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INTRODUCTION
Littering refers to the improper disposal of waste in public or private spaces accessible to the public. It is often classified as a public nuisance offence, disrupting public order and community standards of living (The Edge Malaysia, 2025). As an environmental harm, litter contributes to pollution, urban flooding, and health hazards, underscoring the link between littering laws and environmental protection (Hasegawa, 2015a). The legal response to such illegal activities suggests the creation of civic responsibility, where the law aims to instil social norms of cleanliness and shared responsibility for public spaces (Quah, 2010). In many jurisdictions, littering is treated as a strict liability offence, in which intent is often irrelevant—what is significant is disposing of litter in unauthorised places (DEFRA, 2022). Such a notion suggests that littering is a collective harm that requires strong deterrence and proportionate enforcement (Ayres & Braithwaite, 1992; Zehr, 2002).
The extent of littering can be determined by the number of littering notices issued against the perpetrators. For instance, in Malaysia, since January 2026, 6,680 notices have been issued nationwide, of which 1,866 were issued to foreigners and 15 to teenagers (Malay Mail, 2026). In 2025, 289 convictions and 158 completed community service orders (The New Straits Times, 2025). The enforcement is under the Solid Waste and Public Cleansing Management Act 2007/2025. The Deputy Minister of Housing and Local Government reported that littering is rampant in the city centres of Kuala Lumpur, such as Bukit Bintang (The New Straits Times, 2025).
In Singapore, 20,000 tickets were issued in 2022 to 2023, up from 14,000 in 2021. About 2,200 CWOs were issued between 2020 and 2022 (The CNN, 2025). The National Environment Agency (NEA) investigated 31,200 high-rise littering reports annually (The Straits Times, 2026). Meanwhile, in the UK, over 90 per cent of the 1,140 surveyed sites contained litter; only 9 per cent were litter-free. 77 per cent of the public believes the litter problem has worsened (UK Government, Keep Britain Tidy Report, 2025). However, in Japan, 21.9 per cent of foreign visitors cited the lack of bins as their top concern in the 2025 survey. Littering in tourist spots is increasingly reported (The Straits Times, 2025; Japan Tourism Agency Survey, 2025).
The legal responses to littering indicate that littering remains a persistent environmental and governance challenge across jurisdictions, requiring laws that balance deterrence, rehabilitation, and proportionality. Malaysia, Singapore, the United Kingdom, and Japan have each adopted distinct approaches to regulating littering, reflecting their cultural norms and policy priorities. Malaysia's law introduced community service orders alongside fines, aiming to rehabilitate offenders while maintaining deterrence (The Edge Malaysia, 2025). Singapore pioneered Corrective Work Orders (CWOs), combining financial penalties with visible public clean‑up duties (National Environment Agency [NEA], 2023). The UK relies on fixed penalty notices (FPNs), emphasising administrative efficiency (Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs [DEFRA], 2022). Since 1970, Japan's law has imposed strict fines reflecting cultural norms of cleanliness and a zero-tolerance enforcement approach (Tokyo Metropolitan Government, 2021). 
This paper evaluates the adequacy of these laws in regulating littering, focusing on proportionality, cultural legitimacy, and policy effectiveness. The first part explains the research methodology employed and the data sources used in this paper. While the second part examines the comparative aspects of the laws across the four jurisdictions, the third part compares the underlying principles of proportionality of sentencing, cultural legitimacy and policy effectiveness. The next part examines the critiques of the laws in each jurisdiction, followed by a discussion of their implications. The conclusion is next, followed by several policy recommendations for each jurisdiction.    
METHODOLOGY
This study employs a comparative legal research design, integrating doctrinal and socio‑legal approaches to evaluate adequacy across the four jurisdictions. The doctrinal analysis examines statutory provisions, including Malaysia's Solid Waste Act 2025, Singapore's Environmental Public Health Act, England and Wales's Environmental Protection Act 1990, and Japan's Waste Management and Public Cleansing 1970 Act. This approach clarifies the black‑letter law and enforcement mechanisms (Ayres & Braithwaite, 1992). The socio‑legal analysis situates doctrinal findings within cultural and governance contexts. Malaysia's collectivist ethos supports civic rehabilitation, Singapore's governance culture legitimises visible deterrence, the UK emphasises administrative pragmatism, and Japan reflects cultural norms of cleanliness (Hasegawa, 2015). Public acceptance surveys, enforcement statistics, and policy reports are used to assess legitimacy and effectiveness.
