FP10 “will fall

short” for breakthrough research. The planned increase is insufficient not only
regarding the new challenges Europe is facing, but also taking into account the

past and forecasted inflation rates in Europe.

Furthermore, it is critical that FP10 attracts top research talents by offering them
funding opportunities for their most promising ideas. It is already well evidenced
that an insufficient budget has been constraining the present and past framework
programmes. In FP8 and FP9, 75% and 70% respectively of the excellent proposals
have not been funded because of an insufficient budget. These are missed

opportunities for Europe.

Therefore, we call on the European Parliament and the Council to agree on an
even more ambitious budget than what the Commission’s proposed budget for
FP10, in a joint ambition to secure Europe’s future.

Safeguard the curiosity-driven nature of instruments for excellent
research

We warmly welcome that the European Commission’s proposal for FP10 suggests
a proportionate increase in funding for the ERC and MSCA. The evaluations of
the ongoing and past framework programmes have provided strong evidence that
these instruments are critical to Europe’s scientific leadership and ultimately to
its competitiveness and societal advancement. These instruments are unique in
their capacity to support research at the knowledge frontier and to attract and

retain the top and most promising research talents in Europe. Hence the need for
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FP10 to build on these instruments to contribute to the European Commission’s
objectives in terms of scientific leadership, industrial competitiveness and societal
resilience.

The Guild stresses again that the factors behind the success of the ERC and MSCA
are their curiosity-driven and excellence-focused nature. We praise the European
Commission’s proposal for explicitly stating that the proposals for ERC and MSCA
grants will be evaluated solely based on the excellence criterion. However, we
have strong concerns that the proposals do not sufficiently safeguard the curiosity-

driven nature of these instruments.

The ERC Scientific Council plays an essential role in ensuring that the ERC fulfils its
mission to support the highest-quality research. This does not allow for any policy
steering, hence the irrelevance of requesting that the Scientific Council takes into
account the European Commission’s “corporate policies”. The ERC President
holds a critical role in safeguarding the autonomy of the Scientific Council. For this
reason, their position must be reinforced to remain attractive to top researchers.
More specifically, we urge the European Parliament and Council to maintain the
length of the ERC President’s mandate (to four years renewable once for four more
years) as it is in FP9, as well as the obligation to reside in Brussels and devote at

least 80% of their working time to ERC business.

Likewise, the curiosity-driven and excellence-focused nature of the MSCA
significantly contribute to their attractiveness towards early-career researchers,
and Europe’s capacity to attract and retain especially early-career research talents
in Europe. We express strong concerns about the proposed provisions allowing
the European Commission to introduce some degree of directionality into MSCA
calls for proposals “when specific needs arise”. Limiting areas of enquiry to the
concerns of the present would seriously limit the capacity of researchers to identify
new areas of knowledge that will be important for the future. For this reason,
we urge the Council and the Parliament to reintroduce an additional condition
— already existing in FP9 — that top-down calls under MSCA must be financed by
additional budget allocation to the framework programme.

Curiosity-driven research should not be limited to the ERC, MSCA and the EIC open
calls in FP10. We stress again the need for FP10 to rely on researchers’ creativity
also in collaborative research. This requires less prescriptive calls. Presently this is
recognised only in the explanatory text accompanying the European Commission’s
proposal for the FP10 regulation. For this reason, we call for legal provisions

making non-prescriptive calls by default.



Connect the European Competitiveness Fund to FP10 (and not vice
versa)

We recognise that the European Union urgently needs additional policy
instruments to accelerate the exploitation of the knowledge it produces as well as
the deployment of its innovations in Europe. To ensure that the ECF can optimally
achieve this ambition, we re-assert our recommendation to connect the ECF to the
FP10 instead of tightly connecting FP10 to the ECF.

FP10 andresearch in general must notbe regarded as mere instruments of industrial
policies, especially if these are defined in a very top-down manner. Research can
and will make a critical contribution. However, its role is also to question policy
priorities and, very importantly, to strengthen Europe’s preparedness against
unforeseen crises by exploring areas and topics that are not yet considered and
still unthinkable by policymakers. We also re-iterate the aforementioned concern
that some ECF rules', which may be pertinent for some industrial policies, would be
at best irrelevant for, and at worst undermine FP10. Indeed, as currently proposed

these threaten its critical core principles, first and foremost excellence.

We take note that the competitiveness component of FP10’s Part 2 will be tightly
connected to the ECF. However, the European Commission falls short of specifying
what this tight connection entails. The governance of Part 2 must better recognise
the role of experts, including academic researchers, in the identification of research
priorities including in the design of the work programmes and call topics. The
alignment of the ECF and the collaborative research part of FP10 will require specific
and appropriate levers to ensure policy priorities can be translated effectively
to calls that push the frontiers of knowledge, and we call upon policymakers to
work with the sector to ensure this can be done effectively. We are also alarmed
that the participation of experts appears to be undermined in the panels for the
evaluation of proposals and invite the Council and the Parliament to specify that

the evaluation committees will be exclusively composed of external experts.

