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Summary of the public consultation on the future of robotics and artificial intelligence (AI) 

with an emphasis on civil law rules. 

1. Overall context of public consultation on robotics and artificial intelligence 

In January 2017, the European Parliament adopted a report on Civil Law Rules on Robotics 

that includes recommendations to the Commission on Civil Law Rules on Robotics 

(2015/2103/(INL); rapporteur, Mady Delvaux (S&D, Luxembourg). In the report, Members of 

the European Parliament urge the European Commission to adopt legislation to clarify liability 

issues. Furthermore, they propose a voluntary ethical code of conduct on robotics for 

researchers and designers, to ensure that they operate in accordance with legal and ethical 

standards and that robot design and use respect human dignity. Parliament also asked the 

European Commission to consider creating a European agency for robotics and artificial 

intelligence.  

Based on the report, Parliament's Committee on Legal Affairs (JURI) decided to hold a public 

consultation specifically on the future of robotics and artificial intelligence, with an emphasis 

on civil law rules. The aim of this consultation was to stimulate a broad debate with a wide 

range of stakeholders and to seek views on how to address the challenging ethical, economic, 

legal and social issues related to robotics and artificial intelligence developments.  

The public consultation was open worldwide, to anyone who wished to respond, and in all EU 

official languages, between 8 February and 1 June 2017. The public consultation included two 

separate questionnaires, adapted to their audience: one for the general public (15 questions) 

and one for specialists, which included 17  general and 47 optional questions on specific policy 

fields. The consultation included a mix of multiple-choice questions with open-ended 

questions to enable citizens, business and organisations to provide more in-depth 

contributions. 

The consultation was conducted via 'Opinio', a survey software hosted at the European 

Parliament's data centre. Opinio was used to publish the consultation, collect stakeholder 

contributions, manage the data and produce a series of reports that are available at 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/en/juri/robotics.html. Each report lists the 

questions in the survey and displays a summary with detailed statistics. Free-text responses 

are also published, provided that the contributor authorised Parliament to do so.  

2. Key statistics on respondents 

Almost 300 respondents responded to the consultation. According to the relevant data 

protection rules, respondents were given the following options: 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=REPORT&reference=A8-2017-0005&language=EN
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 Publication of the contribution with personal information; 

 Anonymised publication of the contribution (without name/name of the 

organisation); 

 No publication, but use of the contribution for statistical and analytical purpose. 

Table 1: Synoptic view of replies received 

 Individual Public 
authority or 
international 
organisation 

Organisation 
or a company 

Total 

Anonymous publication 100 0 5 105 

Publication with 
personal information 

97 1 29 127 

No publication 62 1 3 66 

Total 259 2 37 298 

Among the 259 contributions received from individuals, the replies were geographically 

distributed as follows: 

 Participants from 23 EU Member States and Norway. The most active respondents 

were located in Germany, France and Spain, with respectively 86, 35 and 

28 contributions each.   

 12 replies were received from non-EU Member States (Canada, Colombia, Serbia, 

South Korea, Sri Lanka, Switzerland, Turkey and the United States of America). 

The vast majority of contributors were aged between 25 and 54 years-old (78 %) with 42 % 

aged between 25 and 39 years. Only 9 % were aged between 15 and 24, and very few declared 

to be 65 years old (3 %). Most of the respondents (72 %) identified as male; while only 27 % 

identified as female (1 % did not wish to indicate a gender). The majority of respondents 

declared their educational level to correspond to a master degree or above (65 %). In 

addition, 42 % declared to have either professional or educational experience outside their 

country of origin. 

Amongst the 39 contributions received from organisations, the replies were distributed as 

follows: 

 2 public authorities or international organisations; and 

 37 organisations or companies, of which, 20 were registered in the Transparency 

Register. 

Among the 37 organisations, respondents were distributed as follows: 
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 8 company/SME/micro-enterprise/sole traders;  

 7 non-governmental organisations; 

 6 industry associations;  

 5 think thanks and 5 consultancy and law firms;  

 1 academic institution; 1 media; 1 trade union; 

 2 did not specify; and, 

 1 did not answer.  

Concerning the geographical distribution, contributions were made from 13 EU Member 

States (i.e. stakeholders were asked to indicate where they are based and/or where they carry 

out their activity). The most active Member States were Belgium, France, Spain, and the 

Netherlands with respectively 25 %, 17 %, 11 % and 8 % of the total contributions. 

In addition, 12 respondents declared to be a group with establishments in more than one 

country, of which 11 declared that they also have establishments outside the EU.  

Overall, the respondents represented a broad spectrum of business types, from micro-

enterprises to multinationals with 500 or more employees. 

