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ABSTRACT

Despite the recent decline in juvenile crimes in Malaysia, children across the country continue to face
formal processing and incarceration. Many children find it challenging to transition back into the
community following their release from the institutions—especially given the lack of legal framework
and guidelines in Malaysia for supporting children during the aftercare or re-entry process. To explore
what system actors perceive as factors contributing to the challenges of aftercare supervision or re-
entry, this study conducted 12 qualitative interviews with probation officers who supervise children
during the aftercare process, and psychology officers who work with children during incarceration. A
gualitative analysis of these interviews produced results that highlight critical gaps in Malaysia’s system
of juvenile aftercare supervision. Results indicated that children often did not receive adequate support
from the existing system of aftercare supervision and, therefore, face difficulty overcoming several
aftercare challenges identified by system actors. These included negative peers and environment, and
the lack of family involvement. The study has provided several recommendations for key stakeholders
to spearhead reforms in addressing the needs of children participating in the aftercare supervision
process in Malaysia. This study is significant as it will ensure that the children, following their release
from the formal institutions, and in line with the international legal framework, are given the necessary
support they need in aftercare supervision to help them during the reintegration process.
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INTRODUCTION

Children have been detained globally, but reports show a decreasing trend in their detention in prisons
and remand centers. The latest report notes about 259,000 children detained at the end of 2024,
(UNICEF, 2025), down from 261, 200 in 2020 (UNICEF, 2021a), in line with the need to legally protect
every child from being subjected to detention (UNICEF, 2021b). In Malaysia, statistics indicate a
decline in the number of children committing crimes in 2023 (2,743) compared to 2022 (3,013). Of
these, 228 were serving sentences, while more were detained pending trial (Department of Social
Welfare Statistics Report, 2023; Department of Statistics Malaysia, 2025). The juvenile justice system
in Malaysia is governed by Part X of the Child Act 2001, and Section 2 of the Child Act 2001 defines
a child as a person under 18 years of age. However, a child can only be criminally responsible upon
reaching the age of 10, in accordance with Section 82 of the Penal Code. Table 1 demonstrates that a
significant number of male children were the ones who committed crimes, compared to female
offenders, and outlines the most common crimes committed according to gender, at the end of 2023.

Table 1

Types of Offences and Gender of Children Who Committed Crimes at the End of 2023

No Types of Offences Male Female Total
1 Crime against persons 747 26 773
2 Traffic offences 678 4 682
3 Drug related offences 457 40 497
4 Crime related property 462 29 491
5 Gambling 92 29 121

Immigration related offences under the
6 Immigration Act 1959/63 27 6 33
7 Minor Offences Act 22 8 30
8 Poisons Act 1952 23 2 25
9 Weapon/Firearms 13 0 13

10 Violation of supervision terms 4 0 4
11 Others 62 12 74
12 Total 2,587 156 2,743

Notes. Source is the Department of Social Welfare Statistics Report, 2023.

An integral part of juvenile justice processing, juvenile re-entry or aftercare supervision refers to the
support and supervision provided in the community as children reintegrate into society. This process
often requires collaboration between juvenile justice agencies and their surrounding communities
(Weaver, 2011). Once a child enters the juvenile justice system in Malaysia, the Court for Children has
discretionary powers under Section 91(1) of the Child Act 2001, to impose appropriate orders on a child
offender, taking into account the gravity of the offences and the particulars of the case. Under the Child
Act 2001, the Court for Children will decide whether to place a child in the Approved School or the
Henry Gurney School, or to subject the child to imprisonment under Section 91 (1) (f) and Section 91
(1) (h) of the Child Act 2001 respectively. The child is then placed under a probation officer or a person
appointed by the Child Welfare Team for one year of aftercare supervision after release from an
institution. As noted above, about 2,743 children were involved in crimes in Malaysia at the end of
2023, including 228 serving sentences and more had been detained pending trial (Department of Social
Welfare Statistics Report, 2023; Department of Statistics Malaysia, 2025). Hence, effective aftercare
supervision is crucial to prevent cases of recidivism among those released.
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Findings from previous meta-analyses have shown that aftercare supervision can reduce the rate of
recidivism under specific conditions (Bouchard & Wong, 2018; James et al., 2013; Weaver &
Campbell, 2015; Wong et al., 2024; Selimi et al., 2025). While there is ample literature from the West
on the effectiveness of aftercare supervision, there is a dearth of studies on its effectiveness in Malaysia.
Although the legal framework in Malaysia provides for children to undergo aftercare supervision
following their release from institutions, there is no structured legal framework governing aftercare
supervision, and no specific services are routinely provided to support returning children’s transition
back to their communities. It is reported that even though children placed under aftercare supervision
must meet with probation officers monthly, the meetings are cursory and the aftercare plan does not
state the goals of aftercare supervision, nor does it provide guidance for what the process should entail
(Ministry of Women, Family and Community Development & UNICEF, 2013).

This study explores the views of probation and psychology officers on the challenges and legal barriers
in aftercare supervision for children released from institutions. Under the Child Act 2001, probation
officers are responsible for ensuring that children are legally protected in every stage of the juvenile
justice system; from their arrest through supervision for one year, and following their release from
institutions. On the other hand, psychology officers oversee children’s well-being in institutions and
before release. Among system actors, these officers have the closest contact with children and can
observe what supports or hinders aftercare supervision. Using a qualitative approach, the present study
is aimed at better understanding aftercare supervision in Malaysia and identifying changes that could
support children and improve their aftercare success. This study, thus reports qualitative findings from
the first Malaysian study of the views of probation and psychology officers on the challenges and legal
barriers in implementing aftercare for children upon their release from institutions.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Conceptual Framework

Challenges to Successful Aftercare

After discharge, formerly committed or incarcerated individuals often experience a period of
community corrections supervision, called aftercare, parole, or post-release supervision (Astrada,
2018). For children, the aftercare period may last from several weeks to months, or even years
(Altschuler & Brash, 2004). Abrams (2006) highlighted the unique challenges faced by children upon
their release from institutions. For example, children are expected to develop the psychosocial skills of
young adults and take on adult responsibilities. However, during their time in institutional facilities,
children miss suitable opportunities to develop the skills needed for adulthood (Abrams, 2006;
Altschuler & Brash, 2004).

After their release from institutions, formerly detained or incarcerated children face many challenges
as they transition from custody to the community, and from adolescence to adulthood (Panuccio, 2021;
Panuccio et al., 2012). Most research on aftercare has focused on the challenges adults face upon release
from incarceration (e.g., La Vigne et al., 2004; La Vigne & Kachnowski, 2005; Visher et al., 2006).
However, research on the challenges faced by children released from institutions remains underexplored
(Abrams, 2006; Bullis et al., 2002; Pannucio et al., 2012). The limited extant research in this area has
identified the following obstacles as children's chief concerns following facility discharge: they do not
have a place of residence, are dependent on family members, have trouble remaining drug-free or
staying away from negative peers, and have to shoulder adult responsibilities (e.g., employment,
financial independence) (Panuccio et al., 2012).
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During aftercare supervision, children must reestablish social bonds and connect to social institutions
that can help mitigate existing risk factors (e.g., attitudes, cognitions, peer influence) that may have
contributed to their legal system contact (Abrams & Tam, 2018; Gill & Wilson, 2017; Lebel et al.,
2008). Although family can play an essential role in aftercare success, children’s expectations of family
support following institutional discharge may differ from reality, contributing to strained family
relationships and adverse aftercare outcomes (e.g., La Vigne et al., 2004; Visher et al., 2006).
Furthermore, family members may have high expectations for the children’s behavior upon their return,
and if the children cannot meet them, family relationships may be further strained (Martinez & Abrams,
2013). Other familial and environmental outcomes that could impede successful aftercare periods
include the following: experience physical abuse from a family member (Visher et al., 2004), access to
and use of illicit substances, trapped in familial poverty, associate with gang members and others who
engage in illegal activities, and live in under-resourced neighborhoods with high rates of crime
(Gunnison & Helfgott, 2011; Liu et al., 2021; Sinclair et al., 2021). Instability in living conditions,
transportation problems, and pressure to provide for their own families may also hinder children’s
successful aftercare (Abrams, 2006; Martinez & Abrams, 2013).

