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

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



Preface and Acknowledgements

vi Intersentia

justice and criminal law coming from diff erent jurisdictions: prof. Ray Bull, prof. 
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Storgaard. We thank them for their valuable guidance and constant feedback 
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No empirical research succeeds without the indispensable eff ort from policy 
makers and respondents. We are grateful for the opportunity to conduct this 
research due to the permissions of the responsible institutions in the fi ve 
countries who enabled us to organise focus group interviews with professionals 
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participation and contribution without which we would not have had this rich 
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group with lawyers. In light of the observations of interrogations, we owe our 
gratitude to the head of the Prosecutions Department of Antwerp, mr. Yves 
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 
during the observations who took place at their police station. Furthermore we 
owe our gratitude to the Behavioural Science Unit of the Belgian federal police 
for their kind invitation to share information and discuss our research.

Th e empirical research undertaken in England and Wales would not have been 
possible without the help and support of a wide range of people. Particular thanks 
are due to key people in a number of Youth Off ending Teams in the Midlands 
who were able to bring together focus group interviews with appropriate adults 
and young off enders. Th anks are also due to volunteers who provide appropriate 
adult services and were prepared to engage with us in a focus group interview. 
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have been possible. Grateful thanks are also due to a national coordinator who 
assisted us in making links with appropriate adults and helpfully engaged in the 
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