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Minutes 

 

 

The meeting started at 11:06  

 

1. Adoption of the draft agenda. 

The draft agenda was adopted. 

2. Adoption of the minutes of the meeting of 15 July 2015.  

The minutes were adopted.  

3. Request by Insurance Europe for a modification of the minutes of the meeting of 23 

June 2015.  

The requested technical modification of the minutes of 23 June 2015 was approved and adopted by 

the Working Group.  

4. Presentation by Mr Raja Chatila, CNRS Senior Scientist, Director of ISIR - Institute 

of Intelligent Systems and Robotics, University Pierre et Marie Curie. 

Mr Chatila's presentation "On Ethical Questions in Robotics and Artificial Intelligence" opened up 

the merits of the meeting with the expressed intention to provide the members of the Working 

Group [hereinafter: WG] with a short overview of the matter in question. 

The speaker started its presentation with the characteristics of a single robot, claiming that a robot is 

not a software but rather a physical machine endowed with three basic capacities: (1) data 

acquisition and interpretation; (2) decision-making; (3) action and motion in the real world and two 

additional ones: (4) communication with the respective environment and (5) the ability to learn and 

improve. He added that these capacities may be developed up to various degrees of complexity 

(e.g.: humanoid robots). As regards the issue of autonomy (i.e. the system's ability to make 

decisions without any assistance) the speaker differentiated operational autonomy from decisional 

autonomy: the former is widely present in today's deployed systems (see autopilot mode) and 

relates to data processing to build basic representations (e.g. terrain models) in order to avoid 



 

operational setbacks; whereas the latter is related to the assessment of complex situations and to 

take non trivial decisions based upon that. 

Concerning the state of robotics research and applications Mr Chatila claimed that autonomous 

operation is only possible under specific circumstances (e.g. limited terrain) nevertheless a certain 

level of maturity to achieve operational capacities in motion planning, human-robot interaction and 

perception has been well reached by science.  

As to the application spheres of robots: robots are generally applied in manufacturing (machinery 

and heavy industry), hazardous environments (e.g. Curiosity rover on Mars) and in defence (e.g. 

war drones) to replace humans; in healthcare (e.g. magnetic microbots) to assist and help humans 

as well as to rehabilitate/augment humans; in entertainment (fun robots operating in schools, 

retirement homes etc.) to serve humans.  

Furthermore, Mr Chatila went on to address the ethical aspects of robotics research and application 

claiming that ethical and legal issues in the use of robots are becoming important to scientists
1
 and 

to the public. Yet, the latter is mostly not aware of the actual state of the art concerning scientific 

results in robotics and artificial intelligence. The speaker then presented the approach taken by 

CERNA
2
 regarding the ethical issues with the following conclusions: (1) it is impossible to predict 

all consequences of robotic applications; (2) a perspective on the ethics of research should be 

adopted; (3) application areas raising ethical issues: defence and security (e.g. drones, swarms etc.); 

robotic devices for rehabilitation and human augmentation; assistive robots for vulnerable and 

fragile persons; robot companions and robots for the general public (e.g. autonomous cars; sexual 

robots).  

Moreover, Mr Chatila pointed out that all autonomous systems are basically joint human-machine 

cognitive systems, since at some level of the application a human operator's supervision is always in 

the loop. The level of autonomy varies from complete human control on all decisions to situations 

where many functions are delegated to the robot. This is autonomy and authority sharing where 

both parties are imperfect: the machine possesses limited capabilities as it only does what is is 

programmed to do, also there are uncertainties regarding its perception and interpretation (e.g. 

hazards like environment changes); whereas the operator - being a human - is fallible, he/she can be 

stressed and reckless and does not always follow the procedures strictly. Therefore interaction 

between the parties is vital. Yet, it can be hindered by communication perturbations or over-

confidence in machines.  

Finally, Mr Chatila ran through the presentation's recommendations for research on autonomy, on 

human augmentation and rehabilitation as well as on affectivity and bio-mimicry. The speaker 

closed his presentation with four general conclusions: (1) robotics research needs an ethics charter; 

(2) an international consensus upon roboethics has to be reached; (3) correct balance has to be 

                                                 
1
 Scientists - motivated by reflections on their moral and legal responsibilities - have started to reflect on the question of 

robot ethics more than ten years ago (first workshop: 2004). Consequently, Ethical, Legal and Societal (ELS) issues 

(e.g. human identity; privacy; accountability; jobs etc.) have been addressed in several robotics project in the EU (FP6, 

FP7). Most importantly though, initiatives have been introduced toward forming ethics committees on robotics. 
2
 Commission de Reflexion sur l'Ethique de la Recherche en Sciences et Technologies du Numérique, formed in October 

2012. First case study (Nov. 2014): Éthique de la recherche en robotique (Ethics of research on robotics).  



 

struck between open research and ethical recommendations; (4) necessity to set up operational 

ethics committees for research practices in robotics. 

