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Summary of Neuroethics Pre-Summit Workshop 
Uppsala, Sweden | May 20-21, 2019 

I. Introduction 
The Public Engagement in Neuroethics Pre-summit Workshop was held in Uppsala, Sweden on 

May 20-21, 2019, sponsored by the Human Brain Project and The Kavli Foundation. This workshop 
served as an information-gathering planning retreat for the third annual Global Neuroethics Summit 
(GNS) and its related activities. The Global Neuroethics Summit is the annual meeting of the Neuroethics 
Workgroup (WG) of the International Brain Initiative (IBI). GNS will be held September 25-27, 2019 in 
Daegu, Republic of Korea with the theme of “A Year of Engagement toward a Lifetime of Practice.” The 
Summit pursues varying strategies for addressing the societal and ethical implications of emerging 
neuroscience and neurotechnologies. As neuroscience is increasingly a global endeavor, neuroethics 
must be equally prepared to address global values. The priority for public engagement arose from the 
second annual Global Neuroethics Summit, where a need for meaningful and successful efforts at the 
junction of these two areas was recognized. Neuroethics is a key point of entry for public engagement 
with neuroscience research. As such, there is a need for researching strategies and creating best 
practices for public engagement in a variety of cultural and geographic settings. Given the complexity of 
this year’s task, we have set a multi-step approach. The first, a 2-day Global Neuroethics Pre-Summit 
Workshop, was held in partnership with the Human Brain Project (HBP) via the Danish Board of 
Technology Foundation. The second, a 2-day GNS in Daegu, will coincide with the 2019 International 
Brain Research Organization Congress. 

 The Global Neuroethics Pre-Summit Workshop focused on some basic conceptual features, to 
establish a necessary baseline understanding before moving forward with neuroethics engagement 
strategies (http://hbp.tekno.dk/events/global-neuroethics-engagement-pre-summit-workshop/). At the 
Global Neuroethics Pre-Summit Workshop, we sought to establish the foundation for our September 
Global Neuroethics Summit. The main objectives were to: (1) debrief the group and discuss the 
neuroethics engagement landscaping report conducted by the National Informal STEM Education 
Network; (2) define and operationalize engagement and neuroethics in the context of the Global 
Neuroethics work in the International Brain Initiative; (3) identify goals, methodologies, and audiences 
for engaging neuroethics using the Neuroethics Questions for Neuroscientists (NeQN) topics as a point 
of departure; and (4) establish foundations to design innovative engagement projects accomplished 
with the collaboration and momentum of the IBI. 

This effort is a critical part of the transformation and growth of the fields of engagement, 
neuroethics, and neuroscience. As noted prior to the start of the meeting, the magnitude of a potential 
project, engaging the public in neuroethics, is greater than initially imagined.  The project promises to 
serve as an exemplar of ethics integration in science engagement. The Global Neuroethics Pre-summit 
Workshop Organizing Committee consisted of Lise Bitsch, Jayatri Das, Lars Klüver, Sung-Jin Jeong, 
Caroline Montojo, Darrell Porcello, Khara Ramos, Karen Rommelfanger, Arleen Salles, Brooke Smith. 
Additional details regarding attendees and their projects can be found in the Appendix.  Attendees at 
the Global Neuroethics Pre-Summit Workshop included representatives from many disciplines, 
backgrounds, and projects.  The heterogenous group brought forward a wide variety of perspectives and 
expertise to address the multifaceted dimensions of public engagement in neuroethics.  
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II. Defining Our Terms 
 Much early discussion at the Workshop 
surrounded a collective realization that even the 
most fundamental terms can have multiple or 
layered meanings, indicating a clear benefit for 
using working definitions or acknowledging the 
nuance in these terms. What does engagement 
in neuroethics mean? 
 
The Public 
 
There are many “publics;” publics can be 
defined by a myriad of audiences where any 
cross-section of the general population could be 
implicated. For example, groups that differ in 
demographic, geographic, professional sector, 
or general interests may form audience groups.  
Having a stronger understanding of who the target “public” is for a science engagement activity could 
improve its impact. It may be assumed that with science engagement, the public is anyone who is a non-
scientist. The purpose of engagement and science communication has often been to empower citizens 
to have a better understanding more significant involvement in science. 
 

