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with relevant theories and regulations, this paper offers a systematic look at the development 
and theories of community correction and the related risk assessment system and analyzes 
the characteristics of community correction risk assessment methods of juvenile offenders in 
different countries. Moreover, it discusses some new risk assessment technologies based on 
artificial intelligence theory for community correction risk evaluation of juvenile offenders. The 
effectiveness of the proposed community correction risk assessment method is verified using 
some real-world community correction assessments.
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I. IntroductIon

Nowadays, juvenile delinquency has become a serious social problem all over the 
world.1 Some experts and scholars thus regard it with concern similar to environmental 
pollution and drug abuse, marking the three first major public hazards.2 Due to 
continued social and economic development, as well as the increasing popularity of 
high-tech technologies such as the Internet, juvenile delinquency in China and other 
countries is becoming a critical social issue.3 Juveniles are immature, yet they bear the 
future of themselves as individuals, their families, and at some levels, even the whole 
country.4 Unfortunately, for juvenile offenders, severe punishment can negatively 
affect their personalities and social responsibility, even destroying their lives in some 
cases.5 Therefore, most countries generally adopt a means of community correction 
education to help juvenile offenders. Community correction is a kind of behavior or 
measure in which an offender needs to perform specific actions on specific objects in 
a specific space and at a specific time to achieve the required goals. The lives, work, 
correction, and assessment of juvenile offenders are monitored in their communities 
through regular risk assessments. Also, standard corrective measures are adjusted for 
minors, so that they can be reintegrated into society in the future. Given the difference 
in outcomes between severe punishment and community correction for juvenile 
offenders,6 many United Nations conventions and documents strongly promote 
the implementation of humanized noncustodial sanctions on juvenile delinquents,7 
which promotes the development of community correction as the first choice for the 
treatment of juvenile delinquency throughout the world.8 

The essence of juvenile community correction is to provide minor offenders with 
‘free’ opportunities to integrate into the community and undergo ‘normal’ learning 
and life on the basis of tolerance and forgiveness. This would help them correct 
criminal psychology and bad habits harming society, and ultimately return to the 
society smoothly. Correction education in the community has many advantages. 
First, it provides juvenile delinquents with a relaxed environment compared with the 
imprisonment penalty. Moreover, community correction offers juvenile offenders 
a wider range of choices and corresponding responsibilities to deal with all kinds 
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of problems in their daily lives, which reduces the offenders’ cost to society and is 
more conducive to transforming such minors. In addition, correction work in the 
community is still a form of penalty. However, it effectively avoids the disadvantages 
of prison sentence executed in a detention center or prison environment which would 
makes negative influence with each other.9 Finally, it can prevent crime and enhance 
social public security.10

Community correction plays a very important role in the punishment system of 
juvenile delinquency because of its restorative, mild, and social characteristics. It has 
attracted the attention of the education and legal departments of many countries.11 
Teenagers are the future of a country, and their healthy growth is critical to the 
political, economic, and cultural development of society as a whole. Therefore, how 
to help and educate delinquent minors through community correction has become 
the focus of education and legal departments in various countries. Among the many 
research issues in the field of community corrections, risk evaluation is a key interest 
area, as only an efficient risk evaluation method can allow for accurate community 
correction education decision-making regarding juvenile offenders. There are some 
evaluation tools that have been developed by different methods for use in corrective 
work, but they have various shortcomings, such as inaccurate, complicated processes 
and subjectivity.12 In short, the scientific tools in community correction risk 
assessment are still relatively immature for use and a highly intelligent community 
correction risk assessment system has not yet been formed. At the same time, such 
new technologies as artificial intelligence and big data13 are widely used in youth 
education and learning analysis,14 achieving significant results.15 

Given the successive new technologies in other fields of the youth education,16 
it is now necessary to combine existing modern technologies in order to establish a 
scientific and objective risk assessment method for juvenile community correction 
that accurately assesses the personal risk of minors and the possibility of recidivism. 
It is a very important task in the field of community correction.

The primary purpose of this research is to offer a systematic look at the theories 
of community correction and the related risk assessment system and analyzes 
the characteristics of community correction risk assessment methods of juvenile 
offenders in different countries. This paper will discuss some new risk assessment 
technologies based on artificial intelligence theory for community correction risk 
evaluation of juvenile offenders. 