The paper also employs a comparative legal analysis that contrasts jurisdictions across three adequacy dimensions: proportionality, cultural legitimacy and policy effectiveness. A jurisprudence matrix is employed to visualise similarities and differences, highlighting reform potential. Secondary data includes primary sources such as statutes, ordinances, and government enforcement reports. Secondary sources comprise peer‑reviewed articles, policy analyses, and comparative law scholarship. Triangulation ensures validity by cross‑referencing doctrinal texts with socio‑legal commentary. This methodology ensures a rigorous, comparative evaluation of adequacy, linking legal design to enforcement outcomes and cultural legitimacy.
COMPARATIVE LAW ON LITTERING
In Malaysia, the new Solid Waste and Public Cleansing Management (Amendment) Act 2025 amended the principal Act of the Solid Waste and Public Cleansing Management Act 2007. The new amended law criminalises littering in section 77A by providing that littering is throwing, discarding, placing, or leaving behind, or causing to be thrown, discarded, placed, or left behind, any solid waste in any public place or public road, except in receptacles designated for such purposes. The scope of the Amendment Act 2025 is limited to West Malaysia and Labuan and does not apply to Sabah and Sarawak.  
Section 77A (2) prescribes fines up to RM2,000 for first offences. Courts may impose community service orders under Section 77B (1), requiring offenders to perform up to 12 hours of service over six months, with a cap of 4 hours per day. Section 77B (6) provides the sanctions for non-compliance, including additional fines of between RM2,000 and RM10,000. Supervision is vested in authorised officers who determine the time, place, and type of service (section 77B (4)). The policy aims to instil civic responsibility, reduce pollution, and enhance Malaysia's public image (The Edge Malaysia, 2025; Bernma, 2026). 
The Singapore Environmental Public Health Act 1987 governs littering offences. Section 17(1) provides that littering involves depositing, dropping, placing, or throwing any item, such as plastic cups, tissue paper, cigarette butts, or food wrappers, in a public place, except into designated rubbish bins (Tan KP, 2019). Even seemingly insignificant acts, such as flicking a cigarette butt onto the street or leaving a food container behind, are considered littering offences (Tan KP, 2019). Penalties range from S$2,000 for first offences to S$10,000 for third offences. Section 21A empowers courts to impose Corrective Work Orders (CWOs) requiring offenders to clean public areas for up to 12 hours, under officer supervision (Tan KP, 2019). CWOs are highly visible, with offenders wearing vests. Non‑compliance can result in further prosecution (Tan CH, 2019). The scope includes general littering, bulky item disposal, and illegal dumping from vehicles (Section 20), which carries fines up to S$50,000 and imprisonment. Policy aims emphasise deterrence, public health, and the reinforcement of Singapore's reputation for cleanliness (Quah, 2010; Tan, 2019).
The Environmental Protection Act 1990 in England and Wales regulates littering under Section 87, which makes it an offence to throw, drop, or deposit litter in public places, including rivers and to leave it there on private land (DEFRA, 2019). The 1990 Act was amended by the Clean Neighbourhood and Environment Act 2005. The conviction carries fines up to Level 4 on the standard scale (£2,500). Enforcement is primarily through Fixed Penalty Notices (FPNs) under Section 88, which allow offenders to discharge their liability by paying a set fine without court proceedings (DEFRA, 2022b). Non‑payment leads to prosecution. There are no community service orders specific to littering; sanctions are financial and administrative. Local authorities have duties under Section 89 to keep land clear of litter, in accordance with DEFRA's Code of Practice. Policy aims focus on administrative efficiency, maintaining cleanliness standards, and reducing environmental harm (DEFRA, 2022; Burnett, 2018ab).