Additionally, although some children receive services or enroll in programs providing aftercare
supervision, not all are willing to participate, and not all who do ultimately benefit (Panuccio et al.,
2012). Although these findings might suggest that some children lack motivation, in reality, the
programs on offer may not be sufficiently tailored or engaging for children (Panuccio et al., 2012).
Aftercare services must meet the needs of children by providing support in ways that appeal to them
and help them feel they are not facing aftercare challenges alone (Abrams, 2012).

Protective Factors

For children released from legal system facilities, close family relationships and family support can
serve as critical contributors to aftercare success (Davis et al., 2012; Steinberg et al., 2004; Visher &
Courtney, 2007; Rock et al., 2025). For example, family members can provide children with shelter and
financial support (La Vigne & Kachnowski, 2005; Visher et al., 2004; Visher et al., 2006), which has
been linked to future employment and reduced risk for recidivism. In addition, returning children with
closer and stronger family ties are less likely to be involved with drugs following facility discharge
(Solomon et al., 2006).

Mothers, in particular, appear to be critical sources of support for children returning to their
communities (Vander, 2018). Children and adolescents can also find support from extended family
members, who often serve as valuable resources for finding employment, providing encouragement,
and at times, more tangible instrumental support, including transportation, housing, and financial
assistance (Barnert et al., 2020; Hanrahan et al., 2005; Martinez & Abrams, 2013). Subsequently,
children released from legal system facilities often report that emotional and financial support from
their families serves as a fundamental factor that prevents them from returning to detention (Visher &
Courtney, 2007).

Additional protective factors against repeat legal system contact include engaging with prosocial peers,
as they can help children become involved in prosocial activities and even compensate for a lack of
family support (Mowen & Boman, 2019; Steinberg et al., 2004). In addition, having a positive attitude
towards school, being employed, and having a high motivation to succeed have been identified as
protective factors for children and youth re-entering the community (Beal, 2014). This is true, even for
those young people initially charged with violent offenses (Lodewijks et al., 2010).
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Aftercare Supervision

Past studies have demonstrated positive developments among children who had received formalized
support services during aftercare supervision. Social support from program staff who provide mentoring
services, group counseling, and direct assistance with basic needs, has been linked to aftercare success
(Panuccio et al., 2012). Similarly, returning children and adolescents who received help enrolling in
school and accessing employment within six months of their release were found to be less likely than
those who did not receive such services to return to detention in the year following their discharge
(Bullis et al., 2002; Bullis et al., 2004). Importantly, some interventions could be undertaken before
discharge, that is, while the children were still institutionalized. This can help reduce their risk of future
contact with the legal system (Todis et al., 2001). These interventions may be specifically meant to
reduce risk factors (e.g., substance use treatment, anger management) or promote positive youth
development (e.g., educational programs, job skill development, executive functioning skill
development). It is likely that a combination of supportive services before and after discharge will have
the greatest positive impact on the aftercare process.

System actors and program staff—whether working with children before or after their discharge from
correctional facilities—who develop positive relationships with children and model responsible adult
behavior can contribute to positive outcomes for children returning to their communities (Bullis et al.,
2002). To encourage the development of such relationships, formal aftercare supervision or re-entry
support programs should ensure that staff-to-children ratios do not exceed 1:10 or 1:15; staff conduct
functional assessments related to the youth’s work, living, and social skills; staff engage young people
and their families in developing and following the youth’s case plans; staff help the youths develop
relevant and necessary skills, with an emphasis on helping them find jobs and educational opportunities;
and sufficient time is built into programming for the development of positive rapport and meaningful
relationships (Bullis et al., 2002; Sinclair et al., 2021).

Underpinning the success of aftercare supervision or re-entry is the effective implementation of the
Risk-Needs-Responsivity model that is built on the following three critical pillars: “what services and
programs are offered” (i.e, health, literacy, housing, economic empowerment), “how they are delivered”
(i.e, utilizing a case management model that tailors an individual’s risks, needs, responsivity and causes
of crimes), and “when they are provided” (i.e, as soon as the offender enters the institution and continue
through the transitional and post-release stages) to offenders when they exit the institutions (Bonta &
Andrews 2007; Majeed et al., 2025). Subsequently, studies have shown that the Risk-Needs-
Responsivity model can have positive, impactful outcomes for children during the reintegration process
after they are released from institutions (Rocque et al., 2014; Brogan et al., 2015; Majeed et al., 2025).

Results from previous meta-analytic studies have demonstrated that aftercare supervision can reduce
reoffending rates under specific conditions (Bouchard & Wong, 2018; Weaver & Campbell, 2015;
James et al., 2013; Wong et al., 2024; Selimi et al., 2025). Although past meta-analyses have examined
the effectiveness of aftercare programs for children, the results were somewhat mixed. For instance,
past studies revealed that aftercare supervision that successfully met the needs of participating children
resulted in significant and small overall effects on recidivism rates for formally incarcerated children
(James et al., 2013; Bouchard & Wong, 2018; Wong et al., 2024). Similarly, the results of a more recent
study concluded that aftercare supervision resulted in significant and small overall effects on recidivism
rates for formally incarcerated children (Selimi et al., 2025). Conversely, the findings of other meta-
analysis studies have demonstrated that the effect of aftercare programs in reducing the recidivism rates
of juvenile offenders was not significant. However, it has been reported that well-implemented after-
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care supervision for youths older than 16.5 years old, who had committed violent offences showed
positive effects and reduced recidivism rates (Weaver & Campbell, 2015). This result is echoed in a
recent study that highlights the fact that reforms on aftercare programs do not necessarily show any
discernible effects on recidivism rates (Mielke, 2024).

In light of the discussion in the preceding paragraphs, it is crucial to note that although the results of the
meta-analysis varied, studies have also found that the quality of aftercare supervision and its
implementation were critical for reducing recidivism among incarcerated children (Selimi et al., 2025).
In this regard, some scholars have pointed out that the divergence in results may be attributed to the
following factors: (a) some aftercare supervision adopt broad and varied framework (supervision carried
out in residential or community-based settings) (Kurlychek et al., 2011); (b) various types of aftercare
programs are implemented in aftercare supervision (Mielke, 2024); and (c) the integration of a complex
belief/religious components in some aspects of the aftercare supervision (Ferolino & Yap 2023).

Even though the literature is replete with studies examining the effectiveness of aftercare supervision
or re-entry processes for children, particularly the positive impact of aftercare supervision on reducing
recidivism, there is a notable gap in the literature specific to the Malaysian context, on its effectiveness.
Moreover, there is a significant gap in understanding the challenges children face during aftercare
supervision in Malaysia (Ahmad et al., 2022). In Malaysia, although children are required to report to
probation officers monthly, the meetings are cursory, with no structured reintegration plans for the
children (Ministry of Women, Family and Community Development & UNICEF, 2013). Subsequently,
due to gaps in the legal framework and guidelines governing aftercare supervision in Malaysia, and the
lack of specific aftercare programs or services available to them, children are deprived of the support
they need after their release from institutions as (Ahmad et al., 2022).

The present study extends the scope of earlier studies by analyzing the quality and implementation of
aftercare supervision in Malaysia, as well as the protective and risk factors facing children released
from institutions. Aftercare supervision is crucial, especially when recent statistics demonstrate that
more children are now involved with gambling institutions, crime against persons, traffic offences, drug
involvement, and crime against property (Department of Social Welfare Statistics Report, 2023). Thus,
effective aftercare supervision that meets the needs of the children is pivotal to prevent reoffending
among children who have been released from institutions. By interviewing probation officers and
psychology officers, the present study has sought to develop a better understanding of aftercare
supervision in Malaysia and how changes in the system might better support children; thereby
increasing the likelihood of aftercare success for them.

