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 The meeting started at 9:04 with Eva KAILI, MEP and STOA Chair, in the chair. 

1. Adoption of the draft agenda (PE 690.026) 

 The Chair informed Members that, due to COVID-19-related restrictions, the meeting was conducted via the 

Interactio teleconferencing tool. Interpretation would not be available, due to the priority DG LINC had to 

assign to other meetings. Furthermore, she informed Members that the meeting was being webstreamed. 

− She then announced that the draft agenda was in the dossier and, as there were no requests for changes or 

additions, it was deemed adopted. 

2. Approval of draft minutes – STOA Panel meeting of 23 April 2021 (PE 690.018) 

 The Chair announced that the draft minutes of the Panel meeting of 23 April 2021 were in the dossier and, as 

there were no requests for changes, they were deemed approved (as in the file). 

3. STOA projects and other activities 

 The Chair informed Members that tables of ongoing projects and forthcoming events were in the dossier: 

 The first ‘STOA meets experts’ event, ‘Presentation of the STOA studies on health and environmental 

impacts of 5G, and of the ESMH knowledge map of 5G’, would take place on 31 May 2021, 10:00-11:45 

(Lead Panel Members: Ivo HRISTOV, Eva KAILI and Michèle RIVASI; Administrators responsible: 

Gianluca QUAGLIO and Svetla TANOVA). 

 Another ‘STOA meets experts’ event would be organised to present the STOA study on ‘Key Enabling 

Technologies and Europe’s technological sovereignty’ on 15 June 2021, 14:00- 15:00 (Lead Panel 

Member: Ivars IJABS; Administrator responsible: Nera KULJANIC). 

 The Chair also informed the Panel that the Bureau was recommending the approval of the workshop proposal 

on ‘A European research platform to exploit the complex natural substances for health’ from MEP and Panel 

member Patrizia TOIA (assessment by Gianluca QUAGLIO from the STOA Secretariat was in the dossier). 

 The Chair reported further that the European Science-Media Hub (ESMH) had published two articles, on: 

 28 April, on the ‘exposome’, including interviews with researchers from the European Human Exposome 

Network, linking up different EU projects to develop methods for identifying environmental exposure; 

 19 May, on the EU-funded project ‘Provenance’ on helping people evaluate online content, equipping 

them with media literacy skills and discouraging the sharing of unreliable information on social media. 

 On 26 May the ESMH had published an interview with Mike SCHÄFER from the University of Zurich, who 

talked about how accelerated science affects the quality of reporting, and how politics could ease the burden. 

 The Chair also noted that the Biden administration had launched an investigation into whether the pandemic 

was created in a lab and released by human mistake, or if it occurred naturally. Furthermore, Facebook and 

other social media had stopped marking content suggesting that the pandemic was man-made in a Chinese 

laboratory as “fake news”. In her view, this showed that it was problematic that social media platforms 

controlled online discussions, which therefore should not happen, unless a court rules that something is illegal. 

She suggested that the Panel should further monitor these developments. 

 Following these announcements, the Panel took note of the ongoing activities and endorsed their continuation. 

4. Update on STOA’s International Advisory Board and Centre for Artificial Intelligence (C4AI) 

 The Chair reported that, following publication of the proposed regulation on artificial intelligence (AI), a 

second meeting of the Board was in preparation, scheduled for 24 June 2021, 15:00 - 16:30. All Board 



2 

members had been invited to present their views on the AI Act in the form of ‘2 points in 2 minutes’, and the 

floor would be opened to all STOA Panel members and Board members during a Q&A and discussion session. 

 Following the withdrawal of one INAB member last month, the STOA Bureau was proposing to invite 

Professor John TASIOULAS to join the Board. He was Professor of Ethics and Legal Philosophy at Oxford 

University, and inaugural Director of its Institute for Ethics in AI. His input would be valuable, given the 

ongoing high-priority discussions on legal and ethical issues in AI regulation. 

 The Partnership on AI with the OECD1 Global Parliamentary Network was continuing with the development 

of a short series of podcasts: A first one was just published and two more were in the final phase of preparation. 

 Following this introduction, the Panel took note of the above activities in relation to STOA’s INAB and C4AI, 

endorsed their continuation and agreed to invite the proposed academic to become INAB member. 

5. Presentation of the outcomes of the Scientific Foresight study on ‘A framework for foresight 

intelligence’, including the ‘Guidelines for foresight-based policy analysis’ 

 The Chair introduced the subject, noting that this topic was at the heart of what STOA did. She explained the 

format of the presentation, which would take place in four parts. She then invited the Lead Panel Member, 

Ivars IJABS, MEP and STOA Second Vice-Chair, to introduce the studies. 