5. Presentation by Mr Mihalis Kritikos, Policy Analyst, Scientific Foresight Unit, EPRS 

The presentation of Mr Kritikos entitled "EU Ethics Appraisal and Robotics Ethics by Design" 

aimed to provide a clear picture about the ethical dimension of robotics research. 

Mr Kritikos made clear in the very beginning of his presentation that lawmakers need to create 

adequate space for ethics as law alone is not enough. Research must be legal and ethical: since 

over-reliance on law undermines extensive reflection on the meaning of norms. The speaker added 

that currently the general public and the representatives of science are preoccupied with the matters 

of risk, harm and protection.  

With regard to roboethics
3
 Mr Kritikos presented two main fields of ethics: (1) Engineering ethics 

puts responsibility on the engineers involved in the making of the machine with the focus on the 

moral decisions and responsibilities of designers; whereas (2) Machine ethics argues that ethics 

should be programmed into artificially intelligent systems, behaving autonomously in the 

environment. Furthermore, roboethics involves three ethical layers: (1) ethics of designers, creators 

and users; (2) ethical system inserted into robots; (3) ethics of how external people treat robots. The 

speaker strongly suggested the need for a continuous scrutiny of short-term and long-term ethical 

issues and underlined that - under the provisions on ethics of Horizon 2020 - research and 

innovation activities shall comply with ethical principles and relevant - national, union and 

international - legislation.  

Mr Kritikos defined three types of robots: (a) robots posing an ethical problem due to the type of 

service provided for or relationship with humans (i.e. sex robots; assistance robots); (b) robots that 

provide services with the possibility to cause harm to third parties or to the society (i.e. war drones; 

nanorobots); (c) robots that have moral agency aspects, making unclear who is responsible for their 

actions (i.e. self-learning and self-powered robots or robots that are able to externalise feelings). 

The speaker went on to address four major stages along the ethical autonomy continuum: (1) ethical 

determinations for the robots by remote control; (2) robots programmed to following specified rules 

(operational morality); (3) robots provided with varying degrees of ethical autonomy (functional 

morality); (4) robots with full ethical autonomy enabling them to make their own ethical decisions. 

As regards the implementation of ethical reasoning, three kinds of approaches are to be considered: 

(A) Top-down: robotic algorithms are created on the basis of a particular ethical theory; (B) Bottom-

up: creation of an environment wherein the autonomous robot can acquire its own ethical reasoning 

abilities; (C) Hybrid: merge between the former two approaches combining their advantages.   

Moreover, Mr Kritikos raised a few major questions regarding roboethics, such as what kind of 

ethical theory should we use in the programming of a code of ethics into a robot; or at what point 

should we consider a robot to be a "person", thus delegating some rights and responsibilities to it. 

Several common ethical recommendations were provided in the presentation, inter alia that robots 

are "only" tools designed to achieve human goals, thus they are not responsible agents; also, the 

                                                 
3
 Roboethics refers to the human ethics of the designers, manufacturers and users of robots and to the ethics of artificial 

systems.  



 

human's right to privacy as well as human frailty are always to be respected; finally, maximal 

transparency is required in the programming of robotic systems etc.  

Mr Kritikos finished his presentation with a bunch of suggestions regarding ethical frameworks, 

namely that they should make appropriate use of empirical researches; involve those who use the 

frameworks and who are affected by them; go towards analysing the issues instead of just 

identifying them; and finally the frameworks should promote reflection on the aims and 

implications of the project.  

Mr Andersson's first question related to Mr Chatila's claim that human augmentations have to be 

reversible in order to provide these people with the option to restore their original/previous 

condition, state and to avoid final merge with robotic elements. The MEP was interested in the 

feasibility of the separation when it comes to the application of augmentation regarding the human 

body. Mr Chatila asserted that restoration of the original physical state is a central ethical 

requirement in face of engineers when it comes to augmentation. The future role of ethics 

committees shall be tangible regarding ethical orientation of research and development in medical 

robotics.  