It is critical that FP10 funds projects that are scientifically relevant. Projects
addressing the needs of industry without generating new knowledge must be
financed by other EU programmes than FP10. We call for the future comitology
process to take this into account. We also urge the Council and the Parliament to
strictly focus FP10 on R&l activities (Technology Readiness Levels from 1 to 8) and
not on scale-up and market deployment, which should be supported instead by
the ECF. For this reason, it is essential that the possibility of exemption for large-
scale product validation and market replication in the European Commission’s
proposal for the FP10 regulation is removed.

1 - For instance, Article 20 in the European Commission’s proposal for the ECF regulation.
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Open FP10 to the world

The Guild reiterates its call to allow for scientific collaboration with institutions
located in non-EU Member States. We stress the importance of close academic
ties with university institutions within our immediate vicinity, especially within the
European Economic Area, Switzerland and the United Kingdom. Considering how
strongly intertwined our respective research systems are, the trust that binds us,
and the alignments of our strategic interests in R&l and beyond, these countries
must be allowed to associate to all components of FP10. It is only together that we
will strengthen the scientific leadership, boost the industrial competitiveness, and
increase the societal resilience of Europe, especially with the present geopolitical
context challenging our socio-economic model and unity.

We welcome that closely aligned and strong R&l countries beyond Europe can
associate to FP10. This can only strengthen Europe’s research capacities, especially
in key strategic areas. Global challenges require international collaboration. And
association to FP10 can greatly ease international scientific collaboration. We
deem crucial that FP10 maintains this novelty introduced in FP9, and this will make
it essential to ensure FP10 continues to provide rich opportunities for research

collaboration.

We understand that the concept of responsible internationalisation is streamlined
throughout FP10 without closing it to international partners. We recognise the
efforts of the European Commission to strike a balance between openness and
security. The European Parliament and Council must safeguard this balance
and regard responsible internationalisation as enabling rather than hindering

international collaboration.

The European Commission proposes to adapt the rules for participation and
technology transfer to the sensitiveness of the research topics and technologies.
However, we call for further specification under which conditions participation
in FP10 and knowledge valorisation will be limited to EU Member States. Third
countries considering association to FP10 need clarity. The European Commission
should exclude their participation only in very exceptional circumstances.
This exclusion will need to be duly justified as well as transparently and early

communicated.

Finally, at a time of deep global uncertainty, it is essential that FP10 further
strengthens collaboration with low- and middle-income countries (LMICs). Europe’s
competitiveness and societal advancement cannot be thought in isolation. They
are instead intertwined with the competitiveness and societal resilience of our
neighbouring countries and regions, including Africa. For this reason, we stress
that the Africa Initiative is a commendable example that strengthens not only R&l
across both continents. It also fosters a common vision for the future, providing
a firm foundation for science diplomacy. We urge the European Commission,

Council and Parliament to maintain it, while ensuring the additional commitment



of the Global Europe programme to the capacity building of LMIC in R&l.

Make FP10 a civilian research programme by default

A major novelty in the European Commission’s proposal is the removal of the
civilian research-only provision. FP10 is open to research with dual use potential.
Even though we believe that the best option would be to keep the framework
programme onlyforcivilianresearch, werecognisetherelevance ofsuchanevolution
considering the present geopolitical context and the increasingly ubiquitous dual-
use nature of new technologies, as highlighted in the Heitor report. In practice,
many research applications may be subject to dual use, sometimes years after the
completion of the research project.

At the same time, opening FP10 explicitly to dual use raises many questions
regarding, for instance, participation of entities located in non-EU countries;
dissemination of results and, more broadly, open science; and knowledge
valorisation, including licensing of generated patents to entities outside the
EU. Also, dual use has many ethical implications, especially in an increasingly
tense geopolitical context. Our academic community, including students, must
be assured that any inclusion of dual-use projects in FP10 will not undermine its
primary civilian orientation. FP10 must attract the very best researchers, top-talent

that focuses on our many non-military societal and scientific challenges.

Instead of regarding FP10 as “dual use by default”, we contend that it must be
designed to be civilian by default with the well-scoped and framed possibility
to open to dual use. Because of the many questions dual use raises, we insist
that the way FP10 is opened up to dual-use potential in practice is done in close
consultation with academic stakeholders. However, we re-assert our strong
opposition to defence and military R&l projects. These must be financed by the
ECF. We regard the EIC support to defence technologies and certain activities
under the policy window ‘resilience and security, defence industry and space’ as
inconsistent with the provision excluding ‘defence research’ from FP10. For this
reason and for the sake of simplification, we call the European Parliament and

Council to exclude defence research and technologies from the scope of FP10.
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