 Mr IJABS began by saying that the projects presented (study and guidelines) dealt with the same issue: 

thinking about the future not as forecast but as foresight. This approach was new and extremely useful for 

anticipating technological and societal developments. STOA should incorporate it in its work, especially as 

the administrator responsible, Lieve VAN WOENSEL, Head of the Scientific Foresight Service, had prepared 

a manual with guidelines on how to use it. The study was particularly relevant for STOA’s priorities, and 

furnished insight into many emerging technologies, possible trends and threats that should be addressed by 

policy. Mr IJABS thanked Ms VAN WOENSEL for her work. 

 The Chair thanked Mr IJABS for the introduction, and went on to welcome and give the floor to the speakers, 

Bjørn BEDSTED, David WINICKOFF and Lieve VAN WOENSEL. 

 Ms VAN WOENSEL explained the context of the presentations, highlighting that the two parts of the study 

underpinned STOA’s methodological foundations. The combination of existing capacities at STOA with high-

quality foresight support tools could add an additional level of foresight intelligence to STOA’s toolkit. The 

overall purpose of this exploration was to ensure that the work done by STOA was future-fit, not only in time 

but also in society, and that STOA helped the European Parliament in its preparedness. The study included 

methods for using knowledge about trends as well as engagement tools. 

 She noted that horizon scanning was the systematic exploration, acquisition and use of information about 

events, phenomena and trends, and their mutual relationships. A specialised team with a wide variety of 

expertise was needed to select signals, scan a collection of issues and forces that drive change, and synthesise 

the findings into relevant reports and actions. However, STOA did not have the expertise, and for STOA it 

was an instrument, not the purpose. Therefore STOA used ‘Futures Platform’, a tool that could support STOA 

for horizon scanning work. STOA had created several horizon scans using this tool (included in the report). 

 Ms VAN WOENSEL then showed an example of a post-COVID-19 world horizon scan, in which there were 

different groups, time horizons, and indications about the plausibility of an event happening. 

 She concluded that horizon scanning could assist STOA in two ways: At the policy level, it could assist the 

Panel’s strategic reflections and long-term planning, and at the policy-analyst level it could provide a view of 

issues and interconnections that might become important for European policy. 

 Then the Chair gave the floor to Mr BEDSTED from the Danish Board of Technology (DBT) Foundation. He 

noted that the DBT Foundation was an associate member of the European Parliamentary Technology 

Assessment (EPTA) network (of which STOA was a founding member) and had experience with online 

stakeholder engagement, which was important for policy-makers to understand and react to new technological 

developments, given the different perspectives of academic experts, industry and civil society organisations. 

 As he explained, in STOA’s genome editing foresight exercise, the DBT Foundation took as a starting point 

the four governance options identified in the related Rathenau institute study: (1) no revision of the current 
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directive, (2) amendment that makes it lenient towards new CRISPR-Cas9 methods, (3) a level-based approach 

focusing on the degree of genetic changes, and (4) a level-based approach focusing on the societal factors. 

 He then reported that STOA and the DBT Foundation had developed material to inform the stakeholder 

engagement process and survey questions (arguments for and against, and further comments) using the 

EngageSuite platform developed by the DBT Foundation. STOA had invited a ‘core group’ of 25 stakeholders 

to respond to the survey. Each core group member was asked to nominate three of their contacts to complete 

the survey  the so-called ‘snowball’ method. Of 52 stakeholders invited in total, 40 had responded. In general, 

it seemed that many of the concerns and wishes were continuations of well-known discussions about genome 

editing, and the introduction of hypothetical policy options enriched the discussions with new details and 

perspectives. He concluded by expressing appreciation for the collaboration with STOA colleagues. 

 David WINICKOFF, from the OECD, took the floor, arguing that the STOA Foresight Service and the model 

it had developed were one of the key case studies in their foresight project. There were new needs and demands 

for strategic intelligence to understand the deep technological and socio-technical trends in the face of new 

uncertainties (pandemics, climate change, digital transformation). The call for ‘just transitions’ had created 

new mandates for inclusive processes and methods, of the kind presented by Mr BEDSTED. The OECD saw 

this as an important moment for rethinking technology assessment (TA) and technology foresight (TF). 

 The speaker then described the differences between TA and TF. TF was a systematic process of controlled 

speculation, a means to anticipate future opportunities and challenges to inform policy, particularly with regard 

to emerging fields of science. It used scenario building, road mapping, Delphi techniques, and the 

identification of megatrends including horizon scanning. TA was the study and evaluation of new technologies 

at the science, society and policy interface. STOA brought these two approaches together. 