Legal Framework

Section 83 of the Child Act 2001 recognizes that the arrest, detention, or trial of every child who comes
into contact with the juvenile justice system in Malaysia shall be undertaken in conformity with the
provisions in the Child Act 2001. Hence, the law seeks to protect a child offender from the pre-trial
stage, trial proceedings, and post-trial stage, including the aftercare supervision stage, when the child is
released from the institutions. Section 10 of the Child Act 2001 vested the probation officers with the
power to oversee the well-being of a child offender from the point of arrest until the end of the aftercare
supervision period.

Once a child offender came into contact with the juvenile justice system in Malaysia, the Court for
Children is vested with the discretionary powers under Section 91 (1) of the Child Act 2001 to impose
on proof of offence, the following appropriate orders on a child offender,; (a) admonish and discharge
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the child offender; (b) discharge the child offender upon executing a bond of good behavior and
compliance with all the conditions imposed by the Court; (c) placing the child offender in the care of a
relative or other fit and proper person for a specified period and following the conditions set by the
Court; (d) require the child offender to make payment for fines, compensation and costs; (da) make a
community service order; (e) make a probation order under Section 98 of the Child Act 2001; (f) place
the child offender in an Approved School or the Henry Gurney School; (g) whipping (but this order was
removed by the Child (Amendment) Act (2016); (h) subjecting a child offender (aged fourteen (14)
years and above) to a term of imprisonment that could be awarded by the Session Court if the child
committed an offence punishable with imprisonment. The order that can be imposed under Section 91
(1) of the Child Act 2001 is applicable to a child offender and must be distinguished from orders that
can be imposed on an adult offender under different provisions of the law (PP v MFHA [2018] 2 SMC
214). Underpinning the purpose of the imposition of an order under Section 91 (1) of the Child Act
2001 against a child offender is the twin principle of "welfare-driven™ and "justice-driven. In exercising
the discretionary powers to make orders, the court takes into account the facts and circumstances of the
case while cognizant of the impact the order will have both on the welfare of the child offender and the
just expectation of society (PP v. KM (A Child) & Anor [2010] 9 CLJ 605).

After taking into account the facts, circumstances and the gravity of the offence committed by the child
offender, the Court for Children can make the appropriate order to place a child in the Approved School
or the Henry Gurney School, or subjecting the child to imprisonment under Section 91 (1) (f) and
Section 91 (1) (h) of the Child Act 2001 respectively. Though the Court for Children has the power to
send children to the institutions for the purpose of rehabilitation and reformation, the courts recognized
that placing a child in the institutions should be a measure of last resort and should be reserved in
exceptional cases, and the child cannot be reformed in any other way (PP v. KM (A Child) & Anor
[2010] 9 CLJ 605; Pendakwa Raya lwn LKL [2018] MLJU 2140, Arbae’yah bt Zakaria v. Public
Prosecutor [2024] 10 MLJ 567). The approach adopted by the court is in line with the international
legal framework, which provides that the arrest, detention or imprisonment shall be in conformity with
the law and shall be used only as a measure of last resort and for the shortest time (Article 37 (b) of the
Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) (1989); Beijing Rules, Rule 19.1; General Comment No.
24 (2019) on Children’s Rights in the Child Justice System, para 85; UNICEF, 2021b; UNICEF
Strategic Plan 2022-2025 Goal Area 3).

Subsequently, upon their release from the Approved School or the Henry Gurney School under Section
70 and Section 75 (b) (i) of the Child Act 2001, respectively, children will be placed under the
supervision of a probation officer or any person appointed by the Child Welfare Team for one (1) year
during the aftercare process. During the aftercare supervision, children are required to report monthly
to a probation officer (Ministry of Women, Family and Community Development & UNICEF, 2013).
Additionally, under Section 7A of the Child Act 2001, each member of the district's Child Welfare
Team is vested with the power to co-ordinate services that can be offered to families and children, if
the children have come into contact with the juvenile justice system and have been found guilty of
committing a crime. However, it is reported that their engagement with children has been minimal, and
they are not much engaged in providing children with the guidance, mentorship, and support they need
(Ministry of Women, Family and Community Development & UNICEF, 2013). Further, the legal
framework lacks guidelines on how to support children during aftercare supervision, as no written
reintegration plans have been prepared for children upon their release from institutions (Ministry of
Women, Family and Community Development & UNICEF, 2013; Ahmad et al., 2022).
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Given that Malaysia ratified the CRC in 1995, it should adhere to the article specifying that legally
involved children should be treated in a way that “promot[es] the child’s reintegration and the child’s
assuming a constructive role in society” (Article 40.1, CRC). Additionally, the international legal
framework also advocates for stakeholders to strengthen and to provide the necessary support to
children during their reintegration process, to minimize the prejudice the society may have against them,
when they are released into the society (Beijing Rules 1990, Rule 29.1; General Comment No. 24 (2019)
on Children’s Rights in the Child Justice System, para 76; UNICEF, 2021b).

As highlighted in the preceding paragraphs, it is reported that at the end of 2023, approximately 2,743
children were involved with crime in Malaysia, and from this figure, approximately 228 children were
serving their sentences, and a larger number of children were detained, pending trial (Department of
Social Welfare Statistics Report, 2023; Department of Statistics Malaysia, 2025). Thus, addressing gaps
in the legal framework is pivotal in ensuring that children receive effective aftercare supervision in
order to prevent reoffending and reduce recidivism, in accordance with the Child Act 2001 and in line
with the CRC and existing provisions in international legal framework.

METHODOLOGY

Using an exploratory qualitative design (Creswell, 2009), the present study sought to understand what
juvenile justice personnel in Malaysia—specifically, probation officers responsible for the supervision
and rehabilitation of youth, and psychology officers who provide mental health assessments and
interventions—perceive as the most significant challenges facing children after release from detention
and institutions, after serving the court’s order. These officers work directly with children from the pre-
trial stage, trial proceedings, and post-trial stage, including the aftercare supervision stage, when the
child is released from an institution. As a result, they share perspectives developed over several years
working with many returning children. The researchers have hoped to elicit perspectives directly from
the returning children, but the Movement Control Order (MCO), which was intended to contain
COVID-19, and enforced during the study period, prevented this. Study procedures were approved by
the Research Ethics Committee at the first author’s university and by the Malaysian Department of
Social Welfare.

Participants

Using purposive sampling, the study recruited twelve (12) participants—seven (7) probation officers
and five (5) psychology officers—based on their occupational roles and experience working with
children who became involved with the legal system in Malaysia (Beitin, 2014; Davies, 2009; Rubin &
Rubin, 2012). Appropriate sample sizes for qualitative studies can vary considerably and are
challenging to predetermine (Beitin, 2014). More importantly, unlike most quantitative studies,
gualitative sampling does not typically aim for representativeness, but instead aims to reflect the
diversity of thought and enable comparisons among participants (Rosaline, 2011). Some scholars
recommend recruiting between five (5) and twenty-five (25) participants, whereas others suggest a
range of two (2) to ten (10) participants (Beitin, 2014).

The selected participants worked in different geographical regions of Malaysia. Two probation officers
(29%) had 20 years of experience in the role, two officers (29%) had 10-15 years of experience, one
officer (14%) had 2-5 years of experience, and two officers (29%) had less than 1 year of experience in
the role at the time of their interview participation. To recruit these participants, the study obtained
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approval from the Department of Social Welfare, Putrajaya, and had to send written letters to heads of
the Department of Social Welfare in selected states to request recommendations about potential
interview participants. Subsequently, the first author contacted the identified probation and psychology
officers to request for an interview.

Among probation officers (n = 7), 71% of participants were women, 29% were men, all them were
identified as Malay. Four probation officers (57%) worked in the south region of Peninsular Malaysia,
and three (43%) worked in the central region of Peninsular Malaysia. Two probation officers (29%) had
20 years of experience in the role, two officers (29%) had 10-15 years of experience, one officer (14%)
had 2-5 years of experience, and two officers (29%) had less than 1 year of experience in the role at the
time of their interview participation.

