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Abstract
Community service orders are a proposed alternative form of punishment for children who have been or are in
conflict with the law. Despite an absence of clear laws in Malaysia pertaining to this order regarding its
application to child offenders, it is nonetheless viewed as a more suitable form of punishment in protecting a
child offender’s best interest compared to a fine or a sentence of imprisonment. In light of the above, the
objective of this article is to analyse two main legal issues relating to the future implementation of community
service orders as an alternative form of sentence, such as the number of credit hours per sentence and the types
of community service activities to be implemented. The research has shown that there is no uniformity in
determining the minimum and maximum amount of credit hours in implementing community service orders
against child offenders where some countries may have the maximum of 80 to 150 hours and 8 to 10 hours for
the minimum. The research also found that community service orders have greatly benefited both the society and
child offenders; the child offenders will be integrated back to the society and might as well undergo their
rehabilitation process. This research may be significant in preparing guidelines or a complete implementation
model for community service orders applicable to child offenders in Malaysia, as well as a reference for the
Officers in the Community Service Department and Magistrates in the Child Courts in Malaysia.
Keywords: community service orders, child offenders, offenders, implementation
1. Introduction
The criminal justice system for children had undergone considerable change after numerous parties were made
aware that the old justice system was no longer effective in handling the criminal involvement amongst child
offenders. Imprisoning child offenders is no longer an effective punishment for children (Maguire & Brown,
1998), and it is a major concern that it may result in recidivism among them (Petersilia, 2001). Abdul Rahman
(2002) stressed that the sentence to be given to a child offender must aim to rehabilitate, educate and socially
integrate them.
Silberman (1986) argued that community service orders are an effective way to rehabilitate child offenders.
These orders are seen to be more suited to child offenders in protecting their interests as children compared to a
sentence of imprisonment (Maguire & Brown, 1998). Through community service orders, the offenders’ spare
time will be filled with community service activities that restrict their movements, thus simultaneously
preventing them from committing or repeating the criminal acts (Hurd & Miller, 1981; Perrier & Pink, 1985). In
fact, it is believed that these orders can educate child offenders and enable them to reintegrate with society
(Silberman, 1986; Maher & Dufour, 1987).
In Malaysia, community service orders were introduced in 2007 and only applied to young offenders aged
between 18 and 21 years old as stated in section 293(1) (e) of the Criminal Procedure Code (Act 593). Despite a
proposal from the Ministry of Women, Family and Community Development made in July, 2011 to amend the
Child Act 2001 (Act 611) by repealing imprisonment as a punishment for child offenders and replacing it instead
with community service orders (Utusan Malaysia, 2011), there is still no clear legal provisions relating to
community service orders for child offenders as of the time this article was being written. Section 91of Act 611,
which empowers the court to sentence child offenders, is also silent on the matter.
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However, magistrates in the Child Courts may use any of the legal provisions in Act 611 to issue a community
service order to a child offender. For example, section 96(2) of the Child Act 2001 prevents children aged
between 14 and 18 years from facing a prison sentence by listing several alternative sentences such as probation,
fines, approved schools, Henry Gurney Schools, or ‘others’, which may be interpreted as, or mean to include,
community service orders.
Besides the above, section 93(1) (e) of the Child Act 2001 can also be applied by magistrates to issue community
service orders to child offenders. This provision allows the magistrate to decide whatever additional conditions
he sees fit for an order of good conduct, where he may include a community service order in his decision. It is
hereby proposed that community service orders are expressly provided for in the Child Act, particularly in
Section 91 and other related sections, so that no legal issues arise upon its implementation later.
Thus, this research will focus on two main issues regarding the implementation of community service orders if
they are indeed put into practice by the responsible bodies; such issues will include the number of credit hours
and the type of community activities to be carried out.