II. development of communIty correctIon 
     educatIon for JuvenIle offenders

It is generally believed that the US firstly implemented the concept of community 
correction in the modern sense.17 In the early nineteenth century, the US set up a 
special legal committee.18 In 1856, particularly, it established the first “halfway house” 
in Boston. At that time, John Augustus, the father of modern probation, proposed the 
idea of   community correction risk assessment for the first time. He often entered the 
court to observe the judges’ trials of various cases. After he pledged for the release 
of and supervised a criminal who drank and made trouble, the court allowed him to 
supervise more criminals. From 1841 to 1858, Augustus continually bounced between 
the police station and the court in Boston and released about 2,000 offenders. 

When the offenders sponsored by Augustus would return to the court after a 
period of community supervision, the judge would decide how to deal with it based 
on Augustus’s penalty recommendations. Practice proved that Augustus’s evaluation 
method of offenders was right. After 18 years, according to Augustus’s evaluation 
method, only 4 of the 2,000 offenders who were released by him proved to be 
unworthy. Thanks to the efforts of John Augustus, Massachusetts promulgated the 
first probation law in the US in 187819 and, in 1925, the US government enacted 
the Federal Probation Law with corresponding systems. Nowadays, community 
correction education for juvenile offenders is widely used in most states of the US.

Meanwhile, in China, the correction of bad behavior for minors in communities 
was considered about 3,000 years ago in Xia and Shang Dynasties. Many sages said 
that through education, production, and labor, juvenile offenders could correct their 
thoughts and master relevant skills, thereby becoming personnel who abide by the 
law and respect social morality and good customs. However, due to the long-term 
influence of severe punishment in China, the application rate of probation and parole 
for juvenile offenders in China is far lower than that in developed countries.20 

In particular, under the premise that parole has become a new trend of international 
justice, China has strictly controlled the parole of prisoners maintaining the rate of 
parole very low. According to the relevant literatures, as shown in Figure 1, China 
sentenced 49,883 juvenile criminals in 2001; 50,030 in 2002 and 58,870 in 2003, 
respectively. Since then, it has increased by 9.2 percent to 88,914 in 2008.21 In terms 
of the proportion of juvenile delinquents in the total number of criminals in China, 
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the proportion remained between 6.6 percent and 10 percent from 2001 to 2010.22 
Still, with the increasing prevalence of juvenile delinquency in China, the demand for 
community correction education for minors is becoming more urgent.

In 2004, the PRC Ministry of Justice issued interim measures for community 
correction, which promoted juvenile offenders to return to society smoothly with the 
community correction of juvenile delinquency.23 The effects of these measures can be 
seen in the Fujian Province as an example, which by the end of 2015 had established 
a total of 9 halfway houses, 84 county-level community correction centers, 253 
education bases, 1,104 community correction declaration rooms, and 1,304 community 
service bases.24 The Fujian Province has received a total of approximately 110,000 
correctional personnel, of which a considerable number are minors. However, one 
urgent problem remains in both China and other countries: How to build an effective 
community correction risk assessment method to improve community correction data 
analysis and educational decision-making for juvenile offenders?

Figure 1: Number and proportion of juvenile offenders in China from 2001 to 201025
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The definition of juvenile delinquency is primarily based on the age of the offender. 
There is a minimum and maximum age for juvenile delinquency. People below the 
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minimum age who commit acts that seriously endanger society do not constitute 
juvenile delinquency, while people above the maximum age who commit serious 
harmful acts cannot be treated as juvenile offenders, as their acts constitute adult 
criminal offenses. Only between the minimum and the maximum age can people 
who commit criminal acts be called juvenile delinquents or juvenile offenders. Table 
1 shows the minimum age, maximum age, the court of juvenile jurisdiction, and the 
maximum sentence for several countries. 

Table 1: Juvenile Justice Comparison between Countries26

Countries 
and regions

Minimum age of 
criminal responsibility

Maximum age of 
criminal responsibility

Court of juvenile 
jurisdiction

Maximum sentence 
for juvenile

Australia 10 16-17 Children’s court 2-7 years

Canada 12 18 Youth court 10 years

UK 10 18 Youth court 2 years

France 13 18
Children’s 

tribunal; Youth 
court of assizes

Half of adult 
sentence

Italy 14 18 Separate juvenile 
court

1/3 of adult 
sentence

Japan 14 20 Family court Life 
imprisonment   

China 12 18 Youth court
Death sentence 
suspended for 

two years

USA

In 14 states it is 
6-10 years old; 
the other 36 states 
have no minimum 
age, but 7 years old 
can be considered 
as the minimum age

In 3 states it is 15 
years old. In 10 
states it is 16 years 
old, and in the 
other 37 states the 
maximum age is 17.