Among psychology officers (n = 5), 60% of participants were women, 40% were men, while 60% of
psychology officers were identified as Malay and 40% identified as Chinese. Individually, each of the
five officers had experience working in the following regions respectively: east region of Peninsular
Malaysia, south region of Peninsular Malaysia, central region of Peninsular Malaysia, Sarawak region
of East Malaysia, Sabah region of East Malaysia. All five psychology officers had 2-5 years of
experience in the position they held.

Procedure

After reviewing the literature and consulting with a panel of experts, for example officers and juvenile
justice experts, the researchers developed interview protocols for the study’s two participant groups:
probation officers and psychology officers. Our aim was to understand the perspectives of probation
officers and psychology officers on children’s aftercare experiences, using questions tailored to each
target group. Questions were open-ended and focused on barriers children face during aftercare
supervision. The study also asked in detail about the gaps in current legal frameworks and about
measures stakeholders can take to address them (Hermanowicz, 2002). The questioning routinely
repeated participants' responses to allow both probation officers and psychology officers the opportunity
to clarify or supplement their answers (Rosaline, 2011).

Participants were interviewed online via Google Meet, as in-person interviews were prohibited under
the Movement Control Order in effect in Malaysia during the study period. Interviews were
predominantly conducted by the first author, with the second, third, and fourth co-authors joining. While
the first and second author have legal backgrounds, the third and fourth authors are equipped with
psychology backgrounds, but all authors are specifically trained in conducting semi-structured
interviews. The interviews lasted between 60 and 105 minutes and were recorded with the participants’
consent. Recordings were later transcribed verbatim, and the resulting transcripts were used for
qualitative analysis.

Data Analysis

Relying upon grounded theory (Smith & Davies, 2015), the study thematically analyzed the qualitative
data collected. It took an inductive approach to data analysis, letting the data drive the creation of codes
and categories instead of searching for predetermined themes (Gibbs, 2021). After reading the
transcribed interviews, the researchers sorted and labeled the data using a semantic coding approach
(Braun & Clarke, 2006). Then, they searched for patterns and grouped similar codes into preliminary
categories and themes before reviewing and refining them in line with the research questions, generating
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sub-themes where appropriate. Finally, the study examined the themes and sub-themes identified across
participants and mapped further connections. Through this constant comparative approach, the study
sought to understand participants' shared perspectives and differing views (Gibbs, 2021; Rosaline, 2011;
Silverman, 2010). Saturation was attained through the analytical comparisons process when the
probation and psychology officers' responses became repetitive—specifically, they highlighted the
same or similar challenges facing children re-entering their communities (Gibbs, 2021; Smith & Davies,
2015).

RESULTS

Qualitative data analysis of probation and psychology officer interview transcripts produced seven (7)
themes related to officer-identified barriers and challenges to children's successful aftercare following
facility discharge. To better convey the perceptions, perspectives, and voices of probation and
psychology officers, interviewees’ full verbatim responses were included, as frequently as possible in
the results section.

Lack of Programming and Guidelines for Aftercare Supervision

Probation officers highlighted the need for more programming for youth during aftercare supervision,
and more guidance about how best to execute their roles as aftercare supervisors. “There are no specific
guidelines for probation officers to follow...there is nothing to indicate how the aftercare process should
be carried out so it can be implemented uniformly in all districts” (Probation Officer 7).

Probation officers routinely emphasized the need for aftercare supervision to go beyond brief meetings
(e.g., to include targeted services and other supports). Further, psychology officers recognized the
importance of ongoing social support as a crucial protective factor for children returning to society after
discharge.

Additionally, most participants agreed that guidelines would be beneficial for newly hired probation
officers. “The guidelines are necessary so new officers know what to do... it is difficult to act on our
own...we do not know whether we are doing the right thing or not...through my experience, the first
two years of doing this job is very stressful” (Probation Officer 1).

Instead, officers often rely on advice from senior officers. “We do not get any training about how to
carry out the aftercare programs... so what we do is based on the questions we asked the experienced
probation officers... how they carry out the aftercare process... so we just follow what has been done
before” (Probation Officer 6).

Other Structural Issues with Aftercare Supervision

Although participants acknowledged the importance of aftercare supervision to facilitate children's
reintegration following facility discharge, the officers reported lacking the time to connect with the
children during the supervision stages because of their busy caseload (i.e., 10-15 new cases per month
or more). As a result, some participants noted that they only met with their supervisees once a month,
whereas others reported that they could only meet with theirs once every three months.
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As a probation officer, our workload is relatively high... in one month, 10 to 15 court
cases are referred to us. ... To monitor the child once a month... we cannot afford to
do that... best if we can increase the number of probation officers to ensure the child
will be monitored consistently and become successful. However, due to the heavy
workload, we only meet the child once every three months in our office (Probation
Officer 5).

Most of the officers interviewed expressed the view that their heavy workload prevented them from
getting to know the child placed under their supervision. “When the child comes and meets us, we will
just ask random questions... we do not have any guidelines that can help us ask the questions.
Sometimes we do not even have the time to ask the child any questions... the child will just sign the
attendance form” (Probation Officer 2).

Participants cited workforce shortages as the primary reason for their increased workload. Therefore,
despite reporting that they would like to meet with returning children for aftercare more regularly,
officers had little time to guide and mentor their supervisees. “Meeting the child once a month during
the aftercare process is quite difficult. ... I am the only probation officer in my district... I cannot afford
to do everything alone; we need to increase the number of probation officers” (Probation Officer 6).

Negative Environmental Factors

Participants identified negative peers of the children as a critical barrier to children's success during
aftercare. “From my experience, children will return to their old ways when they reconnect with their
old friends” (Probation Officer 4). In particular, officers cited vulnerability to negative peer influence
as a primary concern for children returning to their communities and felt that children may need to
generate a new group of friends to avoid it.

Influence from friends is a big factor ... children may stay out of trouble if they meet
their old friends once ... but they may be tempted to return to their old ways after
meeting their friends in the second, third or fourth meeting... so they need to change
their friends (Psychology Officer 4).

Even beyond antisocial peers, participants described challenges associated with returning to children's
home neighborhoods, as often these areas were under-resourced and experienced high rates of criminal
activity. This was the remark made by one of the probation officers:

When we meet the family, we also ask them how their child can change if they return
to their own home. ... Some families said that children would return to their old
neighborhood, which is considered a red zone... which is a hot area for committing
crimes... like drugs... we do not encourage them to return to their old neighborhood
since their old friends are still there (Probation Officer 4).

As this participant reported, some probation officers seek to help children avoid the perceived dangers
of their original neighborhoods by advising them to live with relatives in a different area. However,
participants also expressed their concerns about their ability to strike a balance between wanting the
child to start afresh in a new place, to be able to feel comfortable and connected to family and other
supports in a new, safe place.
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Lack of Familial Resources

Participants discussed how children returning to families with limited economic resources may struggle
to feel comfortable at home. “Children from low-income families and homes located in poverty-stricken
areas have parents whose focus is in making ends meet... hence providing children with a comfortable
environment at home is not a priority” (Probation Officer 3). Officers noted that such children may be
tempted to engage in illicit activity to earn money or find another place to stay. “Some children will re-
offend due to the economic factor of the family... if the family comes from a poor background, a child
can steal... or can even break into a building” (Probation Officer 6).

One participant described how probation officers can assist families in need of support. For example,
they noted that officers can connect families with financial assistance programs provided by the
Department of Social Welfare and even help family members pursue and obtain employment
opportunities.

Insufficient Support from Family Members and an Unconducive Home Environment

Most participants noted that children returning to their communities after discharge from confinement
often require support from their family members—in varying forms—to succeed during the aftercare
period. For example, the viewpoint expressed below:

The support given is not just in the form of money, but giving support also includes
how the family monitors the child... does the family exert some control and discipline
at home over the child? ...if the child goes out at night, parents will not be able to locate
the child (Probation Officer 3).