The Waste Management and Public Cleansing Law (Law No. 137 of 1970) in Japan prohibits improper waste disposal under Article 16, requiring it to be disposed of only in designated facilities. Article 25 prescribes penalties, including fines up to ¥1,000,000 and imprisonment for severe offences. Enforcement is strict, with responsibilities placed on citizens (Article 3) to cooperate with the government in waste reduction and sorting, and on businesses (Article 6) to manage and recycle waste. There are no community service orders; sanctions are deterrence‑focused. Policy aims emphasise preserving the living environment, improving public health, and reinforcing Japan's cultural emphasis on cleanliness (Hasegawa, 2015ab; Yamamoto, 2017).
COMPARING SENTENCING PROPORTIONALITY, CULTURAL LEGITIMACY AND POLICY EFFECTIVENESS OF THE LITTERING LAWS
The adequacy of the anti-littering laws in these four jurisdictions extends beyond waste disposal. It embodies debates on deterrence, proportionality, rehabilitation and cultural legitimacy. Proportionality in sentencing means ensuring that sanctions are commensurate with the harm caused and the offender's capacity (Burnett, 2018; Yamamoto, 2017). Cultural legitimacy indicates that laws are more effective when aligned with societal norms, as in Japan's emphasis on cleanliness (Hasegawa, 2015; Kobayashi, 2020). Policy effectiveness in littering law refers to how well the legal and administrative measures achieve their intended outcomes, such as reducing littering behaviour, improving public cleanliness, and fostering civic responsibility (Jones, 2017; Tan, 2019). It goes beyond mere penalties to assess whether enforcement, deterrence, and education actually change behaviour and environmental conditions (Ayres & Braithwaite, 1992; Zehr, 2002).
In Malaysia, the proportionality of sentencing is measured by the 12- hour community service, which balances punishment with rehabilitation. Such proportionality is maintained by avoiding criminal records and limiting service duration. Critics may argue that the fines (RM2,000–10,000 for non-compliance) are rather steep given the offence's minor nature. In the cultural context, the recent 2025 Amendment reflects an emphasis on civic responsibility and national image, especially ahead of tourism campaigns (Bernama, 2025). Community service resonates with collectivist values of contributing to society. Finally, the policy effectiveness of the Malaysian model depends on enforcement capacity. Community service may foster civic consciousness (Bernama, 2025). However, limited hours and challenges with supervision could reduce the legal impact. Still, it suggests an innovative model by combining deterrence with rehabilitation (The Edge Malaysia, 2025).
However, the legal position in Singapore suggests that fines up to SGD10,000 and public corrective work orders are quite severe. The proportionality of the sentencing is debated because the punishment includes public shaming, which may exceed the harm caused by littering (Tan, 2019). CWOs align with Singapore's broader governance culture, which emphasises strict enforcement, visible deterrence, and social discipline. Public shaming is culturally accepted as a means of reinforcing communal order (Tan, 2019). Singapore's CWO policies are highly effective in deterring littering, reinforced by visible enforcement and strong social stigma. However, resource intensity and criticisms of harshness may limit sustainability (NEA, 2023; Tan, 2019).
In contrast, England and Wales's EPA 1990 indicates that the FPNs (£50–£80) are proportionate to minor infractions, but the considerable increase to £2,500 in court can be seen as disproportionate. The absence of rehabilitative measures raises questions about whether the penalty should be proportionate to the reform, rather than merely a deterrent. The reliance on fines in England and Wales reflects a pragmatic, administrative culture that emphasises efficiency and cost‑effectiveness over moral rehabilitation (Jones, 2017). The system assumes financial deterrence suffices in a society with established cleanliness norms. The FPNs are administratively efficient and widely used, but their effectiveness in changing behaviour is limited (Jones, 2017b). Repeat offenders may simply absorb fines without altering conduct, showing deterrence without rehabilitation (Jones, 2017ab; Burnett, 2018ab).
At the end of the legal spectrum is Japan, where fines up to ¥1,000,000 reflect a zero-tolerance policy. The proportionality of the penalty is contested. While such penalties are effective at deterring littering, such penalties may be excessive for minor acts, especially for tourists unfamiliar with local norms (Yamamoto, 2017). Strict fines mirror Japan's cultural emphasis on order, respect for public spaces, and collective responsibility (Kobayashi, 2020). The enforcement is supported by strong social norms, making legal penalties both culturally consistent and widely accepted. The law's effectiveness is high, as strict fines and cultural norms virtually eliminate littering. However, the system risks being overly punitive, raising fairness concerns for minor infractions or outsiders unfamiliar with expectations (Kobayashi, 2018).