2. Literature Review
Recent development in the criminal justice system bear witness the community service orders being accepted as
a non-custodial form of punishment towards the criminal offender (Perrier & Pink, 1985). These orders do in fact
benefit the offender greatly, as well as society and the correctional system itself (Maher, 1994). Previous studies
have extensively discussed community service orders as a form of alternative punishment to imprisonment or
fines (Perrier & Pink, 1985). In countries such as the USA, New Zealand, England and Wales, community
service orders are a form of sentence for child offenders in their country, whether as an individual order,
additional order, alternative to imprisonment or as a combined sentence (with imprisonment) (Silberman, 1986;
Samuri, 2012).
Despite there being no clear evidence to prove that community service orders can reduce the rate of offenders’
criminal involvement (Pink & Perrier, 1985), a sentence of imprisonment will only cause an offender to
experience anti-socialism (Maher & Dufour, 1987). All throughout the offender’s imprisonment, he or she cannot
interact in any way with society in a community setting. This is highly detrimental to the offender, where his or
her psychological health may weaken and give way to depression, anxiety and suicidal tendencies (Ireland,
2005). Imprisonment is also not the best solution to ‘mould’ a child, and is in fact not ideally suited to a child’s
instincts (Maguire & Brown, 1998). Aside from this, the nation will be faced with the very real problem of
overcrowding in the prisons (Perrier & Pink,1985) in addition to the mounting cost of maintaining the prisoners,
which will inevitably have to be covered by taxpayer’s money (Maher, 1994).
Contrarily, by issuing community service orders that are strongly believed to benefit the offender and the
community (Bergman, 1975), the offender is never separated from society (Maher & Dufour, 1987). In fact, they
are involved together with other members of society for performing activities (Maher, 1994). This will encourage
them to bear responsibility and feel more aware of the needs of society (Silberman, 1986; Bergman, 1975); in
addition, the offender’s personality may be improved substantially through the acquisition of several new skills
(Bergman, 1975). There may even be a point where the offender can continue those activities together with
members of society after the duration of the community service orders have been served (Bergman, 1975; Hurd
& Miller, 1981).
Previous studies show that community service orders were first introduced in the Magistrate’s Court in England
and Wales in 1972 through a provision in the Criminal Justice Act 1972 (Perrier & Pink, 1985). Similar to
England and Wales, the order was made a form of punishment for criminal offences in Spain via a provision in
the Penal Code 1995 (Blay, 2008). In the 1980s the order was also introduced in New Zealand and Australia
(Blay, 2008). Interestingly, according to Silberman (1986) and Harris & Wing Lo (2002), community service
orders were already in use as an alternative punishment for child offenders since 1970s in the US and since 1974
in Switzerland. Britain too underwent a drastic change in its criminal justice system when it made community
service orders an alternative sentence for child offenders (Bergman, 1975). This gives a new dimension to the
criminal justice system in many countries, which are seen to pay more attention to the aspect of reparation when
it comes to child offenders by integrating them with society (Perrier & Pink, 1985).
There are several pros and critisms of issuing community service orders to the child offenders as highlighted by
some researchers. For example, studies of the Probation Division, Administrative Office of the United States
Courts (1989) and Hurd & Miller (1981) explained that familial ties will not be severed when undergoing a
community service order. In fact, the relationship between the offender and members of the community is also
maintained. This is supported by Maloney’s research (2007), where it states that the use of community service
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orders as an alternative form of punishment is suitable in protecting the best interest of a child offender. A part
from that, Samuri et al. (2012) argued that some studies had pointed otherwise whereby the community service
orders are seem to be ineffective and too soft compared to the seriousness of the crimes committed by the child
offenders.
Basically, the sentence for child offender is based on the theory of deterrent and rehabilitation (Samuri et al.,
2012). Samuri et al. (2012) argued that by looking at the best interest of the child in all matters concerning them,
the rehabilitation theory is the ideal one to the child offenders. However in some occasion, severe sentences such
as imprisonment and fines are continuously be used by the judiciary particularly Magistrate in sentencing the child
offenders. Thus, in line with the aim of the Act 611 to uphold the best interests of the children (Awal, 2002), an
alternative sentence or order which is based on the theory of rehabilitation such as community service order is
suggested to be imposed on the child offenders (Samuri, 2012).