In fact, participants indicated that parents and family members were able to play a far more critical role
than probation officers during the aftercare process. One psychology officer noted that “receiving
support such as emotional and psychological support from family or significant people in their lives are
so important for the child when they are released from the institutions” (Psychology Officer 1).

However, some participants shared concerns about families not providing sufficient support for their
returning children, noting the difficulties that children faced when hoping to remain out of trouble.
“Some children received no support from family members...family members just do not want to know
about their children...not concerned about the child at all...and relations with family have also gone
bad...they can go back to their old ways” (Psychology Officer 5). In some cases, parents may even
refuse to allow their child to return home, as highlighted in the following remarks:

One child who has been released from our institutions, but the parents refused to accept
the child back... it is an unfortunate incident...the child cried a lot. But he is no longer
able to stay in the institutions...even though the parents refused to accept the child, the
probation officer will have to find a suitable place for the child to stay (Psychology
Officer 2).

Participants also reported cases where families had difficulty or did not prioritize providing a home
environment conducive for successful aftercare for their returning children. “Some houses I visited are
just very dusty, crowded with family members sleeping everywhere... there is even a room full of
rubbish... how can we expect the child to stay in the house... how do we expect re-offending not to
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happen?” (Probation Officer 3). Another participant reported that sometimes probation officers went
beyond the call of duty and helped to clean a child’s home to ensure the returning child would have a
comfortable environment and not seek other, potentially unsafe, places for refuge.

Family Members Seem Uninvolved in the Aftercare Supervision

Most participants expressed frustration over the lack of cooperation from returning children's family
members. “If the family is not giving us the cooperation to help rehabilitate their child, it is difficult for
us” (Probation Officer 1). Officers noted that some parents did not attend scheduled meetings, making
it difficult for them to understand their child’s progress during the aftercare period; sometimes, parents
who attend did so only because the officers had to force them to do so. “When we asked parents to come
and see us, some will come, but some parents only visit us when we forced them to come to the office”
(Probation Officer 4).

Officers discussing home visits also raised concerns about their inability to reach some parents. “If
family members do not give us the right information... we will do the house visitation, but some
families do not give the right address. .. their numbers keep changing” (Probation Officer 4). In extreme
cases, participants reported needing a police escort to home visits for their safety because of the threat
of a family conflict. Overall, participants expressed their feelings of disappointment or helplessness;
they felt as though family members did not want to work with them to support their child.

Children Appear Disengaged in Aftercare Supervision

Participants opined that for a child to succeed during aftercare, the child had to be committed to
changing. “If the child cooperates, we can do our work, but if they do not... it is difficult... the child
himself must want to succeed” (Probation Officer 2). Participants also noted that it was challenging to
help children who were unwilling to help themselves.

Participants sometimes referenced the seeming unwillingness of children to meet with their probation
officers as evidence of their disengagement. “We give them a date for them to come and see us... but
they give us many excuses not to come... such as work, long hours of traveling, no money and others”
(Probation Officer 1). Occasionally, when officers faced difficulty in reaching children, they reported
trying several other methods of getting in touch. “Sometimes we do not have the children’s phone
number... or when we called, we cannot reach them... when we are unable to reach them, we have to
visit their house... or contact their family members” (Probation Officer 3).

However, children and their families occasionally leave their homes without notifying the officers. This
problem limited the officers’ ability to provide support and supervision. “If the child does not turn up...
we will call them... if the child does not answer our call... we will go to their house... but when we
visit the house, the child has moved away... where are we going to find them?”” (Probation Officer 2).

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY

Children released from correctional institutions often faced a difficult transition back to their
communities. In Malaysia, children are supervised by probation officers from the Department of Social
Welfare or one of the persons appointed by the Child Welfare Team, for one (1) year after discharge.
The study had interviewed probation officers and psychology officers who worked directly with legally
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involved children to learn what they perceived as the most significant challenges children faced during
aftercare supervision. Participants named many factors linked to future legal system contact, including
antisocial peers, environments with high rates of criminal activity, poverty, and insufficient family
support (e.g., Abrams, 2006; Jones et al., 2023; Martinez & Abrams, 2013).

Importantly, though some responses reflected challenges within children’s control, most participants
identified external challenges to children’s successful aftercare supervision, including those related to
children’s families, their environments, and even the aftercare supervision process itself. Based on the
findings of the present study, the following four (4) main recommendations were made to address gaps
in the legal framework governing aftercare supervision in Malaysia and to better support children
returning to their communities following their release from institutions in Malaysia.

Recommendation 1: Increase Support for Family Members of Returning Children

In line with past studies, participants identified the importance of children receiving support from their
families upon returning to their communities and homes after release from institutions. However, based
on the officer feedback of this study, children do not always receive the necessary needed support,
whether because family members lacked the resources needed to provide it, or they encountered
obstacles that precluded their capacity to provide it, or chose not to provide it. Given the links among
insufficient family support, limited resources, and future legal system contact (Panuccio et al., 2012),
probation officers and the Department of Social Welfare must still invest in ways to facilitate,
encourage, and support family involvement in children’s aftercare supervision. For example, officers
might meet with caregivers early in the process to emphasize the value of families engaging as partners
in helping their returning children succeed. Officers can also use these meetings to assess pertinent
family issues (e.g., conflict and financial challenges) and then help address those issues by connecting
families to needed services such as counseling, support groups, and financial assistance (Myers et al.,
2021).

To provide necessary support to the families of returning children, probation officers must coordinate
with other government agencies, non-governmental organizations, and community partners. As a result,
the Malaysian Department of Social Welfare should establish a specific system to document familial
needs and refer families to available services as appropriate. Families should also have a way to provide
feedback to the Department of Social Welfare about their experiences with aftercare supervision.
Collecting this information would allow the Department of Social Welfare to adjust existing operations
to better serve children and their families.

Recommendation 2: Increase and Improve Services Provided to Children under Aftercare
Supervision

Participants noted that they sometimes perceive the children under their care as disengaged from the
aftercare supervision process, for example, when they did not attend their scheduled meetings.
Disengagement may stem from the lack of structured programs for children under aftercare supervision.
Aftercare programs to address returning children’s emotional, psychological, intellectual, and spiritual
needs can mitigate potential risk factors for future contact with the legal system (Heilbrun et al., 2000;
Kennedy et al., 2019; Mears & Travis, 2004). In particular, programs that allow frequent and
meaningful communication with probation officers can provide needed social support and increase
motivation and engagement among children discharged from institutions (Chamberlain et al., 2018;
Mizel & Abrams, 2020; Spencer & Jones-Walker, 2004; Majeed et al., 2025). Incorporating behavioral

207



UUM Journal of Legal Studies, Vol. 17, Number 2 (July) 2026, pp: 194-215

health services into aftercare supervision would also be critical to holistically supporting children’s
well-being during aftercare, including challenges related to substance use (Jones et al., 2025).

Although probation officers can play an essential role during aftercare supervision, helping promote
positive characteristics and outcomes for children—and not just preventing negative ones—will likely
require additional opportunities and support. Therefore, the Department of Social Welfare should
consider supporting the development and implementation of aftercare programming designed
specifically for returning children. Such a program will likely be in collaboration with community
partners (e.g., non-governmental organizations), and to refer the children to such programs during their
time under aftercare supervision (McCarter, 2016; Mears & Travis, 2004). To do so successfully, the
Department of Social Welfare should establish a database of partner organizations (e.g., educational
agencies, employment agencies, health agencies, counseling agencies, religious institutions) and a
transparent system for referring children to these programs and documenting their success. Previous
research has shown that providing consistent, coordinated support to children through interagency
collaboration can help address their immediate needs (Hazel & Bateman, 2021; Majeed et al., 2025;
Selimi et al., 2025). In Malaysia, including religious institutions as partners in aftercare programming
would provide continuity for returning children, as they often participate in religious classes while
detained or serving their sentences in the institutions. Further, religious and spiritual support has been
identified as a protective factor for children released from institutions (Stansfield et al., 2018; Ferolino
& Yap, 2023).

