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S UMMARY
The article sets out to explore whether the concept of ‘hate crime’ is a relevant and
useful way to conceptualise some forms of school bullying between children. We
argue that the concept of hate crime can be readily and usefully applied to some
bullying behaviours in schools, but should be done so with caution. In particular,
viewing some forms of bullying as hate crime may give new impetus to intervention
strategies for those involved in the most serious situations.
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B ACKGROUND
‘A society is judged by how it cares for the most vulnerable.
Similarly, schools are often judged by parents by how they ensure
that pupils are not victimised, bullied or harassed. ‘Every Child
Matters’ identifies that children should feel safe, be healthy, and
enjoy and achieve at school. This cannot take place in a climate that
allows bullying, harassment and oppressive behaviour to thrive.’
(Steer, 2005, 22).
In Britain, the report of the Steer committee (the practitioners group on school
discipline and behaviour) as well as ‘Every Child Matters’ (DfES, 2004) gives new
impetus to thinking about how we create safer environments for children. ‘Every
Child Matters’ is a programme of change for children and young people that aims to
enhance the way in which professionals work together to provide children's care. It
promotes the development of multi‐disciplinary teams co‐located around schools,
which sets a context for professionals to address problem behaviour that crosses the
home, school and community environments. The obligation to intervene to address
bullying and create safer environments can be made on the basis of the vulnerability
of children as victims, as well as their basic right to feel safe at school, as a pre‐
requisite to healthy development and achievement. It is also worth remembering
that children (in comparison with adults) have less choice or control over where they
go to school and with whom they have to spend their time – in a classroom, or
sharing a desk and so on.
Although it is well recognised that bullying behaviour can happen anywhere, the
particular circumstances of the school, as well as adult responsibilities towards
children in this setting has tended to provide the strongest focus for research on
children. Indeed, Cawson, Wattam, Brooker, and Kelly (2000) have argued that the
term bullying is often seen as intrinsic to the school setting, rather than as a
description of the behaviours themselves. We have known for some time that
bullying effects a large minority of school children; experts indicate that between 10‐
20% of school children report being bullied over a three to six month period and a
minority of victims suffer long‐term victimisation (Smith, Talamelli, Cowie, Naylor
and Chauhan, 2004). A great deal of effort has been expended on trying to reduce
the problem and research reviews of the effectiveness of interventions are underway
(Blaya, Debarbieux, Rubi and Moignard, 2005; ABA, 2006). However, bullying is only
one of a number of safety, victimisation and behaviour management issues faced by
schools and young people in their daily lives. To complicate matters further evidence
suggests an inter‐connection or overlap between bullying, non‐attendance, school
exclusion, anti‐social and offending behaviour (Bowles, Reyes and Pradiptyo, 2005).
Perpetrators of very aggressive behaviour are often victims of abusive behaviour
themselves and not only within the school setting (Boswell, 1995). An additional
concern of this article is the extent to which some victimisations are a criminal
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offence. Some victimisations in school are based on prejudiced and discriminatory
behaviour and are of crucial importance in the current political climate in Britain, and
elsewhere in the world – particularly in relation to population migration and
concerns about increasing Islamophobia. Cases of wounding as well as the fatal
stabbing of pupils on and around school sites in Britain in recent years, have led to
proposals for additional powers for teachers to stop and search and for airport style
scanners to be available to schools (Elliot and Goodchild, 2006). In this context the
inter‐connection between school and community safety issues has become high
profile and adds to the need to question whether some of the specific actions and
circumstances involving school pupils should be seen as ‘hate crimes’ rather than
bullying behaviour.
What we propose here is to look at the additional insights that may be offered on
the issue, if we compare what is known about bullying, with what is known about
hate crime. An additional impetus to this analysis is the fact that the police already
take an operational approach in ‘Safer Schools Partnerships’ (SSPs) in Britain. SSPs
are a joint initiative between the Department for Education and Skills (DfES), the
Youth Justice Board (YJB) and Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO). They are
part of a number of measures that link behaviour in and around schools to an explicit
crime prevention programme. Pilot partnerships began in 2002 and were located in
areas with high levels of street crime, or crime ‘hotspots.’ In these early partnerships
a number of models operated, including a dedicated full‐time police officer based in
a secondary school and a ‘lighter touch’ model in which police officers are part of
multi‐agency partnerships attached to a cluster of schools. Key objectives of SSPs
include reducing victimisation, criminality and anti‐social behaviour within and
around the school; identifying and working with those at risk of being victims or
offenders; and, creating a safer environment in which children can learn (Bowles et
al, 2005).
The evaluation team for SSPs conclude that ‘there are clear signs that pupils in SSP
intervention schools, particularly YJB/ACPO schools [which had more resources], feel
significantly safer than their counterparts in comparison schools’ (Bowles et al, 2005,
p.11). However, there were problems with clarity about professional roles and some
teachers were wary about the idea of a police officer on the school site. As of 2006
the approach is being mainstreamed across schools in England and Wales, as part of
the ‘Every Child Matters’ and ‘Respect’ agendas (DfES, 2006). These changes could
also be seen as part of what has been referred to as the ‘criminalisation of social
policy’ (Hayden, 2005).