Table 2: Company size 

Number of employees % of respondents 

1-9 44 

10-49 28 

50-249 6 

250-499 3 

500 or more 19 

The replies were also quite representative of a broad range of activities. Indeed, sectors such 

as information and communication, scientific and technical fields, finance and insurance, 

transport, health, education, real estate, accommodation and food services, construction, 

and electricity/gas/water supplies were covered. 
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3. Overview of opinions expressed by individual stakeholders 

Overall respondents have a positive attitude towards robotics and artificial intelligence.1 

When questioned on their view on robotics, a total of 79 % respondents declared to have a 

positive or very positive perception, while only 3 % have a negative or strongly negative 

perception. Similarly, attitudes towards artificial intelligence are broadly positive (68 %) and 

only 7 % are negative. 

Table 3: Attitude toward robotics and AI, in % of individual respondents 

 Robotics Artificial Intelligence 

Strongly negative 1 2 

Negative 2 5 

Neither positive or negative 17 22 

Positive 47 40 

Very positive 32 28 

 

While attitudes were broadly positive, respondents also gave a more qualified assessment of 

their position. For instance, on one hand a large majority considered that technology would 

require careful management and that robotics would be particularly helpful for hard and 

dangerous jobs (92 %), and that it would ensure efficient methods of transport and delivery 

(71 %); on the other hand, some respondents feared that robotics would eliminate jobs 

(34 %), or would create inequalities in society (18 %). 

Table 4: How respondents' consider robotics, in % 

 Strongly 

agree 

Agree Neither 

agree/ 

disagree 

Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

Technology requiring careful 

management 

57 35 4   

Necessary for hard or 

dangerous jobs 

57 35 5   

Efficient method of 

transport/delivery 

37 34 13 9  

Good for society, as they help 

people 

34 49 11   

                                                 
1 A more detailed presentation with graphics and charts regarding individual stakeholders' contributions is 

available in the power point presentation (English language only) available on the website of the European 

Parliament Committee on Legal Affairs at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/en/juri/robotics.html 
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Eliminate jobs 9 25 31 25 9 

Create inequality 5 13 21 32 24 

 

One of the most prominent concerns regarding artificial intelligence remains privacy. Indeed 

around 52 % of respondents mentioned this, while only 29 % considered AI poses a threat to 

humanity, and 16 % considered AI a threat to fundamental human rights. 

An overwhelming majority of individual stakeholders (90 %) considered it necessary to 

regulate developments in both robotics and AI; 6 % opposed this idea, and 4 % held no 

particular position. Those in favour of taking legislative action mentioned, amongst other 

things, the need to address concerns about ethics, human rights, and privacy, as well as the 

need to avoid a dominant industry position.  

Amongst those favouring a regulatory approach, an overwhelming majority (96 %) preferred 

action at EU or international level rather than action at Member State level (4 %). The 

arguments supporting regulatory action at this wider level were, among others, the need to: 

 protect EU values (especially data protection, privacy and ethics); 

 ensure the EU's global competitiveness;  

 ensure EU primacy as a standard setter in international fora; 

 avoid a 'race to the bottom', and promote fair competition within the internal market. 

Compared to the national level, respondents also considered the EU as more efficient, not 

only in legislating but also in ensuring better enforcement of adopted regulation. 

Respondents believed that EU regulatory action was most urgent in specific sectors across 

different areas, from autonomous vehicles to medical robots, care robots, and drones. 

Those opposing legislative action, referred to the difficulties of regulating emerging 

technologies and they claimed that regulation would have a negative impact on 

competitiveness, innovation and creativity.  

Table 5: Overview of advantages and disadvantages of regulate, according to stakeholders 

Positive response Negative/other response 

Avoid industry abuse Hard, or too early, to regulate emerging 
technologies 

Need to address concerns about ethics, 
human rights, data protection and privacy 

Regulation harms competitiveness 

Need to set common standards for industry 
to have certainty  

Regulation hinders innovation and creativity 

Consumer protection Scepticism regarding any regulation/need to 
limit to general principles 
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4. Overview of opinions expressed by organisations and companies 

Contributors were asked to evaluate the potential impacts of robotics and AI in their 

organisations. Changes in the nature of work (20 %) and the possibility of generating new 

products/services (20 %) were identified as the most immediate consequences, together with 

changes in organisational structures and business models (14 %). Additionally, 15 % of 

contributors believe that robotics and AI would create new opportunities for entrepreneurs. 

According to stakeholders, the most relevant obstacles/barriers preventing full development 

of robotics and AI are: 

 human resources, i.e. employee skills and training (20 %); 

 public attitude and acceptance (14 %); 

 technical issues related to testing and application of technology (13 %); 

 technical issues related to development of technology (12 %). 