Recommendation 3: Create Specific Guidelines for Aftercare Supervision in Malaysia

Currently, no specific guidelines for implementing aftercare supervision exist in Malaysia—the Child
Act 2001 merely notes that children who leave detention should be supervised by a probation officer
(or another person appointed by the Social Welfare Team) for one (1) year following their release from
the institutions. As a result, participants reported that new probation officers often feel lost during their
first few years in the position and may have difficulty providing children under their supervision with
the support they need.

In line with the concerns expressed by the probation officers, it is incumbent on Malaysian policymakers
to provide specific guidelines outlining structured frameworks and expectations for aftercare
supervision. Meta-analysis studies (Bouchard & Wong, 2018; James et al., 2013; Weaver & Campbell,
2015; Wong et al., 2024; Selimi et al., 2025) and past studies have shown that well-structured aftercare
or re-entry programs that meet the children's needs can reduce recidivism rates among returning children
(Bouffard & Bergseth, 2008; Mulder, et al., 2011; Myers et al., 2021). In line with other successful
initiatives (e.g., BUILD, 2023), such programming might consist of specific modules and focus on
developing life skills (problem solving, communication, goal setting), as well as offering specific
modules and practical guidance for children on what to do when faced with challenges in their home
environment while under aftercare supervision (Mishra & Dutta, 2024).

Recommendation 4: Improve the Quality of Aftercare Supervision

Probation officers in Malaysia described consistently heavy workloads, and as a result, they reported
meeting with children either once a month or once every three months. These findings echo previous
work indicating that probation officers in Malaysia have limited time and resources to provide
individualized support for children during aftercare supervision (Ministry of Women, Family and
Community Development & UNICEF, 2013). These challenges limit probation officers’ abilities to
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build trusting relationships with children and provide them with needed support—a noteworthy loss,
given previously identified links between support from supervising staff during aftercare supervision
and reduced likelihood of rearrest and reincarceration among adults (Bares & Mowen, 2020;
Chamberlain et al., 2018; Mizel & Abrams, 2020), and between effective transition support staff and
positive aftercare outcomes for children (Rajah et al., 2014; Sinclair, et al., 2021; Vidal et al., 2015).
Past studies have also implicated the importance of children developing rapport and relationships with
staff before they are released from institutions (Mizel & Abrams, 2020; Majeed et al., 2025), suggesting
that efforts to reach detained children before discharge would strengthen the reintegration plan prepared
and would likely improve outcomes for these children (Sankofa et al., 2018).

Thus, the present study strongly recommends that the Malaysian Department of Social Welfare address
the heavy workloads among probation officers by creating a newly designated position of assistant
probation officer to help with administrative tasks, freeing up probation officers’ time to meet more
frequently with the children they supervise and to develop more meaningful, supportive relationships
with them. Additionally, probation officers would likely benefit from opportunities to develop
specialized training to help them serve as more effective supervisors, for instance, by learning more
about adolescent development and decision-making and building skills in evidence-based supervision
strategies (e.g., Dempsey et al., 2021; Gleicher, 2020; Sankofa et al., 2018), and by learning how to
develop strong, supportive relationships with children. Additionally, given that each district in Malaysia
has a standing Child Welfare Teams—whose responsibilities include coordinating locally-based
services to families and children found guilty of committing crime—the Department of Social Welfare
might seek to coordinate with the members of these committees to provide additional, extralegal support
to these children beyond what probation officers can provide within the bounds of their position and
role.

LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

This study is among the few to examine the challenges facing children returning to their communities
after release from institutions in Malaysia. However, it is not without limitations. First, data were
collected from a relatively small number of probation and psychology officers. Such a small sample
size is not unusual in qualitative research, particularly when, as in the current study, participants provide
similar information—even across roles—indicating thematic saturation. Future research might examine
larger officer samples; studies should also seek to interview children who underwent aftercare
supervision to provide complementary insights. Not including these children was another limitation of
the current study, as national COVID-19 restrictions prevented their recruitment.

Moreover, future research should further explore the themes identified and implement and evaluate the
recommendations made in the current study. For example, researchers might examine the types of
support provided to families that have the greatest impact, and the potential contributions of assistant
probation officers and Child Welfare Teams in making aftercare supervision more effective.
Furthermore, exploring the feasibility of interagency cooperation would help better understand how a
broader range of services can be leveraged to meet the needs of children returning to society after their
release from institutions. Finally, exploring specific guidelines outlining the nature of aftercare
supervision can provide probation officers with more guidance as they continue to support the children
in aftercare supervision.
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CONCLUSION

Children released from institutions face monumental tasks in the reintegration process and need to
adjust to feel like useful members of society again. Creating and implementing a structured, evidence-
based aftercare supervision framework that facilitates children's positive development—and provides
their families with the support they need—seems to be the best way to reduce the risk factors in aftercare
supervision and the rate of recidivism during reintegration. Such efforts will likely require collaboration
between and among policymakers from various governmental agencies, non-governmental
organizations, community members, and system-impacted youth and families, all of whom have a
vested interest in supporting children as they transition from detention or institutions back to their homes
and communities.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

This work was supported by the Ministry of Higher Education Malaysia (Grant Number-
FRGS/1/2018/SSI110/UITM/02/03). The authors are grateful to the officers from the Social Welfare
Departments for participating in the study and our research assistant for helping us to transcribe the
interviews. The authors would also like to thank Dr Susan Thomas, Okanagan College, Canada for
her valuable insights.

REFERENCES

Abrams, L. S., & Tam, C. C. (2018). Gender differences in desistance from crime: How do social bonds
operate among formerly incarcerated emerging adults? Journal of Adolescent Research, 33(1),
34-57. https://doi.org/10.1177/0743558416684955

Abrams, L. S. (2006). From corrections to the community: Youth offenders’ perceptions to the
challenges of transition. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 44(2-3), 31-53. https://doi.org/10.
1300/J076v44n02_02

Abrams, L. S. (2012). Envisioning life “on the outs”: Exit narratives of incarcerated male youth.
International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 56(6), 877-896.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X11415042

Ahmad, N., Jayabalan, S., Nik Mat, A., & Wahab, S. (2022). Aftercare programmes in the juvenile
justice system in Malaysia: Are we doing enough for the child offenders? BiLD Law Journal
7(1), 16-24.

Altschuler, D. M., & Brash, R. (2004). Adolescent and teenage offenders are confronting the challenges
and opportunities of reentry. Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice, 2(1), 72-87. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1541204003260048

Astrada, M. L. (2018). Reentry philosophies, approaches, and challenges. Judicature 102, 32-41.

Bares, K. J., & Mowen, T. J. (2020). Examining the parole officer as a mechanism of social support
during reentry from prison. Crime & Delinquency, 66(6-7), 1023-1051. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0011128719881599

Barnert, E. S., Lopez, N., Pettway, B., Keshav, N., Abrams, L. S, Zima, B., & Chung, P. J. (2020). The
role of parent engagement in overcoming barriers to care for youth returning home after
incarceration. Journal of Community Health, 45(2), 329-337. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10900-
019-00747-1

210



UUM Journal of Legal Studies, Vol. 17, Number 2 (July) 2026, pp: 194-215

Beal, C. (2014). Insider accounts of the move to the outside: Two young people talk about their
transitions from secure institutions. Youth Justice, 14(1), 63-76. https://doi.org/10.1177/1473
225413520362

Beitin, B. K. (2014). The SAGE handbook of interview research: The complexity of the craft. Sage
Publications.

Bonta, J., & Andrews, D. A. (2007). Risk-need-responsivity model for offender assessment and
rehabilitation. Rehabilitation, 6(1), 1-22.