However, it was noted that our target public for neuroethics engagement might often include 
scientists and non-scientists, since both groups have rarely had opportunities to engage with 
neuroethics in a more structured and deliberate way. Therefore, in some ways neuroethics engagement 
content and strategies would be similar for both scientist and non-scientist populations. The public in 
many cases will be defined as a variety of stakeholders in neuroethical issues, e.g., scientists, patients, 
clinicians, policy makers, engineers and scientists, law professionals, etc. 

 
Engagement 
  
Engagement is science can involve a 
number of methodologies. In a Venn 
diagram (Figure 1), engagement was 
described as overlapping with a 
variety of activities including 
communication, outreach and 
informal science education.  The 
expertise in this area comes from 
varied disciplines as well from social 
scientists in academia to practitioners 
in science museums.  
 
The importance of first defining a goal 
was heavily emphasized (see section 
below for in-depth discussion 
surrounding goals and methods). One 

Figure 1: Venn diagram of Public Engagement 

Figure 2: Approaches to Engagement from Brooke Smith 
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suggested definition was, “engagement is involvement that gives [citizens] influence.”  This definition is 
influenced by Arnsten’s Ladder of Citizen Participation introduced in 1969, which has since undergone 
critique and a variety of derivations. 

 
Historically and often still today, public “communication” about science has been practiced through a 
“deficit model,” or communicating with the public about science in a way that assumes a skeptical public 
is at a deficit of information and therefore lacks insight to participate thoughtfully in a conversation 
about science. This approach has been shown to be ineffective for science communication. With greater 
appreciation that the public has a valuable perspective to share even as non-experts, and with an 
emphasis on the value of an exchange of information with the public, the field has moved toward a 
bidirectional dialog or “engagement”. In the end, science engagement, for our purposes, is defined as an 
attempt to facilitate bidirectional exchange between scientists and publics which sometimes first 
requires one-way sharing of information, but remains dedicated to an end goal of a two-way exchange 
of information.   
 
For neuroethics engagement, numerous goals and corresponding methodologies are likely useful. Given 
the group’s interest in discussing philosophical societal and ethical implications for neuroscience, 
ultimately a bi-directional exchange of information is desirable whether that exchange occurred with 
scientists, non-scientists, or both. In this case, the expertise will need to be cultivated. Ethics, as an 
opportunity to discuss fundamental values, meanings, and applications of neuroscience is a natural 
subject to be integrated into science engagement and effective neuroethics engagements will need 
experts from neuroscience, engagement and neuroethics. 
 
Neuroethics 
 
The complexities in defining engagement are also seen with defining neuroethics. Just as the term 
“engagement” has many meanings with the goals and methods of engagement being often defined by 
disciplinary background, so does “neuroethics”. The definition of neuroethics and how to approach it is 
closely linked to the context in which one is using the term.  While the classic divisions in neuroethics 
were discussed 1) the ethics of neuroscience and the neuroscience of ethics (Roskies, 2002), we 
discussed a few additional divisions. 

  
Three main definitions were discussed (see 
Table 1): (1) Neuro-bioethics, which refers 
often to examining the practice of 
neuroscience. Neuro-bioethics mirrors 
classic bioethics questions such as issues 
around informed consent and how to dispel 
hype in public misrepresentations of 
science. (2) empirical neuroethics, which 
uses neuroscientific data to inform abstract 
or theoretical concepts such as cognitive 
capacity and moral reasoning, and (3) 
conceptual neuroethics, which focuses on 
the relevant concepts that play key roles in 
neuro-bioethics and empirical neuroethics 
and provides an analysis of key scientific 

Table 1: Definitions of Neuroethics 
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and philosophical notions on topics such as if and how neuroscience might be useful in describing 
concepts such as consciousness and what it means to be human. 
 
While many of the brain projects lean toward the “neuro-bioethics” model, there is significant value, as 
is routinely practiced with the HBP, in conceptual approaches as well.  
 

III. Methods and Goals 
 
When considering engagement methods, maintaining sight of its purpose is paramount. Engagement 
“goes further than information, communication or even dialogue, [it] builds on good and balanced 
information, deliberation, and well-structured processes, which should be selected, developed, and 
adapted to the specific purpose and situation.” For these reasons, the selection of a method must follow 
clear, established goals to answer the following questions (content pulled from slides): 

● What is your problem? 
● Who is your audience? 
● What would you like to achieve? 
● What sample do you need? 
● What method is available for your aim? 
● What are your resources and skills? 