However, in the context of Malaysia, there is still a lack of clear legal framework on the implementation of
community service orders for child offenders. In his study, Samuri (2012) explained that community service
orders may be applied based on the provisions in section 93(1) (e) of the Child Act 2001 and section 293 of the
Criminal Procedure Code (Act 593). However, the use of section 293 Act 593 may be questionable because the
order is expressly provided for young offenders aged between 18 and 21 years old (Samuri, 2012) and not to
children aged 18 and below according to the definition given in section 2(1) of the Child Act 2001.
There are very few research papers written on the subject of community service orders amongst child offenders
in Malaysia, what more regarding certain issues of implementation of community service orders such as the
number of credit hours for the order, the types of community-based activities to be carried out, and the
concealment of the child offenders’ identities. In fact, most of the previous studies discuss the implementation of
community service orders from a perspective involving adult offenders who have been convicted of minor
offences or young offenders rather than child offenders.
For example, in studies by Brennan & Mason (1983) and Leibrich, Galaway, & Underhill (1986), it was found
that the minimum and maximum credit hours for community service orders differ from one nation to another
(US, Britain, Canada, and New Zealand). Furthermore, there is no specific day as to when the offender is to
begin serving the sentence, or for how many months it will take for the sentence to be completed. Similarly, the
number of hours per day that the offender is to serve is also unspecified. However, Umbreit (1981) calculated the
formula that one day’s detention in prison is equivalent to six hours community service.
In most countries, the activities that are usually undertaken by the offender are individualistic in nature and do
not involve active interaction with the community (Brennan & Mason, 1983; Leibrich, Galaway, & Underhill,
1986). Such activities include collecting litter, road works, painting buildings and marking roads, restoring
signboards, repairing sewing machines, sweeping, mopping floors and so on. In his study, Leibrich, Galaway, &
Underhill (1986) also gave examples of activities that directly involve the society such as social services in
hospitals, public health centres and homes for children with special needs. However, there is little discussion on
the issue of protecting the identities of child offenders in any of the previous studies.
On the same note, a study conducted by the Probation Division, Administrative Office of the United States
Courts (1989) focused more on the practical aspects of the implementation of community service orders, the
preparations that the offender needs to make, the implementation procedure, follow-up programs and the
offender’s evaluation. Whereas in his study, Samuri (2012) explained several other issues concerning the
implementation of community service order such as the type of offences that may incur this order and
observation by the responsible bodies, in addition to the theoretical aspects, legal framework and the direction in
which community service orders are going in Malaysia. In the same research, Samuri (2012) also briefly
discussed issues such as the number of credit hours for community service order, the nature of the community
service activities and the effects of violating community service orders within the Malaysian context.
Thus, this research will analyse the above-mentioned legal issues in more detail and will refer to the
implementation models of community service orders for child offenders applied by the US, New Zealand,
Australia and other relevant countries.
3. Discussion
There are numerous legal issues regarding the implementation of community service orders for child offenders.
However, under this subtopic, this article shall only analyse two primary issues such as the total number of credit
hours required for the order and the types of community service activities to be carried out.
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3.1 Credit Hours Required for Completion of Community Service Orders
Based on the existing legal provisions, the courts are the party responsible for determining the specific duration
for an offender to complete a community service order. Section 293(1) (e) (i) of the Criminal Procedure Code
(Amendment) 2010 for example provides that the duration of community service orders for young offenders may
be up to 240 credit hours. However, in most countries, there is no uniformity in the determination of the
minimum and maximum number of credit hours required to complete these community service orders. More
importantly, there are no specific guidelines to determine the number of hours, and even if there were, there is no
indication as to why that particular number of hours applies to the offence concerned (Brennan & Mason, 1983).