Bouchard, J., & Wong, J. S. (2018). Examining the effects of intensive supervision and aftercare
programs for at-risk youth: A systematic review and meta-analysis. International Journal of
Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 62(6), 1509-1534. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0306624X17690449

Bouffard, J. A., & Bergseth, K. J. (2008). The impact of reentry services on juvenile offenders’
recidivism. Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice, 6(3), 295-318. https://doi.org/10.1177/1541
204007313384

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in
Psychology, 3(2), 77-101. https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp0630a

Brogan, L., Haney-Caron, E., NeMoyer, A., & DeMatteo, D. (2015). Applying the risk-needs-
responsivity (RNR) model to juvenile justice. Criminal Justice Review, 40(3), 277-302.
https:/doi.org/10.1177/0734016814567312

BUILD. (2023). BUILD annual report 2022-2023: Homecoming. https://www.buildchicago.org/wp-
content/uploads/2023/10/BUILD-2022-23-Annual-Report.pdf

Bullis, M., Yovanoff, P., & Havel, E. (2004). The importance of getting started right: Further
examination of the facility-to-community transition of formerly incarcerated youth. The
Journal of Special Education, 38(2), 80-94. https://doi.org/10.1177/00224669040380020201

Bullis, M., Yovanoff, P., Mueller, G., & Havel, E. (2002). Life on the "outs"-Examination of the facility-
to-community transition of incarcerated youth. Exceptional Children, 69(1), 7-22. https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/001440290206900101

Chamberlain, A. W., Gricius, M., Wallace, D. M., Borjas, D., & Ware, V. M. (2018). Parolee—parole
officer rapport: Does it impact recidivism? International Journal of Offender Therapy and
Comparative Criminology, 62(11), 3581-3602. https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X17741593

Convention on the Rights of the Child, (1989, November 20). https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-
mechanisms/instruments/convention-rights-child

Creswell, J. W. (2009). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods approach (3™
Ed.) SAGE Publications.

Davies, J. (2009). Practical research and evaluation: A start-to-finish guide by practitioners. SAGE
Publications.

Davis, C., & Bahr, S. J., Ward, C. (2012). The process of offender reintegration: Perceptions of what
helps prisoners reenter society. Criminology & Criminal Justice, 13(4), 446—469. https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/1748895812454748

Dempsey, M. P., Davis, W. M., Forbes, P., Penkoff, C. B., Gonsoulin, S., & Harris, P. W. (2021).
Juvenile justice administrator perspectives: Reframing reentry around positive youth outcomes.
Behavioral Disorders, 46(3), 187-196. https://doi.org/10.1177/0198742920965134

Department of Social Welfare. (2023). Statistics report 2023. Ministry of Women, Family and
Community Development.

Department of Statistics Malaysia. (2025). Children statistics, Malaysia 2025.

Ferolino, A. J., & Yap, R. J. C. (2023). A narrative evaluation of a faith-based aftercare program for
youth involved in the juvenile justice system. Archive for the Psychology of Religion, 45(1) 37—
60. https://doi.org/10.1177/00846724221133452

211


https://doi.org/10.1177/00224669040380020201

UUM Journal of Legal Studies, Vol. 17, Number 2 (July) 2026, pp: 194-215

General Comment No. 24. (2019) on Children’s Rights in the Child Justice System, CRC/C/GC/24.
United Nation.

Gibbs, G. R. (2021). Analysing qualitative data. SAGE Publications. https://doi.org/10.4135/978152
6441867

Gill, C., & Wilson, D. B. (2017). Improving the success of reentry programs by identifying the impact
of service—need fit on recidivism. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 44(3), 336-359. https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/0093854816682048

Gleicher, L. (2020). Effective Practices in community supervision model: Staff perceptions of the model
and implementation. European Journal of Probation, 12(3) 157-181. https://doi.org/10.1177/
2066220320981175

Gunnison, E., & Helfgott, J. B. (2011). Factors that hinder offender reentry success: A view from
community corrections officers. International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative
Criminology, 55(2), 287-304. https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X09360661

Hanrahan, K., Gibbs, J. J., & Zimmerman, S. E. (2005). Parole and revocation: Perspectives of young
adult offenders. The Prison Journal, 85(3), 251-269. https://doi.org/10.1177/0032885505
279467

Hazel, N., & Bateman, T. (2021). Supporting children’s resettlement ('reentry') after custody: Beyond
the risk paradigm. Youth Justice, 21(1), 71-89. https://doi.org/10.1177/1473225420923761

Heilbrun, K., Brock, W., Waite, D., Lanier, A., Schmid, M., Witte, G., Keeney, M., Westendorf, M.,
Buinavert, L., & Shumate, M. (2000). Risk factors for juvenile criminal recidivism: The
postrelease community adjustment of juvenile offenders. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 27(3),
275-291. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854800027003001

Hermanowicz, J. C. (2002). The great interviews: 25 strategies for studying people in bed. Qualitative
Sociology. 25(4), 479-499. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021062932081

James, C., Stams, G. J. J. M., Asscher, J. J., De Roo, A. K, & Van Der Laan, P. H. (2013). Aftercare
programs for reducing recidivism among juvenile and young offenders: A meta-analytic
review. Clinical Psychology Review, 33(2), 263-274. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2012.10.013

Jones, D. K., Barnes, C., & Garcia-Shinagawa, N. (2025). Causes of parole revocation through the lens
of the youth: A qualitative analysis of potential factors. Crime & Delinquency 71(4), 995-1024.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00111287221145319

Kennedy, T. D., Edmonds, W. A., Millen, D. H., & Detullio, D. (2019). Chronic juvenile offenders:
Exploring risk factor models of recidivism. Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice 17(2), 174—
193. https://doi.org/10.1177/1541204018770517

Kurlycheck, M. C., Wheeler, A. P., Tinik, L. A., & Kempinen, C. A. (2011). How long after? A natural
experiment assessing the impact of the length of aftercare service delivery on recidivism. Crime
& Delinquency, 57(5), 1030-1049. https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128710382262

La Vigne, N. G., & Kachnowski, V. (2005). Texas prisoners’ reflections on returning home. Urban
Institute.

La Vigne, N. G., Visher, C., & Yahner, J. (2004). Chicago prisoners’ experiences returning home.
Urban Institute.

Lebel, T. P., Burnett, R., Maruna, S., & Bushway, S. (2008). The ‘chicken and egg’ of subjective and
social factors in desistance from crime. European Journal of Criminology, 5(2), 131-159.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1477370807087640

Liu, L., Visher, C. A., & Sun, D. (2021). Do release prisoners' perceptions of neighborhood conditions
affect reentry outcomes? Criminal Justice Policy Review, 32(7), 764—789. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0887403420980806

212


http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0306624X09360661
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2012.10.013
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541204018770517

UUM Journal of Legal Studies, Vol. 17, Number 2 (July) 2026, pp: 194-215

Lodewijks, H. P. B., De Ruiter, C., & Doreleijers, T. A. H. (2010). The impact of protective factors in
desistance from violent reoffending: A study in three samples of adolescent offenders. Journal
of Interpersonal Violence, 25(3), 568-587. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260509334403

Majeed, T., Remond, M., Taylor, J., Edwards, L., Nyongesa, C., & Sullivan, E. (2025). A better future
beyond the walls: Narrative review of best practices components of services and programs for
people exiting custody. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 52(10), 1489-21507. https://doi.org/10.
1177/00938548251336796

Martinez, D. J., & Abrams, L. S. (2013). Informal social support among returning young offenders: A
metasynthesis of the literature. International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative
Criminology, 57(2), 169-190. https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X11428203

McCarter, S. A. (2016). Holistic representation: A randomized pilot study of wraparound services for
first-time juvenile offenders to improve functioning, decrease motions for review, and lower
recidivism. Family Court Review: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 54(2), 250-260. https://doi/
org/10.1111/fcre.12216

Mears, D. P., & Travis, J. (2004). Youth development and reentry. Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice,
2(1), 3-20. https://doi.org/10.1177/1541204003260044

Mielke, M. (2024). Assessing aftercare reforms in Pennsylvania’s juvenile justice system. Crime &
Delinquency, 70(10), 2803-2825. https://doi.org/10.1177/00111287231170118

Ministry of Women, Family and Community Development & United Nations Children’s Fund
(UNICEF). (2013). The Malaysian juvenile justice system: A study of mechanisms for handling
children in conflict with the law.

