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Intersentia v

PREFACE

In June 2008, the Utrecht Centre for European Research into Family Law (UCERF) 
organized an expert meeting of the authors of this volume. Upon the editor’s invi-
tation they had contributed to a special volume of the Utrecht Law Review dealing 
with comparative family law. All these contributions are compiled in this book. 
Th ey address three issues that at the dawn of the 21st century have provoked pas-
sionate discussion. With regard to these issues legislative measures are being 
taken, judicial decisions vary also within singular jurisdictions, and arguments in 
legal literature are being exchanged. Th e topics concern: 

(1) (Compulsory) arrangements regarding children 
(2) Registration schemes for same-sex couples: new jurisdictions 
(3) Th e eff ectiveness of the pater est rule

Th e thematic contributions are preceded by two introductory articles. Th e his-
torical introduction addresses the ‘cultural constraints argument’ which, accord-
ing to a few legal scholars, prevents both spontaneous and the deliberate harmo-
nization of family law. Is family law indeed embedded in unique national (legal) 
culture? What lessons can be learned from the past? Th e methodological intro-
duction off ers some general ideas as to how comparative family law is perceived 
and what it should entail, whereby a comparison is made between more recent 
developments in Europe and the United States of America. At the end a compara-
tive synthesis of the discussions has been included. 

Th e two-day expert meeting was positively evaluated. With no more than 30 par-
ticipants it provided an excellent opportunity to really exchange and express 
ideas, opinions and concerns. Th e authors were all well prepared and familiar 
with the views of their colleagues as expressed in the respective contributions. In 
addition, the mix of experienced and young, but advanced family law experts, 
also turned out to be stimulating. All in all, the Utrecht debates on family law 
around the globe were successful from both a professional and a personal per-
spective.

Katharina Boele-Woelki
Utrecht, December 2008
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