The comparative synthesis of these underlying philosophies of the littering laws suggests that Malaysia and Singapore tend to integrate community service (Sections 77C, 21A), reflecting a restorative justice approach. However, England and Wales and Japan, which rely on deterrence (Sections 87–88, Article 25), thus prioritise efficiency and strict compliance. The policy aims of these laws indicate that all models converge on harm reduction and public cleanliness, but differ in how they balance deterrence with rehabilitation and cultural legitimacy.
THE CRITIQUES OF THE LAW
Despite their effectiveness in certain contexts, each jurisdiction's approach has been criticised for failing to adequately balance fairness and long-term behavioural change. In Malaysia, while community service orders embody restorative justice, critics argue that fines for non‑compliance (up to RM10,000) may be disproportionate relative to minor infractions (The Edge Malaysia, 2025). Enforcement capacity also poses challenges, as supervision of offenders requires significant administrative resources (Zehr, 2002). Nevertheless, the critiques of Singapore CWOs contend that they are effective deterrents, but public shaming through distinctive vests raises proportionality concerns (Tan, 2019). Commentators also note that punishment may exceed the harm caused, undermining the perceptions of fairness (Quah, 2010).
In England and Wales, the FPNs are administratively efficient, but their adequacy is questioned due to a lack of rehabilitative measures (Jones, 2017). Repeat offenders may simply absorb fines without changing behaviour, limiting long‑term effectiveness (Burnett, 2018; Jones, 2017). However, the critiques of the Japanese model contend that strict fines up to ¥1,000,000 deter littering effectively, but critics argue they are excessive for minor acts, particularly for tourists unfamiliar with local norms (Yamamoto, 2017; Kobayashi, 2020). The absence of rehabilitative or educational measures further undermines adequacy, as deterrence alone may not foster civic responsibility (Yamamoto, 2017).
THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE LAW
The implications of the anti-littering law are assessed through three components of the law's adequacy: for people, for harm reduction, and for the government. In Malaysia, the introduction of community service orders under the 2025 Amendment Act reflects a hybrid deterrence‑rehabilitation model (The Edge Malaysia, 2025). For ordinary citizens, this means that offenders not only face fines but also contribute visibly to public cleanliness, fostering civic responsibility (The New Straits Times, 2026). The rehabilitative element reduces stigma compared to punitive fines alone and directly addresses harm reduction by requiring offenders to clean public spaces. For the government, however, enforcement capacity remains a challenge, as supervising and monitoring offenders requires significant resources (Zehr, 2002).
However, in Singapore, Corrective Work Orders (CWOs) combine financial penalties with visible public clean‑up duties, reinforcing deterrence through social shame (Quah, 2010). For citizens, this creates strong behavioural pressure to comply with cleanliness norms, though critics argue that public shaming risks disproportionate punishment (Tan, 2019). Harm reduction is achieved through immediate clean‑up, while the government benefits from a reputation for strict order. However, proportionality concerns highlight the need for reform to balance deterrence with dignity (Low, 2015).
In contrast, in England and Wales, reliance on fixed penalty notices (FPNs) under the 1990 Act emphasises administrative efficiency (DEFRA, 2022). For citizens, fines are transactional and may deter occasional offenders, but repeat offenders often treat them as a "cost of doing business" (Burnett, 2018). Harm reduction is achieved indirectly through financial deterrence, but the absence of rehabilitative measures limits long-term behavioural change (Jones, 2017). For the government, FPNs streamline enforcement and reduce administrative burden, though adequacy is questioned due to the lack of restorative justice (Jones, 2017).
Lastly, in Japan, strict fines under the Waste Management and Public Cleansing Law achieve high compliance, reflecting cultural norms of cleanliness (Hasegawa, 2015b). For citizens, this results in strong deterrence and rare instances of littering. However, fines up to ¥1,000,000 risk disproportionate outcomes, especially for tourists unfamiliar with local norms (Yamamoto, 2017ab). Harm reduction is maximised through near‑zero tolerance, while the government benefits from cultural legitimacy and international recognition of Japan's cleanliness. 