In developing our argument we were influenced by Furniss (2000) in her seminal
article ‐‘bullying – it’s not a crime, is it?’. She concludes that sometimes bullying is a
crime and that children should be afforded the same protection as adults. In
particular, she argues that intervention from the criminal justice system is
appropriate in relation to incidents that are too serious to be dealt with by the school
alone and in cases where the school is ineffective in tackling the bullies and
protecting victims. Indeed, some commentators in the United States are critical of
their more recent (in comparison with Europe) adoption of the term bullying, arguing
that anti‐bullying legislation may serve to undermine existing legal rights, drawing
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discussion away from a civil rights framework towards one that focuses on individual
behaviour (Stein, 2003, 787).
Recognition of the responsibility of the education service in Britain now extends to
paying compensation for bullying endured whilst in school when the school has been
alerted to the bullying and fails to prevent it (Taylor, 2006). Amongst the
observations of the Steer committee is the way that parents are increasingly likely to
involve lawyers in disputes about their children’s behaviour; a situation in which
teachers and schools may in turn respond with the use of more emotive and
sometimes legalistic language. Many of the disputes over pupil exclusions and
reinstatements have involved the conflicting rights of children to an education based
in school, the rights of other children to learn in a conducive environment and the
rights of teachers to teach in an environment free of abusive and stressful behaviour.
The latter issue has led to teaching unions supporting teachers in their refusal to
teach individual pupils on health and safety grounds (NAS/UWT, 2003) and teachers
receiving compensation for injuries sustained from pupils (Smithers, 2005). In other
words the rights and compensation agenda has already entered schools in Britain.
Lawyers defend the rights of individual pupils to be reinstated in a school that has
excluded them because of their behaviour; whilst on the other hand calling for the
exclusion of pupils who bully others. Uncertainties about the legality of what
teachers can do in order to manage pupil behaviour has led Rod Morgan (Chair of the
Youth Justice Board) to comment that too many children are appearing before the
courts because teachers and care home workers are afraid and uncertain about how
to respond to children’s behaviour. Morgan advocates restorative justice schemes
and more police officers in schools with the most difficult behaviour, with a focus on
dealing with problems in situ, rather than passing them on to the courts (Stewart,
2006).
Historically, teachers in Britain rarely see bullying as a matter that should involve
the police and prosecutions are rare (Furniss, 2000). Yet it is clear that some
incidents of bullying involve actions that are a criminal offence – theft, extortion,
physical assault, racial and sexual harassment and so on. Given the evidence about
the scale of bullying in schools it is clear that adopting a perspective that focuses on
whether some forms of bullying should be treated primarily as a criminal offence
could have worrying consequences in terms of the potential for ‘net‐widening’ – or
the drawing in to the criminal justice system of people who would previously be
dealt with outside it. On the other hand it could be argued (as Furniss, 2000, does)
that the seriousness of some bullying means that we should take stronger action
against the perpetrators. In putting forward the concept of hate crime in relation to
some forms of bullying behaviour we want to try and look constructively at how such
behaviour may be dealt with proportionately and, most importantly, with child
welfare in mind.
It is important to emphasise at the outset that most good quality research
evidence, as well as reviews and enquiries like that conducted by the Steer
committee in Britain, conclude that for most of the time schools are orderly places
and that it is low‐level disruptive behaviour that is the everyday issue for teachers.
The focus on ‘disruptive’ behaviour is however, very teacher‐centred. Surveys of
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young people reveal a different picture and a range of victimisations on the school
site. For example, although a national sample of secondary school pupils found that
most (76%) children reported feeling ‘fairly safe’ or ‘very safe’ at school; 15%
reported feeling ‘fairly unsafe’ or ‘very unsafe’ (MORI, 2004). Those who felt ‘very
unsafe’ made up 3% of the sample, or 30 children in every 1,000 pupils.
Whether young people feel safe in school is likely to be influenced by a number of
things, including personal experience of victimisation and witnessing the
victimisation of others. However, the media can also be influential. Visser (2006) in
the first edition of this journal highlighted the role of the media in sensationalizing
particular cases and contributing to a widespread perception that things are getting
worse. Arguably bullying has become part of the arena in which individual cases,
whether celebrities or very severe cases of harm to contemporary pupils, become
emblematic of unwanted behaviour in schools. Whether conceptualising some of
these unwanted behaviours as ‘hate crime’ is relevant and useful is an issue that we
will consider as we conclude this article. Suffice to say here, we acknowledge that
hate crime is also an emotive concept with connotations that may lead to actions in
some schools that are exclusionary, punitive and criminalising, unless professionals
have a clear philosophy about reducing harm.

‘B ULLYING ’ AND ‘ HATE CRIME ’ ‐ DEFINITIONS
Research on bullying in schools is well established in Britain and many other
countries worldwide (Smith, 2002a). Bullying is also an everyday term in the English
language, frequently used to describe aggressive behaviour that is not repeated. Yet
the issue of repetition over time is crucial in the academic definition of bullying, in
comparison with other forms of aggressive behaviour which are not repeated.