 
There are also important questions about when to engage during the neuroscientific research process: 

● During the selection of research questions phase 
● During design stages of research project 
● During the conduct of the research project 
● After research is completed during result dissemination  

 
And finally, when considering why engagement is needed, questions to consider include: 

● Bi-directional process that generates research of higher quality and impact 
● Improved understanding of subject 
● Viewpoint diversity 
● Inform and support public and stakeholders 
● Inspire future researchers 

 
The Neuroethics Engagement Landscaping Report from NISE Network (report forthcoming, July-August 
2019) is the result of 47 structured interviews conducted internationally (mostly via phone).  The report 
is not an exhaustive list but rather provides a snapshot of public engagement with neuroscience and 
ethics.  There is currently no standard set of neuroethics engagement activities. The report focused on 
asking neuroscientists and neuroethicists, many of whom were not necessarily engagement experts, but 
content experts, as well as engagement specialists about their current activities that intersect with 
neuroscience and ethics. More specifically, experts were interviewed about activities as they related to 
the NeQN topics. 
  
To build a global neuroethics engagement strategy, we first need to look to neuroscience engagement 
strategies and look for components that would align with goals for global neuroethics engagement. Five 
primary strategies were identified for neuroscience engagement, each with their pros and cons. Many of 
these strategies were also commonly used in communication efforts of the brain initiatives. 
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In considering best practices for neuroethics engagement that would be relevant on a global stage, 
several trends and opportunities were identified. First, while there were some widely distributed 
experts doing engagement relevant to establishing global neuroethics strategies, the prevalence of 
engagement was unevenly distributed across the globe and dependent on expertise and resources. 
Second, the NeQNs were not equally prioritize equally by those involved in neuroscience engagement. 
Third, academic culture is not optimally aligned to support or incentivize public engagement (e.g., 
academic advancement or tenure evaluation processes show inconsistent valuation of public 
engagement). Likely, this is in part due to funding availability and the lack of recognition of the 
importance of engagement activities for academic scientists and neuroethicists. 
 
These themes presented some opportunities for developing the field of global neuroethics engagement. 
In doing this landscaping report, a number of individuals expressed interest in doing engagement and 
even in future collaboration on this topic. There is the potential to break down silos and foster 
relationships between scientists, ethicists, engagement practitioners and more. There is also an 
opportunity to create and provide shared training resources for facilitation dialogue and mutual 
learning, in global neuroethics engagement. Finally, there is an opportunity to enrich networks in local 
communities to increase citizen participation and dialogue in global neuroethics engagement activities.  
While science engagement and neuroscience engagement in particular often involves ethically relevant 
topics, there were no clear strategies for doing a culturally aware engagement or for neuroethics 
engagement. 
 
Next, we looked to the existing and emerging brain projects to identify what neuroscience engagement 
strategies currently exist. All engagement methods carry advantages and disadvantages and of the brain 
projects have selected their modes of engagement based on available resources, expertise, and goals for 
engagement. Most projects have some form of neuroscience engagement and nascent neuroethics 
engagement strategies some intentionally focused on neuroethics and some less so. 
 
Established and emerging brain projects and methodologies 
 
The Danish Board of Technology (DBT) Foundation serves as the public engagement team for HBP. Their 
undertakings include educational programs, pilot programs for museums (tested in three museums thus 
far), test groups with sometimes controversial sessions, and distributed materials.  Their ambitious 
mission-oriented research covers 28 countries.  The Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) 
principles are heavily incorporated; it’s embedded in the work and also used in understanding the 
regional specific views. Looking ahead, DBT plans to examine long-term implication of neuroscience and 
SP12 could be equipped with large work packages to contribute to community building efforts. They will 
be focusing on neuroethics engagement in near-future projects. 
  
