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Intersentia v

PREFACE

For the third edition of this handbook, we have revised and updated several 
chapters. Th is has been done so as to incorporate some important new legislative 
developments, case law and scholarly writing. Th e chapter on forms of 
participation has been substantially updated and revised and now incorporates 
the recent decision of the UK Supreme Court in Jogee (2016) with regard to joint 
criminal enterprise liability, as well as new German and Dutch case law. 
Similarly, the chapter on corporate criminal liability has been revised and now 
also discusses the issue of mens rea and corporate fault, amongst other issues. 
Minor amendments have moreover been made to the chapter on commission 
versus omission. Finally, we have added an entirely new chapter on principles of 
criminalisation and the limits of criminal law. Our aim was to off er students a 
concise introduction to the issue of criminalisation and to furthermore provide 
some insights into which societal developments, interests and values can 
infl uence the scope of modern criminal law. We hope that these amendments 
will provide the reader with an even fuller picture and analysis of certain 
doctrinal issues of the general part.

We acknowledge once again the great co-operation with Hans Kluwer of 
Intersentia Publishing, who was willing to publish this more extended 
third edition. We would also like to thank our colleagues in the criminal law 
department of Maastricht University and the many students who commented 
on the previous edition, especially Davide Muraro, who also assisted us with 
the editing of some chapters.
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