According to one of the leading academic experts on bullying: ‘bullying can be seen
as a form of aggressive behaviour that is deliberately hurtful, repeated over time and
typically happens in situations where it is difficult for a victim to defend themselves’
(Smith, 2002b,117) and as ‘a systematic abuse of power’ (Smith and Sharp, 1994,
quoted in Smith, 2002b,117). Smith (2002a, 120‐121) has highlighted children with a
disability as well as racist and homophobic bullying within the arguments about
children at risk of bullying. Interestingly the language used in relation to these
groups: children with behavioural problems may be ‘provocative victims’ and
‘teasing’ is problematic in some ways; the former idea could also be seen as victim‐
blaming, the second could be seen as downplaying the importance of racist
behaviour.
The concept of hate crime is more recent than that of bullying and better
established in the United States, than Europe. In the United States, hate crime
legislation identifies offences motivated by animosity to certain groups of people as
deserving of higher penalties than crimes not motivated in this way (Gadd, 2003).
Interest in the concept has steadily grown in Britain since the publication of Sir
William Macpherson’s inquiry into the racist murder of the black teenager Stephen
Lawrence in London in 1993 (Macpherson, 1999). Specific legislation also exists
outlawing offences motivated by racial and religious hatred, and offences aggravated
by homophobia and disability bias. For policing purposes in England, Wales and
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Northern Ireland, hate crime is defined as ‘any incident, which may or may not
constitute a criminal offence, which is perceived by the victim or any other person, as
being motivated by prejudice or hate’ (ACPO, 2005, 9). Emerging research on hate
crime is beginning to produce profiles of victim, offender and offence characteristics,
each of which share a number of interesting and significant parallels with what is
known about bullying in schools (see Table 3, later in this article).
Within safer schools partnerships and elsewhere in the education service some of
the language more commonly used in the criminal justice system has already entered
schools in relation to pupil behaviour. For example, combating ‘hate crime’ is used
to cover equal opportunities issues, as well as in relation to broader work on police
and community relations and within attempts to make schools safer places (Thorpe,
2006). However, it is also clear that there is some debate and difference of opinion
about how (and whether) to use specific criminal justice terminology in relation to
children’s behaviour in school. Some police forces include bullying within their
definition of hate crime (such as Tameside police), others separate the two terms.
Other police forces (such as Thames Valley police) make a distinction between
bullying and criminal behaviour (using terms such as ‘assault’, ‘theft’ and ‘criminal
damage’ in relation to certain behaviours); they advise that the police should be
called to schools to deal with these instances. The Home Office on the other hand
views hate crime as a criminal offence (Home Office, 2006, para 1).

B ULLYING

AND

AGGRESSIVE

BEHAVIOUR

IN

SCHOOLS
Bullying and aggressive behaviour is common in schools, there are plenty of
reviews of recent research in this field (see for example ABA Research and Evaluation
Team for research on bullying in 2005 and Hayden, 2007, for a review of the various
ways problematic behaviour in schools and elsewhere is measured and explained).
We will not review this evidence here as readers of the journal will be familiar with
the evidence. Suffice to say, research on school bullying is perhaps one of the best
established and coherent traditions within research about the range of problematic
behaviours in schools. Yet whilst there is broad agreement amongst researchers
about the key elements that are seen to constitute bullying; Greene (2006) has raised
concerns about the practical applicability of this. For example, he highlights the
difficulty in establishing deliberate intent to hurt, or the determination of power
imbalance specifically in bullying which is not face‐to‐face – as through mobile
phones and the internet. Further he notes that children do not themselves include all
of the definitional elements in their understanding of bullying; neither do adults in
general or teachers in particular (Greene, 2006, 64).
Violent and aggressive behaviour is generally seen as predominantly a male
phenomenon. Behaviour that is often referred to as ‘challenging’ in the school
context is also predominantly male: the ratios in Visser’s (2006) research on
challenging behaviour indicate that boys outnumber girls at between 10 and 12 to
one. School exclusion statistics show a ratio of four boys to one girl. However,
research on bullying shows that a higher proportion of girls are involved, in
comparison with other forms of problem behaviour. Although girls use and
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experience different types of bullying (Smith, 2000a). Boys are more frequently
involved in physical bullying, girls’ bullying is more frequently indirect and relational.
These differences have led to some highly critical comment in the United States
context:
‘Wasn’t Columbine worse than a cruel instant message?i It is
important to keep in mind that it is male violence, not girl
gossip, which makes the United States a violent place’ (Stein,
2003, 797).