According to DBT, in public engagement there are 57 “mother” methods, with 90 different criteria to 
select them (Table 2, below).  The choice in method matters immensely: the choice of methodology 
must match the desired goals for engagement.  For example, dialogue during meetings or panels, which 
dominates the field, is also not very democratic because experts are selected to discuss topics amongst 
themselves with little public input.  Interview meetings combine a survey with group interview to 
understanding distribution of viewpoints, as well as reasons behind them.  Citizen meetings or hearing 
involve hundreds to thousands of citizens gathered to deliberate on desirable directions or build on local 
knowledge.  Surveys often produce reflexive answers, as opposed to reflective answers.  Both may have 
their appropriate place and use. Future visions workshops, open spaces, development spaces, or “un-
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conferencing” have emerged in most recent years and demonstrate the creative opportunities within 
the field. 
 
Attendees from the Office of Scientific Liaison (OSL) at the National Institute of Neurological Disorders 
and Stroke (NINDS) represented the US BRAIN Initiative’s emphasis on both neuroethics and 
engagement.  Neuroethics efforts aim to integrate neuroethics through all aspects of the Initiative, and 
include a Neuroethics Working Group that provides expert input on neuroethics and publishes points to 
consider on key ethical challenges for the Initiative; funded neuroethics research; collaborations to 
integrate neuroethics into neuroscience research; and workshops on neuroethics topics that are 
important for the Initiative. Engagement activities focus on various audiences: public (lay public, 
patients, patient organizations, policy makers, etc.) and scientific (clinicians, scientists across fields, 
engineers, trainees, etc.). Engagement activities include maintaining the US BRAIN Initiative’s online 
presence through websites and social media; producing printed informational documents and 
pamphlets; organizing symposia and exhibits for science conferences; engagement with younger 
audiences (e.g. Brains are Us, Brain Awareness Week); programs supporting women in STEM; the Annual 
US BRAIN Initiative Investigators Meeting; an annual non-profit forum; and connection with the media 
through press releases and interviews. 
 
The efforts in public engagement for the Korea Brain Initiative are associated with efforts based out of 
the Korea Brain Research Institute (KBRI). These include many neuroscience outreach activities, 
primarily focused on trainees and students.  Examples of these outreach activities include: (1) a Brain 
Show with 300-400 high school students and neuroscience professors, to inspire students to pursue 
neuroscience careers, (2) the KBRI Brain Museum, with a notable sculpture representing the importance 
of philosophy and brain science, (3) an upcoming live show where KBRI has invited Nobel Laureate Erwin 
Neher, (4) the International Brain Bee, in partnership with IBRO, and (4) KBRI has a research and 
education program to target women and recruit them into STEM fields, at the high school level. For 
neuroethics engagement the “Montreal Document” was translated to Korean to introduce neuroethical 
concepts to students and parents at neuroscience engagement events. Further, in partnership with 
IBRO, a neuroethics module was offered in the Advanced School trainee (graduate students and 
postdoctoral fellows in neuroscience) course. This module was also adapted and taught by the GNS co-
chairs at the Chinese Academy of Sciences, Institute on Neuroscience in Shanghai. Additional work has 
been done with hired research companies experiences with large-scale public surveys to assess public 
(non-scientist) awareness of neuroscience and neuroethical awareness through a survey with 1,028 
respondents focused on five neuroethics scenarios.  
 
From Japan’s Brain/MINDS Beyond project, a representative from the “research enhancement strategy” 
office described their work to serve as a response window, promotes the internal programs, and 
encourages collaboration among offices.  
 
The neuroethics and public engagement considerations from the China Brain Project are deeply rooted 
in the history and culture of China, which emphasize family and community as opposed to independent 
personhood.  Public engagement in the China Brain Project focuses on reducing stigma surrounding 
neuropsychiatric disease and mental health.  They expressed particular difficulties establishing brain 
banks; nuanced cultural traditions make organ donation challenging.  A multimodal approach to this, 
using an easier registration process with Alipay and WeChat, has already shown an increase in public 
interest in brain donation (Wang et al, 2019). The younger generation of future donors is being targeted 
as they are viewed as having more openness to brain donation. 
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The Australian Brain Alliance (ABA) and the Australian National Centre for Public Awareness of Science 
focus on stakeholder engagement to garner government and citizen support for neuroscience and the 
proposal to launch the Australian Brain Initiative.  Stakeholders include policy makers, scientists, 
researchers, and legal professionals, and the project engages them on expectations from technology, 
use of new knowledge, and identifying unintended use and risks.  The Australian Brain Alliance is 
especially interested in neurotechnology and translational research.  The Australian National Centre for 
Public Awareness focuses on the public engagement side, and both groups incorporate dialog with the 
Indigenous Advisory Council.  With a public health approach to mental and neurological disorders, the 
ABA formed the Australian Neuroethics Network.  Public debates are held surrounding new 
technologies, and a neuroscience course for law schools is being proposed.  Additional ABA activities 
include panel discussions hosted by a well-known local national journalist, with different representative 
from society (videos can be found on the Center for Integrative Brain Function website).  These events 
also include surveys to gain more knowledge about audience viewpoints.  Generally, the ABA tries to 
grow the field of neuroethics through public forum, influencing policy, and increasing patient 
empowerment to encourage the conversations around neurotechnologies and their potential users. 
 