In studies by Brennan & Mason (1983) and Grafl (2007), the numbers of credit hours determined for child
offenders in McClean County, Illinois, USA and in Austria are between 30 and 100 or up to 120 credit hours,
depending on the seriousness of the crime. The determination of the number of those credit hours was made
based on three degrees of seriousness of the offence; for minor offences, the offender will serve a community
service order between 8 and 40 hours, 40 to 60 credit hours for offences of medium seriousness, and 61 to 80
hours for serious or major offences (Brennan & Mason, 1983). Also in the USA, offenders in Multnomah County,
Oregon, will serve between 24 and 80 hours for first-time offenders, and 24 hours for child offenders convicted
of illegal possession of alcohol (Brennan & Mason, 1983).
On the other hand, in Canada, the most recent number of credit hours issued to an offender in carrying out a
community service order is from 30 to 150 hours compared to the previous total of hours between 10 and 400
credit hours (Brennan & Mason, 1983). Whereas in Britain and Western Australia, 40 to 240 credit hours may
apply to adult offenders, where 40 to 120 hours are issued for offences not punishable by imprisonment (Harris
& Lo, 2002) and 121 to 240 credit hours for offences punishable by imprisonment (Brennan & Mason, 1983). In
New Zealand and Spain, the offenders carry out their respective community service orders between 8 and 200 or
248 hours (Leibrich, Galaway, & Underhill, 1986; Blay, 2008). Whereas in Ireland, the community service
orders are carried out within 40 to 240 hour period, and must be completed within 12 months, or six months for
orders of 120 credit hours. (Harris & Lo, 2002).
By looking at the implementation of community service orders as practiced in the abovementioned countries, it
may be concluded that the total number of credit hours required for a community service orders generally do not
exceed 240 hours, which in line with the existing legal provisions in Malaysia for young offenders. In their study,
Hurd & Miller (1981) refute long durations up to 420 hours as is practiced in the US. Instead, they stressed that
the ideal duration is 80 to 120 hours for implementation of community service orders, depending on the type of
activity carried out every week. This also takes into consideration the readiness of the agencies involved, who
may feel burdened when they are forced to bear the administrative costs for offenders with sentences exceeding
120 hours (Hurd & Miller, 1981).
On a similar note, Leibrich, Galaway, & Underhill (1986) mentioned that judges generally consider orders for
durations from 8 to 200 hours as extreme and overboard. However, minimal credit hours, for example a total
numbering below eight hours, is considered to be redundant and a waste of time (Leibrich, Galaway, & Underhill,
1986). The primary concern regarding the implementation of low credit hours is that it would be incapable of
rehabilitating the offender, plus it would also be inconsistent with the time and energy spent by the parties
involved (Brennan & Mason, 1983).
The question thus arises, how many credit hours would be ideal to be given to child offenders who have been
sentenced with community service orders? Logically, for child offenders, the number of credit hours required for
completion of a community service orders should be lower than what has been required for adult or young
offenders. Thus, this research may agree with Brennan & Mason (1983), Hurd & Miller (1981) and Grafl (2007),
whereby the maximum number of credit hours for child offenders should only be between 100 and 120 hours. In
proposing the same in Malaysia, the maximum number of credit hours that will be given to the child offenders is
120 hours which is about half of the credit hours that is currently imposed upon young offenders.
However, for the children who have committed the serious or major offences, this research opined that the court
may consider sentencing them to community service orders despite of being imprisonment, fines or any
institutional detention but for a longer duration. For instance, they need to undergo the community service order
for 240 hours which is the same maximum number of credit hours required for young adults, or 61 to 80 hours
(Brennan & Mason, 1983) or alternatively according to the proposed maximum numbers of credit hours to be
implemented for child offenders in Malaysia which is 120 hours. This coincides with Thomas (2001), who
opined that sentences such as imprisonment and fines are unreasonable for child offenders, even as punishment
resulting from the offender’s failure to complete the orders.