Youth court Life imprisonment; 
death penalty

In Australia and the UK, the minimum age of criminal responsibility is 10; the 
minimum age in Canada and China is 12; and, in Italy and France, it is 14. However, 
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the US does not have a uniform minimum or maximum age across all its states. In 14 
states, the minimum age is 6-10 years old, whereas the other 36 states have no official 
minimum age, so that 7 years old can generally be considered as the minimum age.27 
According to some UN agreements, 18 is the most widely recognized age for adult 
criminal responsibility.28 The countries with the most severe penalties for juvenile 
delinquency are the US, China, and Japan. In the US, the maximum sentence for 
juvenile offenders is life imprisonment or the death penalty. In China and Japan, it 
is the death sentence suspended for two years and life imprisonment, respectively.29

Community correction occupies a very important position in criminal justice 
in many countries,30 with probation and parole being the two most typical forms 
of community corrections. In contemporary societies, most countries generally 
implement probation and parole for juvenile offenders.31 Table 2 gives the number 
of juveniles put on probation and parole in 1998, 1999, and 2000 in several countries 
and regions according to the Seventh United Nations Survey on Crime Trends and 
Operations of Criminal Justice Systems conducted in 2002.32 

Table 2: Number of Juveniles Put on Probation and Parole in 1998, 1999, and 200033

Countries 
and regions

Number of juveniles put on probation Number of juveniles put on parole

1998 1999 2000 1998 1999 2000

Belarus 4,245 4,082 3,807 604 749 811

Ukraine 4,019 4,224 5,112 1,144 1,290 1,381

Spain - 2 3 25 20 25

Estonia 409 771 801 34 18 14

Hong Kong, China 910 878 811 1,456 1,315 1,203

Japan 39,054 39,433 48,823 5,813 6,423 6,977

South Korea 11,755 13,630 16,672 654 740 855

Mexico 634 798 959 1,763 1,189 816

Since the community correction is a very suitable concept for the education and 
rescue of minors, it has been fully and rapidly developed to educate young people 
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in many countries including China. In fact, community correction has become the 
primary form of minor correction measures throughout much of the world. The 
essence of juvenile community correction risk evaluation is to assess the risk of 
minor offenders and correct their criminal psychology and bad habits; then, those 
who pass the evaluation are allowed to ‘freely’ reintegrate into the community. Thus, 
accurate risk evaluation is very critical in community corrections.

III. defInItIon and sIgnIfIcance of communIty 
       correctIon rIsk assessment

The term ‘risk’ has been used for a long time. The word originated from the Italian 
‘risicare’ which then became ‘risqué’ in French. In the middle of the 17th century, 
English borrowed from risqué and formed the word ‘risk,’ which means “danger that 
may occur.” The basic attributes of risk include ‘target,’ ‘uncertainty,’ and ‘impact,’ 
among which uncertainty is the core attribute of risk.34 Without uncertainty, there 
is no risk, so that all certain probabilities are not considered risks. In addition, risks 
must happen in the future. The target is the goal that needs to be achieved when doing 
something, while impact is the consequence of the uncertainty of the risk on the goal. 
Risk has also found a broader and deeper meaning in modern societies, which can be 
divided into categories such as natural risks, social risks, and political risks according 
to its cause.35

Risk evaluation means to determine the possible degree of impact or loss caused 
by a certain risk factor on residents, society, property, etc. The concept of risk 
assessment first appeared in the US in the 19th century. At that time, the development 
of American railways produced bonds. In order to study the safety of issuing bonds, 
risk assessment techniques were created. The core of risk assessment is to apply 
certain theories or engineering techniques to analyze the inherent or potential hazards 
in a system. The results of risk assessment can provide information to help people 
make decisions and take certain measures to ensure the safety of the entire system.36  

After identifying and assessing risks, there is the concept of “risk management.” 
For example, in the field of financial investment, in order to reduce errors and risks, 
a wealth of information and data is often used to conduct detailed risk assessments 
on investment projects to complete a set of scientific project reports and adopt 
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corresponding measures and ways to avoid risks.37 To assess the recidivism risk of 
minors in community corrections, the danger they bring to society during and after 
correction is determined according to the offender’s family, personal background, 
growth experience, living conditions, social factors, etc. These various factors also 
lead to the personal endangerment of juvenile offenders. Personal hazard analysis 
has been used in the field of criminology to study the personal characteristics of 
offenders, where the possibility of committing a crime is a dynamic evaluation 
process that combines multiple factors. The risk assessment approach of minor 
community corrections is to use certain methods or means to evaluate and predict 
juvenile offenders’ personal endangerment risk and the possibility of recidivism. 
Community correction classifies minor offenders based on their personal risk levels 
and determines different levels according to their scores, subsequently adopting 
different levels of supervisory correction measures.38 