Across jurisdictions, the implications for ordinary citizens range from civic rehabilitation (Malaysia, Singapore) to strict deterrence (England and Wales and Japan). Harm reduction is achieved across all systems, but only restorative approaches foster long-term behavioural change. For governments, the adequacy of the law depends on balancing proportionality, cultural legitimacy, and enforcement capacity. Hybrid models demonstrate promise, while deterrence‑only regimes risk alienation and fairness concerns.
CONCLUSION
This comparative study of anti-littering laws in Malaysia, Singapore, England and Wales and Japan demonstrates that regulatory adequacy is not a static legal concept but a dynamic balance among proportionality, cultural legitimacy, and policy effectiveness. Each jurisdiction reflects a distinct regulatory philosophy shaped by its socio‑political context. Malaysia's hybrid model, combining fines with community service, embodies a restorative approach that enhances proportionality and civic responsibility, though enforcement capacity remains a challenge. Singapore's CWOs exemplify visible deterrence aligned with its governance culture, yet criticisms of public shaming raise questions about fairness and proportionality. The reliance of England and Wales on fixed penalty notices prioritises administrative efficiency. However, the absence of rehabilitative measures limits the effectiveness in addressing repeat offences. Japan's strict fines reflect cultural norms of cleanliness and achieve high compliance. However,  their severity risks disproportionate outcomes and undermines rehabilitative potential (Hasegawa, 2015b; Yamamoto, 2017).
Across jurisdictions, cultural legitimacy emerges as a critical determinant of adequacy. Laws aligned with societal norms—such as Japan's zero‑tolerance enforcement or Singapore's visible discipline—achieve legitimacy and compliance. However, adequacy also requires proportionality and reform potential. Systems that integrate restorative justice elements, such as Malaysia's community service, demonstrate greater fairness and sustainability. Conversely, deterrence-only regimes risk alienating offenders and failing to instil long-term behavioural change. 
The comparative synthesis suggests that adequacy of the law is maximised when laws combine deterrence with rehabilitation, are supported by cultural legitimacy, and impose proportional sanctions. Ultimately, adequate regulation of littering is achieved not through punitive severity alone, but through a balanced, culturally sensitive, and reform-oriented approach. This conclusion underscores the importance of comparative legal analysis in informing policy reform, offering lessons for jurisdictions seeking to harmonise environmental governance with fairness and civic responsibility.
POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
The comparative analysis of anti-littering laws across Malaysia, Singapore,  England and Wales, and Japan reveals that regulatory adequacy depends on balancing deterrence, proportionality, and cultural legitimacy. Each jurisdiction demonstrates strengths and weaknesses that inform actionable reforms for lawmakers and local councils. In a hybrid deterrence-rehabilitation model in Malaysia, it is suggested that community service tasks be expanded to include environmental education and awareness campaigns. Such a strategy could strengthen behavioural change, while allocating more resources to supervise litterbugs would improve the implementation of the 2025 Amendment Act (Zehr, 2002). For Singapore's visible deterrence model, the suggested reform is to moderate fines to align with the median household income (Quah, 2010). The public shaming element should be reduced by shifting CWOs toward environmental education or community engagement. Furthermore, reframing CWOs as a civic education rather than a punitive spectacle would enhance fairness and legitimacy (Low, 2015; Tan, 2019). 
Reform for England and Wales should include introducing community service for repeat offenders, and enhancing public awareness campaigns could complement financial deterrence and foster civic responsibility (Jones, 2017). Nevertheless, the reform for Japan should involve calibrating fines to offence severity and supplementing deterrence with educational programs, thereby improving proportionality and sustainability (Kobayashi, 2020). 
Comparatively, reform pathways emphasise integrating restorative justice into deterrence-focused systems, ensuring that sanctions remain proportionate to the harm caused, and leveraging cultural legitimacy to sustain compliance. By combining deterrence with rehabilitation, governments can achieve both harm reduction and long-term behavioural change, thereby enhancing the effectiveness of littering laws across diverse contexts.