On the other hand, analysis of the backgrounds of ‘school shooters’ in the United
States has found that being a victim of bullying is an important part of the
background to these high profile and exceptional incidents (Verlinden, Hersen and
Thomas, 2000). Leary, Kowalski, Smith and Phillips (2003, 202) note that ‘a typical
school shooter feels lonely and isolated’ and that they are ‘highly sensitive to teasing
and bullying.’ They conclude that some of the school shootings may have been
precipitated by rejection by schoolmates or others but that three other risk factors
were also common – interest in firearms or bombs, a fascination with death or
Satanism and psychological problems. Whilst the spectre of school shootings may
seem an extreme reference point these events, like that of suicide, warn us of the
worst potential consequences of ineffective or indifferent action to tackle bullying
behaviour. In the British context there is increased recognition of the potential for
lethal violence in schools through weapons carrying. Estimates of weapons carrying
by school age pupils in inner city areas give no grounds for complacency (see for
example, CtC, 2005).

R ESPONSES TO BULLYING BEHAVIOUR
All schools in Britain must have a policy to prevent all forms of bullying and a wide
range of initiatives and resources have been committed to combating bullying (see
Table 1). School policies must set out strategies to be followed, backed up by
systems to ensure effective implementation, monitoring and review. Policies must
comply with the Human Rights Act 1998 and the Race Relations Act 2000. Schools
are not directly responsible for bullying off their premises, but do have a common
law duty of care towards their pupils (Smith, 2002b, 4). A survey of 307 schools in
England and Wales, by Douglas, Warwick, Kemp, Whitty and Aggleton (1999)
indicates almost universal awareness of the existence of bullying in schools, from the
head teachers responding. However, this latter survey pointed to particular
problems in dealing with homophobic bullying, partly because of interpretations of
earlier government legislation and guidance that emphasised traditional ‘family
values’ (Epstein and Johnson, 1998) and prohibited teaching that ‘advocates
homosexual behaviour, which presents it as the ‘norm’, or which encourages
homosexual experimentation by pupils’ (DES, 1987,197). More recently the Steer
committee reported on the most problematic bullying issues for schools:
‘Schools find tackling homophobic and racist bullying a
particular challenge. This includes prejudice against religious
and cultural minorities – Islamophobia, anti‐ Semitism and
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negative stereotyping of Gypsy/Roma and Traveller pupils.’
(Steer, 2005, 32)

Table 1 : Examples of initiatives in Britain to tackle school bullying
There is general agreement from researchers that problematic behaviour in
schools, such as bullying, has to be dealt with by a whole school approach and
necessarily includes individual, classroom, school‐wide and community connected
work, along with the active involvement of young people as well as adults (Greene,
2006). Further, action against bullying has to be an ongoing process as aggressive
and problematic behaviours cannot be eliminated.
More broadly, as Visser (2006) would argue, we know that a sense of belonging
and inclusiveness in a school is associated with fewer behaviour problems in this
setting. American research has singled out the concept of ‘school connectedness’ as
the most important school‐related variable that is protective for adverse outcomes,
such as substance use, violence and early sexual activity (Resnick et al, 1997). For
example, one study of over 83,000 pupils found that four attributes explained a large
part of between school variance in school‐connectedness (McNeely et al, 2002).
These attributes included: classroom management climate; school size; severity of
discipline policies and rates of participation in after school activities. School
connectedness was found to be lower in schools with difficult classroom
management climates and where temporary exclusion was used for minor issues.
Zero Tolerance policies (often using harsh punishments like exclusion from school)
were associated with reports of pupils feeling less safe, than schools with more
moderate policies. So we know that action against problematic behaviour in schools
10
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is likely to have wider beneficial social consequences. We also know that the quality
of teaching and learning is the starting point for improving behaviour in the
classroom. Teachers who treat children and young people with respect and model
wanted behaviour, especially when they are confident about their role in respect of
difficult behaviour, are generally better able to respond to children’s behaviour in a
way that reduces harm (Hayden, 2007).

R ESEARCH ON HATE CRIME
As a concept ‘hate crime’ was first used in the United States in the mid‐1980s
(Hall, 2005). As a concept it can be argued that it sends out a strong message against
unwanted behaviour. Yet few hate crimes are motivated purely by hatred, despite
the terminology (Jacobs and Potter, 1998; Hall, 2005). Rather, most of the offences
that we now refer to as ‘hate crimes’ are primarily a product of an offender’s
negative prejudice towards a disliked characteristic that the victim possesses, such as
their race, sexuality, religion or indeed any other identifiable characteristic over
which the victim has little or no control. Clearly the notion of prejudice is far broader
than hatred, and the use of this term considerably widens the scope for categorising
the physical or verbal expression of negative prejudice of any kind as a hate crime.
Interestingly, Stanko (2001) has suggested that ‘hate crime’ might be more usefully
conceptualised as ‘targeted violence’. The use of the word targeted is of particular
interest to us. In effect, victims of ‘hate crime’ are targeted specifically because they
are different, or are perceived to be different, from a majority group. This leads us to
consider the scope for labelling some forms of bullying as ‘hate crimes’ because
bullying necessarily involves the deliberate targeting of the victim by the perpetrator
on the basis of some perceived difference.