Mishra, R., & Dutta, S. (2024). Designing a mentorship curriculum for assisting social reintegration
among youth in institutional care in India. Children and Youth Services Review, 164, 107870.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2024.107870

Mizel, M. L., & Abrams, L. S. (2020). Practically emotional: Young men's perspectives on what works
in reentry programs. Journal of Social Service Research, 46(5), 658-670. https://doi.org/10.
1080/01488376.2019.1617225

Mowen, J. T., & Boman, J. H. (2019). Do we have it all wrong? The protective roles of peers and
criminogenic risks from family during prison reentry. Crime Delinquency, 65(5), 681-704.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128718800286

Mulder, E., Brand, E., Bullens, R., & Van Marle, H. (2011). Risk factors for overall recidivism and
severity of recidivism in serious juvenile offenders. International Journal of Offender Therapy
and Comparative Criminology, 55(1), 118-135. https://doi.org/ 10.1177/0306624X09356683

Myers, R., Goddard, T., & Davidtz, J. (2021). Reconnecting youth: Beyond individualised programs
and risks. Youth Justice, 21(1), 55-70. https://doi.org/ 10.1177/1473225420932861

Panuccio, E. (2021). The expectations and challenges of youth re-entry. In A. Cox & L. S. Abrams
(Eds.), The Palgrave international handbook of youth imprisonment (pp. 379-411). Palgrave
Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-68759-5_18

Panuccio, E. A., Christian, J., Martinez, D. J., & Sullivan, M. L. (2012). Social support, motivation, and
the process of juvenile reentry: An exploratory analysis of desistance. Journal of Offender
Rehabilitation, 51(3), 135-160. https://doi.org/10.1080/10509674.2011.618527

Rajah, V., Kramer, R., & Sung, H-E. (2014). Changing narrative accounts: How young men tell
different stories when arrested, enduring jail time, and navigating community reentry.
Punishment & Society, 16(3), 285-304. https://doi.org/10.1177/1462474514527148

Rock, J., Mckenna, N., Vervalin, H., Rodriguez, D., Commodore-Mensah, M., Munshi, A., Boucher,
I., & Duron, J. F. (2025). Resilience factors in reentry from juvenile legal facility settings: A
scoping review. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 26(2), 283-299. https://doi.org/10.
1177/15248380241309384

213


https://doi.org/10.1111/fcre.12216
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1177/1541204003260044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2024.107870
https://doi.org/10.1080/01488376.2019.1617225
https://doi.org/10.1080/01488376.2019.1617225
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128718800286
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-68759-5_18

UUM Journal of Legal Studies, Vol. 17, Number 2 (July) 2026, pp: 194-215

Rocque, M., Welsh, B. C., Greenwood, P. W., & King, E. (2014). Implementing and sustaining
evidence-based practice in juvenile justice: A case study of a rural state. International Journal
of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 58(9), 1033-1057. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0306624X13490661

Rosaline, B. (2011). Introducing qualitative research: A student’s guide. SAGE Publications. https://
doi.org/10.4135/9780857029034

Rubin, H. J., & Rubin, I. S. (2012). Qualitative interviewing: The art of hearing data (2nd ed.). SAGE
Publications.

Sancofa, J., Cox, A., Fader, J. J., Inderbitzin, M., Abrams, L. S., & Nurse, A. M. (2018). Juvenile
corrections in the era of reform: A meta-synthesis of qualitative studies. International Journal
of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 62(7), 1763-1786. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0306624X17727075

Selimi, R., Roest, J., Stams, G. J., Hoebrechts, T., Graaf, E. V. D., Janssen, S., Snijder M., Llullaku, N.,
Van der Helm, P., Staaks, J., Koning, N., & Assink, M. (2025). Wiping the slate clean: A meta-
analysis of post-detention aftercare programs for young offenders. Clinical Psychology Review,
121, 102640. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2025.102640

Silverman, D. (2010). Doing qualitative research: A practical handbook. SAGE Publications.

Sinclair, J., Unruh, D., & Kelly, K. (2021). Relationships matter: The role transition specialists play in
youth’s reentry from the juvenile justice system. Career Development and Transition for
Exceptional Individuals, 44(1), 4-16. https://doi.org/10.1177/2165143420948838

Smith, K., & Davies, J. (2015). Practical research and evaluation: A start to finish guide by
practitioners. SAGE Publications.

Solomon, A., Visher C, La Vigne, N, & Oshorne, J. (2006). Understanding the challenges of prisoner
reentry. Urban Institute.

Spencer, M., & Jones-Walker, C. (2004). Interventions and services offered to former juvenile offenders
re-entering their communities: An analysis of program effectiveness. Youth Violence and
Juvenile Justice, 2(1), 88-97. https://doi.org/10.1177/1541204003260049

Stansfield, R., Mowen, T. J., & O'Connor, T. (2018). Religious and spiritual support, reentry, and risk.
Justice Quarterly, 35(2), 254-279. https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2017.1306629

Steinberg, L., Chung, H. L., & Little, M. (2004). Reentry of young offenders from the justice system:
A developmental perspective. Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice, 2(1), 21-38. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1541204003260045

Todis, B., Bullis, M., Weintrup, M., Schultz, R., & D’Ambrosio, R. (2001). Overcoming the odds:
Qualitative examination of resilience among formerly incarcerated adolescents. Exceptional
Children, 68(1), 119-139. https://doi.org/10.1177/001440290106800107

UNICEF strategic plan 2022-2025, 2022.

United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF). (2021a). Estimating the number of children deprived of
liberty in the administration of justice.

United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF). (2025). Children deprived of liberty in the administration
of justice: Global and regional estimates and trends.

United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF). (2021b). Reimagine justice for children.

United Nations Rules for the Protection of Juveniles Deprived of Their Liberty (A/RES/45/113) (1990)
(Beijing Rules). http://daccessdds-ny.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NRO0/565/02/IMG/NR
056502.pdf?OpenElement

Vander Pyl, T. (2018). I wanna make my mom proud of me: Embracing mothers as protective factors
against future offending in delinquent youth. Juvenile and Family Court Journal, 69(3), 65-79.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfcj.12117

214


https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2017.1306629
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfcj.12117

UUM Journal of Legal Studies, Vol. 17, Number 2 (July) 2026, pp: 194-215

Vidal, S., Oudekerk, B. A., Reppucci, N. D., & Woolard, J. (2015). Examining the link between
perceptions of relationship quality with parole officers and recidivism among female youth
parolees. Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice, 13(1), 60—76. https://doi.org/ 10.1177/154120
4013507959

Visher, C., & Courtney, S. (2007). One year out: Experiences of prisoners returning to Cleveland.
Urban Institute.

Visher, C., Baer, D., & Naser, R. (2006). Ohio prisoners’ experiences returning home. Urban Institute.

Visher, C., Kachnowski, V., La Vigne, N., & Travis, J. (2004). Baltimore prisoners’ experiences
returning home. Urban Institute.

Weaver, R. D., & Campbell, D. (2015). Fresh start: A meta-analysis of aftercare programs for juvenile
offenders. Research on Social Work, 25(2), 201-212. https://doi.org/10.1177/10497315145
21302

Weaver, R. D. (2011). Aftercare Services. In C. J. Schreck (Ed.), The encyclopedia of juvenile
delinquency. Wiley-Blackwell.

Wong, J. S., Lee, C., & Beck, N. (2024). The effects of aftercare/resettlement services on crime and
violence in children and youth: A systematic review. Campbell Systematic Reviews, 20(2),
e1404. https://doi.org/10.1002/cl2.1404. e1404-n/a

215


https://doi.org/10.1177/1049731514521302
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049731514521302