A debate followed. Mr Andersson's second question was posed to Mr Kritikos with regard to the 

system of ethics aiming to control and restrict the creation of robots. The MEP was curious about 

the possibility for a system of ethics to properly prevail in the making of robots. Mr Kritikos 

emphasized that ethics are to be considered a governing/guiding framework for the design, 

projection and production of robots addressed to the respective scientists. The question to answer is: 

WHY do scientists and engineers design robots in one way or another; what are the ethical, legal 

and social indicators to be taken into consideration by the projection of a(n) (autonomous) robot. Mr 

Kritikos added that researchers and scientists should be inspired by common ethical rules in order to 

prevent disharmonious functioning and application of robots within the social environment. 

Therefore the establishment of ethics committees at research universities and technology companies 

dealing with the projection of robots would be of critical importance. For the time being, however, 

either they do not exist or do not have real influence. Mr Kritikos also claimed that as a result of our 

divergent cultural socialization we follow different approaches regarding a preferred system of 

ethics. In any case, we should be aware that there is no perfect system. In this respect, in the 

formation of common ethics committees a fair balance should be struck on geographical and 

cultural basis. It raises the question though whether such committees are capable of the 

representation of the public concern with regard to the nature and extent of ethics in the sphere of 

robotic technologies.  

Ms Helga Stevens MEP made a remark on the collection of private information by bringing 

examples from the online data collection for example by Google to the robotic devices assisting in 

genetics. Mr Chatila claimed that robots are usually connected to the internet and that consequently 

all the private data they process and store by functioning in the private environment could be 

accessible by unauthorized users, companies, or by the state itself. Although there is a qualitative 

difference between (unauthorized) online data collection and similar actions carried out by robots. 

However, the problem arises out from the fact that robots can be hacked, thus all the stored private 

information can be landed in unauthorized and malicious hands.  



 

The MEP also made a reference to the unfortunate situation of people dependent on the assistance 

of a robotic device in their daily existence and the different ways their environment tends to 

consider them. Mr Chatila emphasized that human augmentation have the extra attribute to raise 

disabled people's dignity as they are able to perform similar or same actions as the people without 

any augmentation. At the same time though, being dependent on a machine can have negative effect 

on a person's dignity and self-esteem. 

Ms Delvaux MEP (chair of the Working Group) was curious about the state of the discussion on the 

international level regarding the ethical and legal issues of the research on robotics. Mr Chatila 

stated that the leading countries with respect to the research on R&AI are Japan, South Korea, USA 

and some European countries (such as France, Germany and GB), however there is not much 

conversation/connection between them for the moment.  

The Chair's next question was whether the engineers as well as scientists - assuming that they are 

not morally perfect either - follow ethical rules in designing and constructing a robot. Mr Chatila 

underlined that for the time being there is no code of ethics with binding effect on the activity of the 

experts. Currently neither the general public nor the scientists and engineers are sensitive to the 

ethical matters regarding robotics research and technology. However, sooner or later ethics 

committees should be set up at specialized universities, research units and tech-companies with the 

support of a clear and verifiable system of ethical rules subject to international political and 

scientific agreements.  

Ms Delvaux's last question concerned the responsibility of ethically compliant autonomous robots. 

Mr Chatila stressed that a machine - by definition - cannot be determined as a morally responsible 

agent given the mere fact that inanimate objects are clearly not subject to any kind of liability 

regime and as such they cannot be held legally responsible for their harmful actions. Mr Kritikos 

added that it does not seem possible to program a robot with a complete and reliable ethical 

"mindset" as we humans already lack a governing and coherent ethical code. It varies from culture 

to culture.    

6.  Presentation by Andrea Scrimali, JURI secretariat, of a draft Working Document on 

the Civil Law Liability of Robots.   

This item was postponed until the next meeting.  

7. Discussion on the work plan for the report, further meetings and other possible 

activities of the Working Group. 

Ms Delvaux has made the following recommendations: 

 The WG should finalise its report (at least its draft) by the end of May or June 2015; 

 The WG should bring together lawyers with scientists in the framework of a workshop being 

held in January or February 2015; 

 The WG should consider organising an exhibition along with a seminar on the legal aspects 

of robotics; 



 

 A lawyer well acquainted with the liability questions of robotics should be invited to the 

next WG meeting on 19 November 2015. 

8. Next meeting of the Working Group.  

Thursday, 19 November 2015.  

 

The meeting closed at 12:58 