The extent of hate crime is notoriously difficult to determine (Perry, 2001; Ewing,
2006). Much like bullying it remains significantly under‐reported to the authorities
for a host of reasons that include fear and intimidation, fear of reprisals, and a lack of
confidence in the ability of the criminal justice system to resolve the problem. In
addition official statistics for ‘hate crime’ as a distinct category of offending are not
collected in England and Wales. Rather, statistics on individual types of hate crime
are collected, most notably those on racially and religiously motivated offences
under Section 95 of the Criminal Justice Act 1991. At the time of writing, the latest of
these figures indicate that in 2004/5 the 43 police forces of England and Wales
recorded 57,902 racist incidents, of which 37,028 were recorded as criminal offences.
In comparison, the British Crime Survey (an annual self report survey with a
nationally representative sample) estimates that there were 179,000 racist incidents
in the same period, illustrating the extent of under‐reporting to the police (Home
Office, 2006).
Of the 37,028 racially motivated offences recorded by the police in 2004/5: 61%
were categorised as offences of harassment; 15% criminal damage; 14% less serious
wounding and 10% common assault (Home Office, 2006b). When religiously
motivated hate crime is included with racially motivated hate crime, there are about
50,000 police records a year. The annual British Crime Survey (a self‐report survey)
finds many more such crimes – at around 260,000 (Home Office, 2006a). The
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Metropolitan Police alone reported 11,799 incidents of racist and religious hate
crime and 1,359 incidents of homophobic hate crime in a twelve month period
(Home Office, 2006a). Research into hate crime victimisation supports the notion
that much hate‐based offending comprises ‘low‐level’ acts of harassment which on
the surface may seem trivial, but that these are often repeated and systematic (a key
characteristic of ‘bullying’ behaviour), and can have a disproportionate and
cumulative impact (both psychologically and physically) on both the victim and the
wider community to which that victim belongs (Bowling, 1999; Chahal and Julienne,
2000; McDevitt, Balboni, Garcia and Gu, 2001; FBI, 2003; Hall, 2005).
As with bullying, there is ongoing academic and practitioner debate concerning
explanations of hate crime. Theories include the view that hate crimes are a
consequence of the scapegoating of certain groups blamed for perceived social ills
(Heitmeyer, 1993); that hate crime is a product of the interplay between social and
contextual factors (such as unemployment, economic hardship, competition for
scarce resources, lack of/competition for community facilities) and the psychology of
certain individuals who are likely to be involved in other forms of anti‐social
behaviour but need someone to blame for the contextual issues (Sibbitt, 1997); or
that hate crime is used as a tool to assert and maintain perceived power structures in
society (Perry, 2001). However, Craig (2002) has argued that no single theory can
adequately explain all types of hate crime. This, she suggests, is largely because
contributory factors (perpetrators’ motives, victims’ characteristics, and cultural
ideologies) differ markedly for each incident.
There has been an increasing amount of research into the perpetrators of hate
crime in recent years. For our purposes here four are of particular interest (Sibbitt,
1997; Byers, Crider and Biggers, 1999; McDevitt, Levin and Bennett, 2002; Docking,
Kielinger and Paterson, 2003). We give most attention to the work by McDevitt et al
that focuses on the motivation of participants in hate crime. Research by Docking et
al (2003) has examined in detail information contained within the Metropolitan
Police Service’s crime records; taking a ‘snapshot’ of police records on information
provided by the victim for one day (22nd March 2001) during which forty‐nine cases
were recorded and analysed. We focus here on the aspects that relate most to
schools and children of school age. Two‐thirds of incidents were perpetrated by
people known to the victim. In a quarter of all cases, school children and local youths
were involved. The research also revealed that almost two‐thirds of racist incidents
occurred at or near the victim’s home, at or near their place of work, and at or near
their school. In other words racist victimisation generally occurs as victims go about
their daily lives. Furthermore, more than a fifth of racist incidents occurred between
3pm and 6pm, and of these a third of suspects were under 16 years of age. This
latter finding is consistent with other research concerning the age groups of hate
offenders (Sibbitt, 1997). In addition, almost half of the victims were described as
‘school children’ in the crime reports (Docking et al, 2003).
Research into the perpetrators of racial violence and racial harassment in London
has identified links between hate‐based offending and bullying behaviour at school
(Sibbitt, 1997). Through detailed fieldwork in two London boroughs, Sibbitt’s
research identified a number of age‐related offender typologies, of which three are
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of particular interest here. A particularly problematic typology of offender identified
relates to15‐18 year olds. Typically, young people in this age band have been subject
to the prejudiced views of their elders, and at school are likely to have associated
with older youths with racist attitudes and engaged in other forms of anti‐social
behaviour, including bullying. Younger age bands had slightly different typologies.
For example, 4‐10 year olds often engaged in bullying which continued away from
the school environment in the form of wider harassment and intimidation. This could
be related to boredom, but could be positively reinforced by older family members.
Research in the United States by McDevitt et al (2002) has developed a typology
of hate offenders, based on the motivation behind the offence from 169 cases in
Boston. Boston police case files. Using indicators nationally accepted in the United
States to identify the hate element of an offence (for example, the use of language
by the offender, the perpetrator’s offending history, the presence of ‘triggering’
events, the use of hate graffiti and the location of the offence), McDevitt et al
concluded that hate offenders can be placed into one of four categories based on
motivation: thrill, defensive, retaliatory and those with a mission (see Table 2).
