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	Theme 1:
Brain-computer interfaces are becoming increasingly common and available in commercial settings.
 
 
 
 
 
 
	This article briefly reviews the history of BCIs and points out that there has been a recent surge in their popularity. The authors cite gaming, entertainment, and market research as examples of specific industries with interests in BCIs. 
	This article points out that although there is a lack of true consensus on the definition of BCIs, their applications continue to expand. 
	There has been increasing applications of devices similar to BCI in commercial settings. There is also an expansion of the market for commercial neurotechnology devices.
	The authors say that BCI is likely to have commercial uses that increase ethical concerns related to the technology.
	This article begins by remarking that brain-computer interface development has skyrocketed in the last decade, and now have applications outside of medicine. 
	This article discusses several commercial uses for brain-computer interfaces, including drowsiness estimation for driving simulators and video gaming. It also mentions that usage has been trending up throughout the past decade.
	This article discusses the BCI development in research settings and its transition into commercial use. The companies developing BCI will eventually commercialize the new technology and expand its use to the general public.
	The article states that in general the development of BCI is moving towards merging the physical world and the digital world. The widespread functionality of BCI will affect every individual and society at large.

	Theme 2:
Brain-computer interfaces inherently pose privacy and security risks to users.
 
 
 
 
 
	This article notes one study’s finding that neural data can be used to identify individuals with between 72-84% accuracy. It also mentions existing “brain spyware” that has analyze users’ neural signals to detect their bank information, places of residence, and months of birth. 
	The authors of this article express concern about the ability of BCIs to directly extract information from someone’s brain without that person knowing. They also bring up the problem of external hackers gaining access to extremely private data via BCIs.
	The articles states that privacy and information security risks are inextricably linked with developing BCI. These are risks specific to the neural data that BCI accesses. Risks include neural spyware, hacking, and brain leaks of neural data.
	Development of neurotechnology will enable decoding of visual imagery and manipulation of brain activity. Risks include changes in the concept of self and of fairness and justice in society at large. 
	The article points out several areas in which brain-computer interfaces allow for a breach in privacy: advertising, employee surveillance, and government. 
	The study in this article confirms that brain-computer interfaces can be used to steal information by reading the neural signals that occur when a person recognizes important numbers or information (ex. PIN numbers).
	The author makes observation of the issues of new developing BCI in privacy, human enhancement, and equity and digital divide. These will not only affect individual but will also cause society in general to be less equitable.
	The authors specifically discuss the adverse consequences of merging the human and the machine. They especially emphasized the unknown related to the development of superintelligent AI.

	Theme 3:
There is currently a lack of protective policy regarding brain-computer interfaces.
 
 
 
 
 
 
	
	This article criticizes BCI researchers for discussing the safety issues surrounding BCIs without making any concrete recommendations for solutions. 
	The authors explicitly state that the safeguards in the status quo are inadequate for the rapidly developing BCI of the future. Federal law does not protect neural data outside of the clinical realm, and BCI is expected to become a product of mass consumption.
	
	This article reminds the reader that the definition of “privacy” varies among people and cultures, and is therefore difficult to create policies around. 
	The authors acknowledge that there is no current answer to privacy threats, and remark that anonymity will not be enough to combat neural profiling.
	The authors include a section on further research that needs to take place about the intention of those developing new neurotechnology. They identify a research gap that needs to be filled before policy can be effectively developed and implemented.
	This article proposes a more holistic approach to policy related to BCI. First and foremost, it is necessary to have an interdisciplinary perspective. Then they promote public discourse between the various stakeholders, which includes the public.

	Theme 4:
Ethical and/or legal guidelines may need to be put in place to prevent brain-computer interfaces from being used with malicious intent. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	The authors of this article encourage early development of BCI-related privacy protection. They also propose a “triangle” approach to policy creation that includes legal experts and ethicists, neuroscientists, and developers.
	The authors of this article suggest that scholars and regulatory bodies work together when solving the problems around BCIs. They also cite a study that advocates for the general public to be included in debates surrounding issues of security and ethics. 
	 The authors propose safeguards at three levels—individual users, neurotechnology producers and service providers, and policy and regulatory bodies. They discuss the need for information consent for users and policy to enforce standard practice for providers.
	The article establishes that there are not agreed-upon ethical guidelines for the developing BCI. It suggests having guidelines modeled after the Belmont Report for medical ethics. It expresses the end to include perspectives of scientists, medical practitioners, bioethicists, legal experts, and citizen representatives.
	This article argues that it is crucial for researchers and legislators to discuss brain-computer interface regulation with privacy concerns in mind. 
	
	The authors of this article emphasize having research about what happens to ethical concerns when the setting changes from the research lab to the commercial setting. They also want to answer the question of what stakeholders want and what their intentions are in relation to BCI.
	The article intended to stimulate further discussion about the development BCI and its impact on individuals and society. They suggest a holistic approach to regulating and developing policy for new neurotechnology in a commercial setting.
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