Generally speaking, the risk assessment of community corrections for minors 
includes risk assessment before corrections, personal hazard assessment during 
corrections, and comprehensive assessment before dismissal of community 
corrections. Risk assessment of youths is not only the basic component of juvenile 
community correction, but also an important part of promoting community correction 
in general, which is of great significance and necessity.39

First of all, community correction risk assessment can help the community 
correction management agencies to effectively allocate resources. Because the 
human and material resources of community corrections are limited, it is impossible 
to evenly allocate public resources and manage time to each young person. Therefore, 
through the community correction risk assessment, the risk and need of correction 
can be classified and formulated, leading to better and more targeted measures to 
reform and correct community prisoners.40

Second, community correction risk assessment can provide a timely supervision 
and education basis for minors entering the community and better help them to reform, 
as each young offender who enters the community has their own characteristics and 
needs. Accordingly, it is impossible for any two to be identical. In other words, the 
results of the community correction risk assessment can implement differentiated 
supervision and correction measures, which provide individualized and humane 
execution of community corrections.41

Third, community correction risk assessment can provide a good guarantee 
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for the public safety of community residents and prevent high-risk people who are 
not suitable for community corrections from entering the community. In the pre-
trial investigation stage, through risk assessment investigation procedures and 
system guarantees, high-risk offenders are excluded from the scope of community 
corrections, reducing the source of risk in the community. In the community 
correction stage later, through further risk assessment, it is possible to identify high-
risk community offenders with certain characteristics and to take special supervision 
and reform measures, which is effective to maintain social harmony and stability.42

Finally, the community correction risk assessment evaluates and measures personal 
endangerment and the possibility of recidivism of offenders in the community, so as 
to formulate appropriate corrective measures and reduce the possibility of those in 
community corrections continuing to pose risks to society. It has been widely used 
in the major countries of the world as entire process of community corrections risk 
assessment is actually a full manifestation of the value of penalty prevention.43

IV. Current Main Risk Assessment Methods of 
       Minor Community Correction

When John Augustus first proposed the prototype of community corrections risk 
assessment in the 19th century, he mainly assessed the offenders’ risk of recidivism 
by investigating and analyzing the offenders’ personal information, the cause of the 
crime, and economic and emotional factors to determine whether to guarantee the 
crime and determine the appropriate correction measures. Of course, along with the 
social development, the community corrections risk assessment system in the US has 
been continuously improved. Initially, the US mostly adopted a statistical personal 
risk assessment strategy, which included three stages. The first stage was to select a 
large number of offenders, examine the personal characteristics of these offenders and 
their corrections, and then use modern mathematical statistics to remove parameters 
with greater deviations and less relevance to form standard parameters. The second 
stage was to apply the proposed standard parameters to evaluate and score the sampled 
offenders and to classify and group the offenders according to the evaluation scores. 
The third stage was to apply the periodic observation and evaluation to verify the 
proposed classification scheme and make amendments to related schemes.44

312
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In response to the above strategies, “The Wisconsin Risk-Assessment Instrument” 
designed by S.C. Baird, R.C. Heinz, and B.J. Bermus in 1979 has to be mentioned.45 
This specific evaluation form is composed of 11 questions.46 Each question has 
two to three options, each of which has a score. The score is used to determine the 
degree of danger of the offender. This form has the advantages of completeness and 
conciseness and become the blueprint for many states in the US to formulate their 
own community corrections assessment methods. For example, the “Initial Client 
Assessment” tool developed by the State of Pennsylvania consists of 11 questions and 
is generally used for new rulings of parole. There is also the Massachusetts Probation 
Service Assessment of Offender Risk, which is composed of eight questions, each 
of which has three to five options. In Massachusetts, the results of the correction 
evaluation of thousands of probation offenders proved that the tool has good results.47

In the British penal system, the community corrections risk assessment system 
is typically divided into pre-judgment reports and post-correction reports. The 
pre-sentence report must be submitted to the court by the Probation Bureau for 
community penalties in the UK. It plays a very important role in the judge’s decision. 
Article 36 of the UK Criminal Court Rights Act (2000) clearly stipulates: “Procedural 
requirements for community sentence: pre-sentence reporting.” This article requires 
an evaluation of whether the offender is eligible for community corrections based on 
four factors identified before the sentence, including the offender’s personal situation, 
the offender’s specific crime implementation, the victim’s personal situation, and 
sentencing recommendations.48 During the execution of community corrections, a 
post-correction report is generated using the main and secondary factors of personal 
risk. The main factors are closely related to crime, such as anti-social views, the 
offender’s lack of sympathy for the victim, drug abuse, etc. The secondary factors are 
predominantly economic factors, the offender’s emotional aspects, housing factors, 
and the surrounding environment’s impact. These factors are used in combination 
to form a risk assessment measurement table to evaluate community corrections 
personnel and to implement different levels of supervision measures.49