 Mr WINICKOFF addressed four key questions: (1) The diversity of TA/TF: What were good practices and 

useful approaches? (2) Setting agendas and making good decisions: How could TA/TF better build capacity 

of policy-makers and society? (3) Interest in resilience as a goal, the emergence of Sustainable Development 

Goals in policy: Were new tools and institutions necessary in the face of these developments? (4) What kind 

of data infrastructures, evidence and tools were needed for effective TA/TF? He concluded that the 

combination of TA and TF was a promising trend. Bringing policy and society into the frame of TA was 

important for controversial technologies. The commitment to independent advice-making and the transparency 

of the process made the approach potentially influential in the context of OECD countries. 

 Ms VAN WOENSEL then made the final presentation, on the guidelines for foresight-based policy analysis. 

In 2015 STOA had adopted a foresight approach for the study of science and technology-related complex or 

controversial policy issues. The first publication using this new approach was on robotics. Other parliamentary 

and advisory bodies were also exploring foresight approaches for better policy analysis. This was therefore a 

good occasion to share STOA’s best practices with the wider policy and policy advisory community. 

 She then gave a succinct definition of TA as the study and assessment of the effects of new technology on 

society. This meant that STOA worked at the interface between science and policy, also considering the impact 

on society. She then showed the six building blocks of a scientific foresight project: (1) assess the policy issue 

proposal; (2) understand the ecosystem of the issue; (3) collect and analyse the evidence; (4) understand the 

societal context; (5) combine the evidence from the scientific part with the insights into societal concerns in a 

briefing paper with ‘assessed’ policy options, bridging the gap between the two; and (6) communicate the 

outcomes to the Parliament, using the full portfolio of communication channels including detailed studies, 

four-page briefings, blog posts in accessible language, and even short tweets. This six-step process was a 

general guideline, not a rigid directive. Variations were possible to better fit the purpose of the project. For 

instance, sometimes stakeholders were involved at different points, such as in the designing phase through a 

workshop to get initial feedback from those potentially affected by a technology. 

 Ms VAN WOENSEL expressed the hope that her presentation had provided a succinct idea of the foresight 

process in theory and practice. 

 The Chair thanked the speakers for their presentations, and gave the floor to Mr IJABS to lead the discussion. 

 Mr IJABS asked whether there were possibilities to include, by AI or other means, the cultural representations 

of futures as a tool or guide to develop foresight, for example through novels, movies etc., which could serve 

as a source of inspiration in participatory TA. 
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 Ms VAN WOENSEL responded that AI could mainly collect raw information for foresight, even focusing on 

connections between different terms and technologies. She argued that scenario work was interesting for 

complex and controversial issues, and movies presented ‘ideal’ scripts. Designing a fictional scenario that 

everyone could understand could help connect people to a story. 

 Mr WINICKOFF continued that literature and movies were vehicles for the public to relate to technology. 

This was positive because it was a way of relating people to technology and thinking about futures and could 

be a good tool for getting people involved in scenario building. But it could also be potentially negative if it 

created a bias towards dystopian futures. So, one had to be careful in selecting appropriate resources. 

 Mr BEDSTED added that the DBT Foundation did sometimes use cultural representations for citizens’ 

engagement to help them envisage alternative futures, both utopian and dystopian, as a starting point for the 

discussion of the kind of future they would like to steer technological developments towards. 

 The Chair then gave the floor to Christian EHLER, MEP and STOA First Vice-Chair, who asked, given that 

the European Commission had a competence centre on foresight at the Joint Research Centre, to what extent 

their foresight analyses were comparable to those of STOA. He also expressed concern over the “societal 

context” in the guidelines, because it seemed to gather judgements using the precautionary principle, which 

was increasingly seen as an arbitrary and unscientific methodology. In his opinion, the precautionary principle 

and the Commission’s “do no harm” principle for funding science led to paralysis of knowledge gathering. 

 Ms VAN WOENSEL responded that she was in regular contact with the Commission’s foresight services. The 

systems were similar, and both tried to work in a holistic, inter-disciplinary and participatory manner. The 

difference was in the type of decision-makers: in the Parliament they are politicians, whereas in the 

Commission these are mainly officials drafting legislation. STOA’s foresight approach includes undesirable 

futures and how they can be anticipated, while the Commission focuses on a vision of where they want to be. 

 She went on to argue that bias was responsible for the gap between evidence and policy. It was sometimes 

difficult to find fully neutral experts, as they might have a pro-technology bias. The key was being aware of 

biases and using inter-disciplinarity. On the precautionary principle, STOA used the information from the 

societal context not to turn it into policy options, but to inform policy on what the concerns are. The advice 

was not society-based, it was evidence-based, but assessed according to what was learned from society. 