‘Thrill’ was the most common motivation, accounting for two‐thirds of the 169
cases analysed (66%, 111). In other words, the vast majority of hate offences were
motivated by the offender’s desire for a ‘thrill’ often because they were bored or
were seeking some form of ‘excitement’. This finding supports Sibbitt’s contention
that many younger racist offenders commit offences out of a sense of boredom and
a need for excitement in their lives. The research found that ‘thrill’ offenders
deliberately selected their target because they were ‘different’ to themselves, and
that many of the offences analysed in this category were underpinned by an
immature desire to display power and to enhance the offender’s own feeling of self‐
importance at the expense of others.
In a quarter of the cases analysed (25%, 43) McDevitt et al categorised the
motivation as being ‘defensive’ in its nature. In these cases, the offender committed
hate offences against what he or she perceived to be outsiders or intruders in an
attempt to defend or protect his or her ‘territory’. In 8% (14 cases) of the sample the
hate motivation identified by McDevitt, Levin and Bennett is ‘retaliation’. This is
based on the finding that a hate offence is often followed by a number of subsequent
hate attacks. The researchers state that retaliatory offences are not a reaction to the
presence of a particular individual or group, but rather are a reaction to a particular
hate offence that has already occurred, be it real or perceived. Retaliatory offenders
are therefore seen as those retaliating against, or avenging, an earlier attack.
Perhaps the best example of retaliatory offending can be seen in the escalation of
offences committed against Muslims (or those believed to be Muslims) in both the
US and Britain in the period following the terrorist attacks in the US on September
11th 2001 (NYPD, 2002; MPS, 2002), and in the UK following the London bombings on
the July 7th 2005 (Dodd, 2005). The final category identified by McDevitt et al is that
of the ‘mission’ offender, representing only one case in the sample. Here the
offender is totally committed to his or her hate and bigotry, and views the objects of
their hate as an evil that must be removed from the world.
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It is clear from Table 2 that the majority of hate offenders are teenagers or young
adults. Also of interest is the suggestion that hate crime is often a group activity.
Furthermore, hate offences often involve whatever ‘weapons’ happen to be at hand,
and occur often with little or no victim‐offender history. This lends support to the
contention that hate crimes are impersonal and that victims are interchangeable,
although we should note here the contrast with the findings of Docking et al (2003)
that suggest that in many cases the victim and offender are in fact known to each
other. The final points of note in Table 2 relate to the last two categories. The
offender’s commitment to their hatred is a significant factor, particularly in relation
to whether or not they can be deterred from their actions. Thrill offenders are not
particularly committed to their prejudice, in contrast mission offenders are fully
committed to their beliefs. Defensive and retaliatory offenders fall somewhere in‐
between the two ends of this spectrum.

Table 2: Characteristics of Hate Crimes by Offender Motivation
Just as there are different degrees of hate, so there are different degrees of
culpability. The finding that hate crimes are often committed by offenders operating
in groups rather than alone has also led McDevitt et al to advance a ‘continuum of
culpability’ to assist criminal justice decision makers in determining the role of group
members in the commission of an offence, and to develop sentencing and
rehabilitation options based upon that degree of culpability. Identifying differing
degrees of involvement in an attack, and thereby different degrees of culpability for
those operating in groups not only serves to potentially aid prosecution decisions but
also furthers our understanding of offender behaviour. McDevitt et al have
identified four levels of culpability in group offending: the leader, fellow travellers,
unwilling participants and heroes.
14
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The most culpable group member is the ‘leader’, who may suggest to the group
that they commit a hate offence for any of the reasons outlined above (for example,
for the thrill, or to retaliate). The second category, ‘fellow travellers’ do not initiate
the offence but once suggested are happy to comply with the suggestion of the
leader, making them only slightly less culpable than the ‘leader’. The third
identifiable category is the ‘unwilling participant’, who whilst disapproving of the
situation that is occurring, still does not actively attempt to intervene in the crime, or
report it to the police. For these individuals, the need for acceptance and peer group
approval is the key factor in the failure to intervene. The final category is that of the
‘heroes’ who actively attempt to stop the offence from taking place. McDevitt et al
suggest that this behaviour should be rewarded because their actions require
immunity to social influence and a strong conscience in order to put the needs of a
person they have never met before the desires of their friends or peer group.
Building on this sort of idea, it is interesting to note that the UK children’s charity
Childline has (at the time of writing) started a national programme that plans to
actively recruit 60,000 ‘popular’ teenagers to help resolve fights between pupils,
report bullying and provide support for children who have been victims (Asthana,
2006). As well as providing academics with useful information about offenders, this
typology is now widely used in law enforcement in the United States and has had
numerous implications in terms of policy development in this area.
