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Chapter |

Introduction

There is a lack of current research on young people’s offending and
its causes in the UK. The .main source of information on current
juvenile offending comes from two recent national self-report studies
(Graham and Bowling 1995; Flood-Page et al. 2000; and see Chapter
4).! However, very few academic studies have explored the prevalence
and patterns of juvenile offending in UK cities. The only more recent
exceptions known to us, of which none have been carried out in
England or Wales, are a study of about 1,200 11-15-year-olds from
five selected schools in Edinburgh by Anderson ef al. (1994), an
ongoing (longitudinal) study of 4,300 juveniles, covering most schools
in Edinburgh, from which some initial findings are available (e.g.
Smith et al. 2001) and some research carried out in the city of Belfast
based on a random sample of about 900 14-21-year-olds (McQuoid
and Lockhart 1994). These city-based studies, with some exceptions
in the Smith et al. study, do not consider explanatory factors in any
depth.

In addition to this, there are a few older longitudinal studies (for
an overview, see Loeber and Farrington 2001: app. C), of which the
most prominent is the so-called Cambridge Study in Delinquent
Development, a study of a 1953 male cohort from a London
working-class area (see e.g. Farrington 1989, 1992). In this context,
also McDonald’s (1969) 1964 cross-sectional study of male juvenile
delinquency in four different areas of England, and Belson’s (1975)
1967-8 cross-sectional study of juvenile theft in London should be
mentioned.