96

www.ccsenet.org/ass

Asian Social Science

Vol. 10, No. 4; 2014

In taking into consideration the findings of previous studies, the minimum number of credit hours required must
be more than eight hours, which is between nine and ten hours, or if calculated in days, about one and a half day
according to Umbreit’s (1981) formula, whereby a day’s detention in prison is equivalent to six hours community
service. Based on that formula , an example of the calculation of credit hours for a community service order can
be made as thus; a minor offence punishable by seven days imprisonment is multiplied by six hours, which
brings the total number of credit hours to 42 for adult offenders. Whereas for child offenders, the number of
credit hours for the same offence will be halved, making the total 21 credit hours of community service.
On the other hand, Harris & Wing Lo (2002) suggest a ‘one for one’ formula, where imprisonment for a day is
equivalent to a days’ community service. For example, if the offender is sentenced to seven days imprisonment,
then the community service order should also be implemented for seven days. This research however is in favour
of formula given by Umbreit’s (1981) and thus would proposed at least nine hours or one day and a half as the
minimum credit hours for the child offenders to undergo the community service orders. This research further
opined that the Umbreit’s formula will be suit for the best interest of the child since the ‘one to one’ formula by
Harris & Wing Lo (2002) will cause a longer time for them to undergo the same.
Another notable absence from previous studies is a specific form of determination of the day that the offenders
are supposed to commence with their community service orders sentences. These orders may be carried out
according to the time specified by the participating bodies, such as weekday afternoons, or more commonly over
the weekend, i.e. Saturday and Sunday (Leibrich, Galaway, & Underhill, 1986). In other words, each offender
has the right to determine their own spare time to allow them to carry out their community service orders
sentence successfully (Leibrich, Galaway, & Underhill, 1986).
If the order is carried out according to the offender’s schedule, the officer in charge of monitoring the offender
may face some difficulty in gathering other offenders who are also sentenced to community service, especially
since community service activities are generally carried out in groups on specific days such as Saturday and
Sunday. However, this matter can be easily handled if there is close cooperation from the institutions involved,
where they can assist with the monitoring of the offenders; plus, the observing officers’ willingness to work
around the offenders schedules will ensure that the aim to rehabilitate the offenders and involve them in
community activities can be smoothly and successfully achieved.
In New Zealand, the offender is required to report for duty as early as 8:00 a.m. on every Saturday for their
community service orders (Leibrich, Galaway, & Underhill, 1986). This differs from the situation in Australia,
where community service orders are carried out for one week of every month (Israel & Dawes, 2002). Whereas
in the USA, community service orders are carried out over four, five or six days a week (Maloney, 2007). And in
Victoria and Western Australia, the offenders will carry out their orders in community rehabilitation centres for
12 hours a week (Israel & Dawes, 2002; Harris & Lo, 2002).
Earlier studies have shown that there is no specific number of credit hours determined for a day’s community
service. The offenders will carry out their community service orders for six (Umbreit, 1981) or eight (Blay, 2008;
Harris & Lo, 2002) hours, but not for less than four hours a day (Blay, 2008). Usually, the community service
commences in the morning, at around eight o’ clock (Leibrich, Galaway, & Underhill, 1986), and end after four,
six or eight hours later.
In Malaysia, community service orders are proposed to be carried out by the child offenders at every weekend,
i.e. on Saturdays or/and Sundays, which is normally they do not generally have their school or school-based
activities on that days. They may choose either Saturday or Sunday or both Saturday and Sunday at every week
starting at 8.00 a.m or 9.00 a.m and last after 6 hours (since the formula of Umbreit is proposed to be applied) or
in the other words at 2.00 p.m or 3.00 pm. These are much more preferebble and practical despite of letting them
to decide when exactly they are going to carry out their community service orders based on their free time or
weekday afternoons or any other practises by Victoria and Western Australia, Australia and USA as discussed
earlier.