Empirical methodologies 
 
We also took time to focus on goals and opportunities with empirical, social science methods such as 
quantitative surveys and qualitative interviews. Some examples were listed as they related to some of 
the NeQN and important consideration for local aboriginal populations in Australia and Canada that 
could be relevant to many of the other brain projects. 
 
Social Science Methodologies, as described by Adrian Carter, Cynthia Forlini, and Jennifer Chandler: 

• Qualitative methodology 
• Used to gather experiences, views and attitudes 
• Interviews, focus groups, free text surveys, database searches for relevant texts (e.g. 

media, policy) 
• Discourse, content, thematic analysis 

• Quantitative methodology 
• Gather public opinion, prevalence, correlation between different factors (e.g. views, 

demographics) 
• Surveys (self-report) 
• Experimental designs (e.g. measure impact of neuroscientific models on behavior and 

attitudes) 
• Statistical analysis 

• Participatory methods 
• Deliberative democracies and citizen juries 

 
 

IV. Synthesis of Methodologies and Goals 
 
 



8 
 

Table 2: Synthesis of Methodologies and Goals 

Method Goal (intended 
outcome and 
audience) 

Advantages Disadvantages Example(s) 

Structured 
assessment 
of public 
opinions & 
attitudes 

To obtain a 
generalizable 
understanding of 
community- or 
population-level 
attitudes that can 
help define cultural 
context and 
societal values 
about a particular 
issue  

Useful for shaping 
research priorities, 
public policy, or 
communication 
strategies  
 
Can be administered 
at scale to reach 
large numbers of 
people  
 
Allows comparisons 
of trends in public 
opinion at different 
periods of time  

Type of information 
obtained, and its 
accuracy, is highly 
dependent on design 
and sampling 
methodology  
 
Finding the right level 
of background 
context to elicit 
meaningful answers 
can be challenging 

Deliberative 
dialogue 
 
Interviews and 
surveys 
 
Online comment 
analysis 

Interactive 
exhibits, 
public 
programs & 
informal 
STEM 
learning 

To create fun, 
social learning 
experiences that 
spark interest and 
motivation in 
participants, while 
contributing to a 
personal identity of 
knowing about and 
using STEM  

Lasting cognitive and 
emotional 
connections to 
physical 
environments with 
immersive and 
interactive 
components 
 
Free-choice 
experiences that 
allow formative 
conversations with 
peers and facilitators 
 
Supported by a 
professional 
community of 
practitioners, 
especially in 
museums, with 
expertise in 
evaluation and 
research  

Often based on 
experiences with 
phenomena and 
materials rather than 
dialogue about 
societal impacts 
 
Minimal interaction 
between museums 
and other types of 
venues limits 
opportunities for peer 
learning in creating 
high-quality 
experiences 

Exhibitions, often 
employing 
multisensory 
interactivity, new 
technologies, 
social 
engagement, 
physicality, and 
flow 
 
Public programs 
such as summer 
camps, after-
school programs, 
science festivals, 
or other facilitated 
learning programs 
outside of school 

Inspirational 
media 
through 
partnerships 
with artists 

To channel 
imagination into 
expression, 
visualize the 
unseen in science, 
or verbalize 
unspoken 

Builds bridges 
between disparate 
communities by 
creating a common 
point of connection 
 

Art installations or 
media platforms are 
often ephemeral, 
limiting long-term 
reach 
 