 Mr BEDSTED added that, regarding the precautionary principle, he did not see the inclusion of stakeholders 

and asking for their wishes and concerns as favouring a precautionary approach, but rather as due diligence 

that offered policy-makers an overview of the different arguments stakeholders might have, and gave them a 

better opportunity of assessing those arguments and making up their own minds as elected representatives. 

 Mr WINICKOFF contributed that there was a question of structural bias: It was possible, but including a broad 

range of stakeholders and getting people to think and talk about positive visions and hopes, not just fears, was 

a critical piece of this. It was not a yes or no to technology, it was about what kind of future for technology. 

 Mr EHLER noted that a recent study on stakeholders’ positions towards technologies found that there were 

stakeholders positively  economically or scientifically  interested in technologies, and others who were 

sceptical about and against it. There was no definition or engagement of stakeholders who positively related 

to technology. He asked whether this reaching out to societal perceptions of technology was biased per se, or 

if there was a way to measure more than the organised resistance. 

 Ms VAN WOENSEL responded that STOA used the STEEPED scheme to ensure a balanced discussion 

including diverse stakeholders. In the online engagement they tried to understand and reformulate each other’s 

hopes or fears in a way that everyone understood, without agreeing on what was right or wrong. Foresight 

tried to consider the societal context and acceptance without discounting the evidence for policy-making. 

 Mr BEDSTED added that it was difficult to find a wide range of stakeholders that could weigh in on the 

discussion. Usually there were, on the one hand, people with a professional and economical interest, and, on 

the other, non-governmental organisations (NGOs) with often limited resources for engaging in discussions. 

An informed engagement process would try to translate technical knowledge into language that societal actors 

could understand (e.g. what the DBT Foundation and STOA did in the consultation on genome editing). 

 Mr EHLER stated that studies showed that this approach would not work, because, by definition, if you had a 

stake, then you had a specific interest. This work showed that without, for example, polling instruments, 

stakeholder consultations were scientifically and empirically problematic, as they did not give a proper 
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reflection of society, but judged and biased further by interpreting stakeholders’ interests. He further noted 

that what Mr BEDSTED said worried him: Saying that NGOs were often underfinanced was a problematic 

and biased judgement. Looking at recent discussions on copyright, for example, NGOs were better financed 

than other stakeholders, because big American tech companies invested in them to influence public opinion. 

 Ms VAN WOENSEL responded that there was a second way to bridge the gap between evidence and policy: 

For evidence to make sense for policy, a multidisciplinary approach could help. 

 Mr WINICKOFF added that he appreciated the scepticism, and the OECD did not have a strong viewpoint yet 

on this, as different kinds of foresight used participation differently. It depended on how one designed, 

interpreted and used participation. If one saw the results of citizens’ engagement not as determinant of what 

citizens believed, but rather as a way to enrich the understanding of the stakes of the technology, then this 

could be relevant for policy choices and could add to strategic intelligence. The sample did not need to be fully 

representative of the entire population. Also, to have a process of strategic intelligence that excluded the input 

of a variety of actors might have a detrimental effect on how that advice was perceived beyond the Parliament. 

 Mr BEDSTED seconded that stakeholder engagement provided additional strategic intelligence that could 

help inform policy choices. With his generic comments on NGOs, he wanted to make sure that attention was 

paid to which kind of societal actors had the resources to engage in participatory processes, and that might 

well vary from time to time and from subject to subject. 

 The Chair concluded that the study and the guidelines would be finalised and published on the STOA website, 

and they would be widely distributed within and outside of the Parliament. 

6. Any other business 

 The Chair recalled that, in November 2020, the Panel had decided to continue holding its meetings in hybrid 

form, according to a schedule (rest of 2021: 18 June, 16 July, 10 September, 15 October, 19 November and 

10 December), to be revised if purely physical meetings became possible. Given the present uncertainties, the 

Panel agreed to the Bureau’s recommendation to hold its meetings until the summer break in hybrid form, 

physically based in Brussels. In July, it would take stock of the situation and decide about the rest of the year. 

 Concerning the Panel meeting planned for 18 June, DG LINC informed STOA that, due to the plenary of the 

Conference on the Future of Europe, they could not provide interpretation that day and advised STOA to 

change the date of the Panel meeting. The Chair suggested moving it to 25 June, and there were no objections. 

7. Date and place of next meeting 

 The Chair finally announced that the next Panel meeting would take place on Friday, 25 June 2021, from 11:00 

to 12:30, physically (Room SPINELLI 1G3 (t.b.c.)) and online via Interactio, featuring a presentation of the 

outcomes of the Technology Assessment study on ‘Innovative technologies shaping the 2040 battlefield’. 

The meeting ended at 10:38. 
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