However, if there is a good reason or occurrence that prevents the offender from carrying out his community
service orders on any given week such as a death in the family, an important meeting, official business, a
religious ceremony or community celebration (Israel & Dawes, 2002), the offender is allowed some flexibility to
not carry out the activity, but he must inform the respective officer responsible for monitoring him of his absence.
The community service orders will then be postponed to the following week without contradicting the deadline
in which the order must be completed. In Ireland, for example, community service orders which are for 40 to 120
hours must be completed within six to 12 months (Harris & Lo, 2002).
The same approach will be proposed in Malaysia whereby the 120 hours (the proposed maximum credit hours to
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be implemented in Malaysia) or 240 hours (for serious and major offences) of community service orders must be
completed within five to six or 10 to 12 months. It will be based on the culculation of dividing 120 or 240 hours
to 6 hours per day (according to Umbreit’s formula) which is equivalent to 20 or 40 days to be completed. If the
child offenders have undergoing the said community service orders on Saturday or Sunday only in every month,
they will be completing their community service orders within five to 10 months. Similarly if they are
undergoing the same both on Saturday and Sunday in every month without fail, they will be finishing their
community service orders within two and half months which is within the dateline imposed in Ireland i.e. six to
12 months.
3.2 Types of Community Activities
Based on the definition of community service, which among others include ‘time allocated for work within a
community’ (Umbreit, 1981), this order should ideally have the offender be involved in activities that have direct
interaction with society. This is in line with the main objective of community service, which is to encourage the
offender to socialise and get to know issues concerning the community (Maher & Dufour, 1987). The offender
also undergoes a ‘humanisation’ process through these orders, whereby he makes an effort to increase his
confidence and improve his personality (Maher, 1994), enhance his intellect, regain the community’s trust in him
and deliver the message to society that he and other offenders are only human and are not exempted from
making mistakes (Maher, 1994).
Among the activities that are usually carried out in implementing community service orders include
trash-collecting, roadworks, painting buildings and road lines, signboard restoration, repairing sewing machines,
sweeping and mopping, grass-cutting and working with children in daycare (Brennan & Mason, 1983), area and
landscape maintenance, building restoration small repairs, housekeeping, serving meals, tenant management,
gardening, cleaning up parks and maintenance work (Leibrich, Galaway, & Underhill, 1986).
These activities are more individualistic and do not involve active physical interaction with society. However, the
contribution and benefit of these activities to society cannot be denied. For example, dirty public restrooms and
roads in need of mending may be in working and usable condition for the enjoyment of community individuals
after being cleaned and repaired by offenders serving out their community service orders.
In most countries, Malaysia included, such activities are often carried out as implementation of community
service orders. One way to look at it is that such activities may help to conceal the identities of child offenders
from public knowledge as there is a lack of physical interaction with society. However, these same activities may
not seem to fit the concept of community service, which requires communication and active offender-community
relations where the activities carried out should greatly benefit the offender and other surrounding (Redman,
2010; Harris & Lo, 2002).
This concurs with Silberman (1986) in that true community service should be able to improve the relationship
between society and the offender, and not distance them. Building good ties between the offender and other
members of the community may give a sense of self-belonging to the offender in his society (Silberman, 1986).
Therefore, it would be more ideal if the offender could carry out his community service orders within his own
community and extend it to other communities (Silberman, 1986).
The question is: what type of activities would truly capture and realise the aspirations of the community service
order itself? The choice of activity or module in community service orders is highly important to ensure that the
orders achieves its goal of rehabilitating and integrating the offenders with their communities (Thomas, 2001).
