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Intersentia v

PREFACE

Th e present book grew out of a conference I organized in September 2011 at the 
Faculty of Law of Uppsala University. In addition to the authors, I would like to 
thank all the participants in this conference for helpful comments, particularly 
Martin Björklund, Th erese Hydén, Nils Jareborg, Agneta Hilding-Quarnström, 
Per Saland, Magnus Ulväng, Jørn Vestergaard and Andreas von Hirsch. I am 
grateful to the Faculty of Law for funding the conference.

Th e Emil Heijnes Foundation generously provided the necessary publication 
funding. Lastly, I should say that the authors submitted their chapters at diff erent 
times during the late spring of 2012. In general, they have tried to state the law 
and practice as it is on 30 June 2012. In a number of cases they have been able to 
take account of subsequent changes.

Iain Cameron
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