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  1     Proportionality, Cultural  Legitimacy  and Policy  Effectiveness in  Anti - Littering Laws: A  Comparative Study of  Malaysia, Singapore,  England & Wales   and Japan   Zaiton Hamin 1* , Rafizah Abu Hassan 2 , Wan  Rosalili Wan   Rosli 3 ,  Hafatin  Na t rah Md Noh 4   1&2 Faculty of Law, Universiti  Teknologi MARA (UiTM)  Shah Alam, Selangor,  Malaysia   3 School of Law, Faculty of  Management, Law and Social  Sciences   University of Bradford   Bradford, United Kingdom   4 Faculty of Accountancy,  Management & Economics,  New Era University College,  Kajang,  Selangor,  Malaysia   *zaihamin1@gmail.com     Abstract   -   Anti - l ittering laws are vital to  environmental governance, but their adequacy  varies by country based on proportionality,  cultural legitimacy, and policy effectiveness. This  paper compares Malaysia, Singapore, England  and Wales, and Japan, assessing their  approa ches to regulating littering and their  enforcement mechanisms. Malaysia's recent 2025  Amendment Act introduced community service  orders with fines, aiming for both deterrence and  rehabilitation. Singapore's Corrective Work  Orders (CWOs) blend fines with pu blic clean - up,  reinforcing deterrence but raising  proportionality concerns. England and Wales  employ fixed penalty notices, prioritising  efficiency but lacking rehabilitation. Japan  enforces strict fines under its Waste Management  law, achieving compliance   through cultural  norms but sometimes risking disproportionate  outcomes. The study engages in a doctrinal,  socio - legal and comparative legal analysis to  compare proportionality, cultural alignment,  and policy effectiveness across these legal  systems.    The  authors contend that  anti - littering  laws are only adequate when deterrence,  rehabilitation, and cultural legitimacy are  balanced and that adequacy is maximised when  these elements align. Suggestions for reform  include moderating content, reducing public  shaming, and integrating restorative j ustice. The  research highlights that effective  anti - littering  laws must be proportionate, culturally resonant,  and adaptable to reform.   Keywords :  Anti - Littering Laws,  Proportionality,  Cultural legitimacy, Policy Effectiveness,  Restorative Justice, Deterrence.    INTRODUCTION   Littering refers to the improper disposal of waste in  public or private spaces accessible to the public. It is  often classified as a  public nuisance offence ,  disrupting public order and community standards of  living   (The Edge Malaysia,  2025).   As an  environmental harm , litter contributes to pollution,  urban flooding, and health hazards, underscoring the  link between littering laws and environmental  protection (Hasegawa, 2015 a ). The legal response to  such illegal activities suggests the creation of  civic  responsibility , where the law aims to instil social  norms of cleanliness and shared responsibility for  public spaces (Quah, 2010). In many jurisdictions,  littering is treated as a  strict liability offence , in  which intent is often irrelevant — what is significant  is disposing of litter in unauthorised places  (DEFRA, 2022). Such a notion suggests that  littering is a  collective harm   that requires strong  deterrence and proportionate  enforcement  (Ayres & Braithwaite, 1992; Zehr, 2002).   The extent of littering can be  determined by   the  number of littering notices issued against the  perpetrators. For instance,  in Malaysia,  since  January 2026, 6,680 notices have been issued  nationwide ,  of which   1,866 were issued to  foreigners and 15 to teenagers (Malay Mail, 2026).   In 2025 , 289 convictions and 158 completed  community service orders (The New Straits Times,  2025).  The enforcement is under the Solid Waste  and Public Cleansing Management Act 2007/2025.  The Deputy Minister  of Housing and Local  Government reported that   littering is rampant i n the  city centres of Kuala Lumpur, such as Bukit Bintang  (The New Straits Times, 2025).   In Singapore, 20,000 tickets were issued in 2022 to  2023, up from 14,000 in 2021. About 2,200 CWOs  were issued between 2020 and 2022 (The CNN,  2025). The National Environment Agency (NEA)  investigated 31,200 high - rise littering reports  annually (The Strait s Times, 2026).  Meanwhile, i n  the UK, over 90 per cent of  the 1,140 surveyed sites 