Finally for our purposes, research conducted in the United States by Byers et al
(1999) has also revealed some interesting insights into hate crime offending by
drawing on Sykes and Matza’s (1957) techniques of neutralisation, which seek to
identify how perpetrators of crime justify their offending behaviour. Sykes and
Matza found that offenders in general often attempted to justify their actions in a
number of ways that mitigated their involvement, and that these justification
techniques provided useful information about the motivation of criminals. In their
study of hate crimes committed against the Amish, Byers et al found that whilst
some offenders showed little or no remorse for their actions, others attempted to
justify or rationalise their behaviour by using a number of ‘neutralisation techniques’.
The first technique of neutralisation described by Byers et al is that of denial of
injury. Here offenders attempted to neutralise their behaviour by suggesting that no
real harm was done to the victim, that the offence was in effect ‘harmless fun’, and
that the victim should in any case be used to being subject to certain forms of abuse,
all of which combined to make the offender’s behaviour somehow acceptable. The
latter is an argument akin to the view that bullying is ‘just part of growing up’. The
second identified technique was that of the denial of the victim. According to Byers
et al, this makes the assumption that the victim either deserved what they got, or
that the victim is effectively worthless and offences against them are inconsequential
either socially or legally. Essentially, then, victims are somewhat dehumanised and
seen as deserving of their victimisation. The third identified technique is the appeal
to higher loyalties. Here, offences may be committed through allegiance to a group.
Offenders therefore may see their behaviour, and subsequently not revealing that
behaviour or the behaviour of their peers, as a form of group bonding and security
within their ‘in‐group’. Fourthly, Byers et al suggest that some offenders will engage
condemnation of the condemners. Here offenders attempt to neutralise their
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behaviour by questioning the right of their condemners to sit in judgement of them.
This may be done by suggesting that those that condemn them are in reality no
better, share similar views to the offender, and given the chance in similar
circumstances would act, or may have previously acted, in a similar way to the
perpetrator. The final technique relates to a denial of responsibility. Here, Byers et al
explain, offenders attempts to neutralise their responsibility for their actions by
claiming other factors to be the cause of their behaviour, such as, the researchers
suggest, the offender’s socialisation and the way they were brought up. In other
words, the blame for their behaviour lies somewhere other than with them.
Furthermore, Byers et al found that many offenders broadly fitted the ‘thrill’
category described by McDevitt et al, above, and also pointed to the importance of
peer support, thus highlighting the significance of shared views, and the
reinforcement of those views. Offender’s attempts at justifying their actions also
lend support to the view that victims are frequently dehumanised by their attackers,
are viewed as subordinate to the offender, and are somehow deserving of their
victimisation. This in turn reflects Perry’s (2001) notion of power, the expression of
power, and the use of hate crime as a method for maintaining perceived social
hierarchies and for ‘punishing’ those who attempt to disturb the social order. The
insights from research on hate crime tend to suggest that whilst we are often dealing
with quite common everyday circumstances and motivations in most cases, there are
cases where people are highly unlikely to change their behaviour (at least in the
short term) and consequently potential victims will need stronger protection from
harm.

R ESPONSES TO HATE CRIME
As with bullying, there have been a number of national, regional and high profile
initiatives that aim to raise awareness about and tackle hate crime. There is a strong
emphasis on race in many of these initiatives. The project run by Avon and Somerset
police (see Table 3) is an example of a wider scheme that aims to ‘educate children
that committing crime because of someone’s faith, race, sexual orientation or
disability is unacceptable’ (Thorpe, 2006, para 3). More broadly, the schemes aim to
increase confidence in the police and to make school environments safer places. Like
anti‐bullying campaigns such schemes have enlisted the support of celebrities and
the wristband idea is apparent in some campaigns.
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Table 3: Examples of initiatives in Britain to tackle hate crime
The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 created a range of new racially and
religiously aggravated offences; the Criminal Justice Act 2003
introduced tougher sentences for offences motivated or aggravated by
hatred of the victim’s sexual orientation or disability, and the Racial and
Religious Hatred Act 2006 makes it a criminal offence ‘to use
threatening words or behaviour with the intention of stirring up hatred
against any group of people defined by their religious beliefs or lack of
religious beliefs’ (Home Office, 2006a, para 9).

B ULLYING AND HATE CRIME
From the review of what is known about hate crime it can be argued that bullying
could be seen as a form of hate crime, especially some of the more extreme cases of
bullying. The connection between a background of bullying behaviour and extreme
acts is not often made clearly. Much of the research on hate crime reported within
this paper has focussed on race and ethnicity. However, hate crime also involves
homophobic and religiously motivated behaviour. The problem of homophobic
bullying in schools in Britain has again been raised following the trial of the suspects
in the murder of schoolboy Damilola Taylor. On the 27th November 2000, whilst on
his way home from school ten year old Damilola Taylor was stabbed in the leg with a
broken glass bottle and bled to death in the stairwell of the North Peckham Estate in
South East London. In August 2006, following two previous trials, brothers Danny and
Rickie Preddie, who were twelve and thirteen at the time, were convicted of
Damilola’s murder. However, despite the convictions, there are concerns that the
role of homophobia and bullying has been somewhat overlooked throughout.
