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study and a merging of legal and empirical findings and its aim is to identify legal
and empirical patterns in the procedural protection of juvenile suspects during pre-
trial interrogation. The legal study underlying volume I? consisted of a comparative
research into existing procedural safeguards for juvenile suspects during
interrogation in the legal frameworks of five selected Member States: Belgium,
England and Wales, Italy, Poland and the Netherlands. The results of the empirical
research as well as the merging of the legal and empirical findings resulting in a
proposal for European minimum rules and best practice on the protection of
juvenile suspects during interrogation are described in this second volume.

The successful completion of this project has been a joint effort of a group
composed of many people. First, we would like to thank our academic partners
- and in-country researchers — for their dedication to the project and the
incredible amount of high quality work they delivered: Claudia Cesari, Deborah
Felice, Jackie Hodgson, Vicky Kemp, Justyna Kusztal, Joachim Meese, Vania
Patané and Barbara Stando-Kawecka. Empirical legal research is often extremely
challenging because it is not easy to succeed in gathering necessary permissions
and collecting relevant data. It was thanks to the knowledge, flexibility, open-
mindedness, patience and tenacity of our partners that we only experienced
the positive sides of empirical legal research. Working with them has been an
incredible opportunity of enrichment not only in legal matters.

The research and project have also benefited enormously from the advice and
assistance offered by our supporting partners: we thank PLOT Limburg and
Defence for Children for their support in organising project events, employing
social media and disseminating research findings.

The project has benefited from the supervision of a Steering Committee, an
advisory board of experts composed of leading scholars in the field of juvenile

The project was funded by a Criminal Justice Action Grant of the European Commission
(JUST/2011/JPEN/AG2909).

M. Panzavolta, D. de Vocht, M. van Oosterhout and M. Vanderhallen, Interrogating young
suspects. Procedural safeguards from a legal perspective, Cambridge: Intersentia 2015.

Intersentia v



Preface and Acknowledgements

justice and criminal law coming from different jurisdictions: prof. Ray Bull, prof.
Frieder Diinkel, prof. Gerard de Jonge, prof. Taru Spronken and prof. Anette
Storgaard. We thank them for their valuable guidance and constant feedback
while setting up and conducting the research. Specials thanks to prof. Ray Bull
for carefully reading and revising this manuscript before publication.

No empirical research succeeds without the indispensable effort from policy
makers and respondents. We are grateful for the opportunity to conduct this
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group with lawyers. In light of the observations of interrogations, we owe our
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Liégeois, for the required permissions to gain access to the interrogations of
young suspects. We would also like to thank the police chiefs of the local police
departments to give their permission as well as the chiefs of the responsible
departments for their assistance and support during the observations. Grateful
thanks are also due to the police who were always willing to assist us in any way
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