To a lesser extent, national (10 %) and EU (8 %) legal frameworks were also considered as 

obstacles. 

Should the EU take action to encourage innovation, productivity and global competitiveness 

in robotics and AI, respondents considered that a better financial environment for investment 

(17 %) and a better regulatory framework (21 %) would certainly be helpful. In reference to 

the regulatory framework, some stakeholders specified that the EU should avoid unnecessary 

bureaucracy and be flexible (i.e. regulatory framework should be designed around specific 

technological applications, rather than an all-encompassing generic regulation covering all 

AI/robotics). 

Respondents consider action at EU level to add value to actions at national level, as it helps 

to avoid divergent national standards (17 %), to enhance protection of fundamental rights 

and ethical rules (14 %), and facilitates cross-border business opportunities (11 %). Besides, 

EU findings were considered helpful in supporting innovative research projects (15%), to help 

small-companies to scale up (13 %), and to enhance cross-border collaboration amongst 

researchers and industries. 

Stakeholders were also asked their opinion on the potential impact that development of 

robotic and AI would have on their business. Generally, the expectations were quite positive. 

Stakeholders considered that end users would benefit – amongst other things – from 

additional value in terms of effectiveness (11 %), from new business (11 %), and that they 

would also receive better quality services (10 %). At the same time, some respondents were 

concerned about the potential negative effects on privacy (6%), and fundamental rights (6 %), 

as well as the shortage of the necessary, highly skilled workforce (4 %). 
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According to stakeholders, the industry sectors that will experience the fastest economic 

growth in the short term (within the next three to five years) would be logistics and transport 

(19 %), healthcare (14 %), manufacturing (13 %), consumer robots such as used in domestic 

appliances, education (13 %), and financial services (10 %). Within these sectors, the key 

policy areas that would require most urgent EU intervention would be autonomous vehicles 

(29 %), medical robots (16 %), drones (13 %), and technologies for human repair and 

enhancement (13 %). Finally, the aspects that would urgently need to be addressed include 

liability rules (21 %), connectivity, intellectual property and flow of data (20 %), and ethics 

(19 %). 

Considering the responses given by both individuals and organisations, liability is by far the 

most urgent concern (51 % are strongly concerned and 30 % are concerned, while 19 % are 

either neutral or not concerned). However, when asked to evaluate the current EU regulatory 

framework on liability, the views of both individuals and organisations are quite mixed. Some 

38 % responded that no modifications are necessary; and 18 % said the opposite (i.e. major 

modifications to the current framework are required); 21 % considered that some 

modifications are required in both contractual and non-contractual liability; and 14 % would 

favour a non-legislative instrument in addition to the existing framework. 

More specifically stakeholders were asked whether they would support regulation of smart 

robots, or not: 

 a common European definition for a smart robot and which elements such a definition 

should include; 

 a registration system for advanced robots at EU level and what it should look like; 

 an EU framework for socially and ethically conscious technological development.  

Should a guiding ethical framework or a code of conduct for robotic engineers be established 

at EU level, respondents were asked what principles should be observed. According to the 

answers received, non-maleficence – the doctrine of 'first, do not harm', whereby robots 

should not harm a human – is the most important principle – followed by accountability – 

anticipating and accounting for the social, environmental and human health impacts that 

robotics may impose on present and future generations, as well as safety. 

A majority of respondents (around 60 %) were against creating a specific legal status for 

robots. Stakeholders do not see a necessity for establishing an obligatory insurance scheme 

for damages caused by autonomous robots, nor a compulsory insurance and compensation 

fund. 

On the necessity of EU action related to connectivity, intellectual property rights and the flow 

of data, the stakeholder reaction is mixed. According to organisations, as a matter of priority, 
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the EU should address: free movement of data, interconnected robots and AI network 

security, protection of personal data, and privacy in communication between humans, robots 

and AI.  

 
5. Results of the consultation and next steps 

The results of the consultation will help the European Parliament to address the ethical, 

economic, legal and social issues in the area of robotics and artificial intelligence for civil use. 

They could possibly also help the Parliament to define potential next steps and future policies 

at EU level, including, if appropriate, a possible revision of existing horizontal and/or sector-

specific EU legislation, or the introduction of new legislation.  

Please note that the contributions received are not the official position of the European 

Parliament and its services. They do not therefore prejudge any future decision of the 

European Parliament as to whether or not to propose legislation in this field or take any other 

relevant action.  

The results of the public stakeholder consultation will also feed into the forthcoming 

European Parliamentary Research Service Cost of Non-Europe on Robotics and Artificial 

Intelligence Report, expected to be published in October 2018, and that will be available on 

the Think Tank website of the European Parliament at 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/search.html?contributor=eava 

 
 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/home.html
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/search.html?contributor=eava