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Shortly after the murder, Damilola’s mother described how her son had been
physically assaulted just days before he was killed, and reports suggested that
Damilola had been subjected to homophobic bullying (Hari, 2006). As Hari (2006, 37)
further points out;
‘In playgrounds across this city, the worst insult is still to be
called gay. Recent research from Teesside University found
that 40 per cent of teenage gay, lesbian or bisexual people had
attempted suicide because of bullying at school; 75 percent
had been physically assaulted at least once, and two had
received serious death threats. Damilola was not alone in
being tyrannised and threatened for seeming a bit different.’
Feeling discriminated against and ‘different’, as part of the experience of being
bullied, has been noted in other research conducted (Crawson et al, 2000). These
notions of difference varied considerably. In identifying reasons for victimisation,
Cawson et al report that 26% of respondents identified their size as being the
primary cause; 21% identified their social class; 19% their intelligence; 10% their
hobbies or interests; 8% their race; 3% their disability; and 2% their sexuality.
Respondents also identified issues such as the wearing of spectacles or
‘unfashionable’ clothing as reasons for their victimisation. In keeping with the issue
of disproportionate harm (in comparison with the act or behaviour experienced) that
is attributed to hate crime victimisation, Cawson et al (2000, 7) also found that:
‘It is notable that most of the issues about which respondents
said they were bullied ‐ their size, intelligence, social
background and race ‐ were fundamental aspects of their
identity over which they had no control, so that bullying would
represent a major psychological attack.’
The inter-connections between bullying behaviour and hate-motivated behaviour
are obvious in some cases. More broadly there are some key comparable features of
bullying and hate crime, as Table Four illustrates. A key difference between hate
crime and bullying behaviour is that hate crimes can be a one‐off incident, although
they frequently are not and research varies in the emphasis given to the repetition
aspect of hate‐motivated behaviour.
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Table 4: Comparable features of bullying and hate crime
Both concepts may or may not constitute actions that clearly contravene the
criminal law (according to some definitions) and both clearly undermine the five key
outcomes that ‘Every Child Matters’ puts forward as most important to children and
parents (being healthy; staying safe; enjoying and achieving; making a positive
contribution to society; social and economic well‐being). The title question to this
article asks whether hate crime is a relevant and useful way of conceptualising some
forms of school bullying. We would argue that the concept of hate crime in relation
to some bullying behaviours in schools is relevant and useful. In essence there are
three key reasons why we take this view.
Firstly, quite simply, some acts of bullying in schools will be motivated by hate and
will be crimes. The concept of ‘hate crime’ may therefore help to emphasise the
seriousness and law‐breaking aspects of some bullying behaviour. However, we are
not suggesting that all such incidents should attract the attention of the formal
criminal justice system. Such a proposition would be impractical, unhelpful and
unnecessary and would have the potential for criminalising behaviour that is often
widespread in school environments. Nevertheless, hate crimes are committed in
schools (and not all will involve bullying – some will be one‐off incidents) and these
need to be identified and responded to in a manner appropriate to the seriousness
of the offence. We agree with Rod Morgan (of the Youth Justice Board) that in most
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cases, young people should be dealt with in situ and that this will need the help of
the police in some cases.
Secondly, conceptualising some forms of bullying behaviour as hate crime may
offer new insights for understanding not just the bullying behaviour, but also the
impact that this has on victims. Of course the concept has particular relevance to
homophobic, racist and religiously‐motivated incidents, but its use may help in
differentiating levels of seriousness of both these and other types of targeted
bullying behaviour. Furthermore, the typologies of hate crime offenders suggest
different motivations for hate‐based behaviours and different levels of likelihood of
deterrence, both of which may be useful in developing interventions to address
specific bullying behaviour that hitherto may not have been considered.
Thirdly there is potentially considerable practical value in conceptualising some
forms of bullying as hate crime as part of the work SSPs undertake, as well as in
broader work on reducing crime and disorder in communities. The wider role
envisaged for schools within the ‘Every Child Matters’ agenda in Britain fits well with
this objective. The options for the prevention of serious bullying behaviour (as a hate
crime) that subsequently become available through the pooling of resources and
dissemination of ideas and information are significantly greater than schools might
achieve by working alone. The partnership between the police, schools, other parts
of children’s services and community organisations is important for several reasons;
schools are well placed to promote ‘anti‐hate’ to youth and to help in the
development of positive and safer community relations.
In sum we would argue that hate crime as a concept has much in common with
bullying. ‘Hate crime’ as a term may serve to underline the seriousness of some
bullying behaviour and emphasise that it is not behaviour that young people should
‘put up with.’ As a concept hate crime has clearer connections to unwanted and
socially divisive behaviours in the community and has a stronger connection to the
kind of rights agenda that underlines current thinking on the development of
children’s services in Britain. Having said this we are keen to emphasise in
concluding this article that the use of the concept of ‘hate crime’ also carries with it
the potential for problems if used in a purely punitive way by schools.
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