The activities in these orders must be capable of raising civic awareness in the offender (Hoffmann & Jiangmin,
2002). Some activities that directly involve society are, among others, community service in homes for the
elderly, orphanages, charity homes and special care homes, schools, mental institutions and places of worship,
hospitals or public healthcare centres, homes for children with special needs, assisting with office duties, and
recreational activities in centres for education and sports or local community centres (Leibrich, Galaway, &
Underhill, 1986).
In a US case study conducted by Hurd & Miller (1981), a young offender aged 18 years old was found guilty of
killing an eagle, and was sentenced to 80 hours of community service in a national park. The offender, who was
monitored by an officer of the same national park, had undergone activities such as splitting logs, picking up
litter and feeding the birds. Besides being involved in advocating issues relating to the environment, the offender
had also written about the problems faced by American eagles for the attention of the relevant authorities. This
activity was well-received by all the parties involved, particularly the offender himself, where by the end of the
activity, the offender had learned many new things that brought benefit to both himself and the community (Hurd
& Miller, 1981).
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The activities in community service orders may be further extended to social services in rural areas, an
accomplishment made real by the South Australian Department of Correctional Services at the Anangu
Pitjantjatjara Lands, a rural area situated in northern Western Australia (Israel & Dawes, 2002). In the Malaysian
context, similar community service activities may be carried out by offenders in indigenous peoples’ villages or
other rural interior areas in the states of Sabah and Sarawak to instill awareness of other peoples’ struggles and
material deficiencies.
This research therefore proposes that the activities in community service orders must be further developed and
be given a new breath of life. The primary focus of the child offenders in the community service activities is
their direct involvement with the community as what the comunity service orders are aimed to. Such
individualistic activities such as grass-cutting, cleaning public restrooms, trash-collecting and so on can not
anymore stand alone and it needs to be combined together with the community services activities in its real
means. A case study conducted by Hurd Miller (1981) earlier had shown that the combination of the two will be
able to increase positive values in the child offenders themselves. Therefore, this research opined that the
community services activities must carried at least 80 to 90 percent of the activities that directly involve with the
society and only 20 to10 percent for the individual activities.
In relation to the above, the different locations and institutions or agencies involved in these community service
activities should therefore be expanded, and close cooperation between the parties implementing the order and
the other concerned agencies or institutions must be created (Israel & Dawes, 2002). In addition, the offender
may also be directly assimilated into a community through the activities he has carried out (Israel & Dawes,
2002). Furthermore, this research also agrees that offenders should carry out community service orders that bear
relevance to the offence they have committed as exemplified in Hurd & Miller (1981). However, this has only
been implemented in selected cases. For example, in cases of vandalism of public amenities, the child offenders
will carry out their community service orders in public places such as cleaning public restrooms, restoring
signboards, and other such activities related to public amenities.
Community service orders activities should also be broadened to exceed that of the existing types of activities.
Therefore, rehabilitative activities for offenders such as counselling, education on the dangers of drug abuse,
family therapy, preparation for facing the outside world and self-development programs (Maloney, 2007; Harris
& Lo, 2002) should be included as compulsory community service order activities. In one case study in Austria,
a child offender aged 16 years old was involved in a socio-economic project that ran concurrently with his
community service orders. Throughout the duration of the order, he successfully graduated from high school and
ultimately became a businessman (Grafl, 2007). This is an extremely important example that can be used to
devise a thorough community service order that can help a child offender rise above his past mistakes and
reconnect him back to society.
Thus, this research also proposed that in future the compulsory rehabilitative activities for child offenders such
as counselling or self-development programs should be a part of the community service activities as to be carried
out by the child offenders or in the other words it will be replacing the 10 to 20 percent that allocated for the
indivual activities.
4. Conclusion
In conclusion, this research finds that community service orders are a form of alternative sentencing that is most
suited and beneficial to child offenders. However, to ensure the successful implementation of this community
service orders, legal issues such as the number of credit hours and the types of community service activties to be
carried out must be given serious attention, especially by the bodies concerned such as the Officers at the
Community Service Department, Magistrates in the Child Courts and the media in general.
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