Artistic 
interpretations of 
science, shared in 
a public forum 
 
Narrative 
performance, e.g. 
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emotions, through 
creative work 

Sparks introspection 
and curiosity about 
neuroscience by 
adding context, 
emotions, and 
aesthetics 
 
Provides relatable 
characters or 
situations with which 
to consider 
theoretical concepts 
and ethical 
quandaries 

Depth of impact can 
be dependent on 
opportunities for in-
person dialogue 

theatre, film, or 
radio, bringing 
together artists 
and scientists 

Expert 
discussions 
for public 
audiences 

To bring together 
experts, 
representing 
different 
perspectives of 
multiple 
disciplines, to 
discuss a 
particular topic in 
front of a public 
audience 

Relative ease of 
implementation 
 
Provides 
opportunities to build 
professional 
connections across 
disciplines 
 
Opportunities for 
public stakeholders 
to provide real-world 
perspectives to 
complement and 
challenge academic 
experts  

The inherent one-to-
many style of 
interaction limits the 
potential for 
meaningful dialogue 
 
Possibility of 
perpetuating the 
deficit model of 
science 
communication 

Professional 
conference events 
 
Moderated session 
mixing 
professional 
expertise and lived 
experiences 
 
Forums for 
extended 
discussion 

Partnerships 
for clinical 
applications 

To bring 
researchers, 
medical 
professionals, 
patients, and 
advocates 
together to shape 
research priorities, 
improve 
participation and 
health outcomes, 
and change public 
attitudes 

Outcome-driven 
engagement can 
allow patients to 
shape research 
priorities  
 
Diversity and 
broader inclusion in 
biomedical research 
accelerates progress 
and improves health 
 
Opportunities to 
grow network-level 
partnerships of 
professional and 
advocacy groups for 
public engagement  

Cultural divides 
between biomedical 
research and patient 
groups can impede 
collaboration 
 
Traditional cultural 
stigmas, especially 
with respect to 
mental illness, can 
be hard to overcome 

Research 
collaborations 
between 
researchers, 
clinicians, and 
patients 
 
Public participation 
in research 
governance 
 
Focus groups with 
patients and end 
users 
 
Online 
communication 
and engagement 
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Attendees stressed the importance of goals, reflections on those goals, and using that to guide the 
exercise for public engagement in neuroethics. Further, attendees recognized that evaluation of 
engagement strategies is also important. Assessment can provide evidence and justification for 
integrating specific neuroethics engagement strategies. 
  
Many fundamental and driving questions sprung from considering the various definitions of terms like 
engagement, neuroethics and publics as well as the goals and desired outcome for neuroethics 
engagement. With engagement are we trying to influence behavior? Do we seek to better understand 
the beliefs or concerns of our stakeholders?  And if bi-directional dialogue is truly critical, are we willing 
to integrate views from the public, for example, that might be contrary to the current goals of some of 
the brain projects? 

 
 
Programmatic Resources 
 
As mentioned above, DBT has listed 57 methods for public engagement. In addition to this, from a 
project separate from the HBP work, a very useful table was introduced to the attendees. The TAMI 
Project Table is the outcome of a 5th framework EU Project called “Technology Assessment in Europe; 
between method and impact (TAMI)”. The table sets out 21 roles for technology assessment, and 
indexes them according to the “impact dimension” and “application dimension”.  

 
Table 3 - The TAMI typology of impacts. The table is adapted from (Hennen et al. 2004)1.  

 
 

 



11 
 

 

V. Summary of Engagement Exercises 
 
During the opening dinner, an audience participation Stand-up Sit-Down exercise was conducted by 
surveying the audience on their own feelings toward neuroethical dilemma, using the NeQN for 
framework. Links to the questions can be found below, and response data for can be found here. 
Attendees also participated in the User-Profiles Dot Activity, where each person was assigned an 
alternative identity. Boards listed events with underlying neuroethical issues, and each person got two 
sets of colored dots. The first set was to express one’s own opinions of the events, and the second was 
to imagine what the identity card you were given would think. Depending on the board, dot patterns 
showed close alignment in prioritization and greatest divergence. 
 
During the morning of the second day, attendees were asked to participate in a “Parking Lot” activity, 
where they wrote down outstanding questions that were then grouped by theme. These themes were: 
“whose interests take priority?,” “how do we account for cultural variance?,” “how do we define and 
shape goals?,” “how do we carry out these methods and what products emerge from it?,” “what are the 
challenges surrounding inherent bias?,” “how do we best incorporate stakeholders?,” and, finally, “how 
do we account for animal rights in research?” 
 

VI. Summary of Break-Out Groups 
 
The afternoon breakout session divided attendees into groups, balances among background, and based 
on the NeQNs. Several common themes emerged. Most groups began their discussions around the 
concepts to which the questions refer, through defining terms and information gathering. Many of the 
concepts have deeply seeded cultural nuances and differences. Trust building and openness for allowing 
plurality when choosing methodologies was vital. Finally, it was recognized that “one size does not fit 
all,” with these questions, they may be interpreted differently and examples will have to give examples 
for others to understand. The groups emphasized that the designated use for these questions was for 
neuroscientists, and special care or development must be taken when trying to scale them to general 
audiences, as general audiences do not have a sense of the neuroscientific context under which these 
neuroethical questions are relevant. 

VII. Next Steps and Goals for GNS 
There are four deliverables associated with the Global Neuroethics Pre-Summit Workshop. First, this 
summary document may be distributed to prepared GNS attendees with adequate background 
knowledge. Second and third, the two engagement exercises may be packaged for broader distribution. 
Fourth, is the neuroethics engagement landscaping report. 
 
In general, an engagement activity may follow the path of (1) goal setting, with a defined audience; (2) 
method selection; (3) implementation; and (4) evaluation. The September GNS meeting will establish 
high-level goals, possibly with a foundation laying paper and roadmap paper. 
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Appendix / Resources and Citations 
Resource links 
 Link to landscaping activity: https://docs.google.com/document/d/1KHzK-
Vu0wXhlHXt4bhrBUgk6H9L9gqBcNM0nHedjOWg/edit?usp=sharing  
 Link to engagement exercises: 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1XHjbqzttg0sAevrNrO0S1HNBcT_SegoVEvTbvSnz9CQ/edit?usp=s
haring 

Link to HBP’s Action Catalogue:  http://actioncatalogue.eu/  
 

Citations 
 
Arnstein, SR. “A Ladder of Citizen Participation,” Journal of the American Planning Association, Vol. 35, 
No. 4, July 1969, pp. 216-224. 
 
Brown, S. (2009). The new deficit model. Nat. Nanotechnol. 4, 609–611. 
 
Collins, Kevin and Ison, Ray (2009). Jumping off Arnstein's Ladder: Social learning as a new policy 
paradigm for climate change adaptation. Environmental Policy and Governance, 19(6) pp. 358–373. 
 
Farisco M, Salles A, Evers K. Neuroethics: A Conceptual Approach. Camb Q Healthc Ethics. 2018 
Oct;27(4):717-727. doi: 10.1017/S0963180118000208. 
 
Hennen, L. Bellucci, S. Berloznik, R. Cope, D. Cruz-Castro, L. Karapiperis, T. Ladikas, M Klüver, L. Sanz-
Menéndez, Staman, J. Stephen, S. Szapiro, T. (2004) Towards a Framework for Assessing the Impact of 
Technology Assessment. In Decker M. Ladikas M. (Ed.) Bridges between Science, Society and Policy, (1st 
ed., pp. 57-85), Berlin, Heidelberg New York, Springer-Verlag. 
 
Illes, J., Blakemore, C., Hansson, M. G., Hensch, T. K., Leshner, A., Maestre, G., . . . Strata, P. (2005). 
Science and society: International perspectives on engaging the public in neuroethics. Nat Rev Neurosci, 
6(12), 977-982. 
 
NRC “Science of Science Communication” consensus report, 2017. 
 
Roskies, A. (2002) Neuroethics for the New Millennium, Neuron, Volume 35, Issue 1, 21 – 23. 
 
Wang Y, Yin J, Wang G, Li P, Bi G, Li L, Xia X, Song J, Pei G, Zheng JC.  “Responsibility and Sustainability in 
Brain Science, Technology, and Neuroethics in China—a Culture-Oriented Perspective.” Neuron 
NeuroView. 