In Canada, D. Andrews and J. Bonta designed a “Level of Supervision Inventory” 
containing 54 sub-items in order to evaluate the degree of danger and needs in 
community corrections, suggesting nine rules to guide the evaluation of the danger 
of offenders.50 In Asia, as shown in Table 3, countries such as Japan, South Korea 
and China have conducted a lot of work in community correction risk assessment. 
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For example, community correction in Japan is called “community treatment” [コミ

ュニティでの出会い]. In particular, the specific community correction investigation 
system is stipulated in Article 9 of the Juvenile Law of Japan. Regarding the personal 
risk assessment of offenders, Japan has established some classified investigation 
centers. These centers are composed of experts in law, medicine, psychology, and 
sociology to give scores to juvenile offenders. 

Table 3: Number and Parole Rate of Offenders in Some Countries in 200051

Countries and regions Number of parolees Parole rate

US 72%

Australia 7,611 39.7%

Canada 9,925 32.8%

South Korea 12,407 26.3%

Thailand 23,348 37.9%

China 30,075 2.3%

Indonesia 3,966 1.9%

Additionally, in 2012, China issued the “Regulations for the Implementation of 
Beijing Community Corrections.” [北京市社区矫正实施细则] These were specific 
provisions for risk assessment that clearly stated the use of the “Beijing Community 
Corrections Personnel Comprehensive State Evaluation Index.” [北京市社区矫正

人员综合状态评估指标体系] In 2014, the Beijing Municipal Prison Administration 
Xinkang Prison Mental Health Center worked closely with the Beijing Fengtai 
Judicial Bureau to conduct social harm assessment and survey some community 
offenders. The survey mostly used computer testing, psychological testing, and 
interview methods to evaluate the risk and give scores.52 

To date, a number of countries have developed effective assessment and 
prediction tools for community correction risk assessment.53 The Wisconsin risk 
assessment instrument in the US, the OAS criminal assessment system developed 
in England and Wales, and the level of supervision inventory in Canada, to name a 
few, all play a huge role in juvenile offender corrections. The current risk assessment 
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of minor community correction education is divided into qualitative and quantitative 
assessment. Qualitative assessment includes the intuitive method and the clinical risk 
assessment method. The intuitive method largely relies on the professional training 
and experience of the staff of the community correction management agency of 
juvenile offenders and their ability to obtain relevant information intuitively while 
referring to such factors as family, daily performance, occupation, and criminal record 
to predict the personal risk of juvenile offenders and the possibility of recidivism. 
This assessment method is widely invoked in the early stage of community correction 
risk assessment. The clinical risk assessment method primarily evaluates the juvenile 
offenders through irregular interviews, psychological counseling, and prediction, and 
formulates the corresponding supervision and correction measures.54 

The current quantitative assessment methods usually invoke statistical methods. 
It means that the assessor formulates a series of scoring standards for risk assessment 
of community corrections based on experience and personal opinions. Following 
the collected personal data and relevant statistical data, a scale can be developed to 
score according to the risk, and then the risk of community correction is assessed 
according to the results of the scoring. For example, based on sociology, psychology, 
law, and other disciplines, China has developed a comprehensive state evaluation 
index system for community prisoners in Beijing, which includes three sets of scales. 
Some researchers have also developed quantitative assessment tools based on neural 
network methods and artificial intelligence. However, these methods are currently 
used only in a small number of minor community corrections.55 

The application of the above methods has greatly promoted the risk assessment 
of community correction for juvenile offenders. However, these methods also have 
obvious deficiencies, as shown in Table 4. Consider the intuitive method to the risk 
assessment of juvenile delinquency. Although it can quickly attain assessment results 
and provide correction institutions with targeted corrective measures, this method has 
strong subjectivity, low accuracy, and low operability. It is a highly complex job to 
evaluate the community correction risk of juvenile offenders with clinical methods, 
as doing so requires the assessor to have strong insight and deep psychological, 
sociological, and criminological literacy. Moreover, at present, there are more juvenile 
delinquents who could benefit from risk assessment for community correction, but 
there is a limited number of high-level experts who can carry out the work.56 

On the other hand, the statistical evaluation method is more accurate and objective 
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than traditional qualitative evaluation. Unfortunately, most statistical assessments 
only use a simple evaluation scale, with the risk assessment index, weight setting, and 
scoring standard by and large based on experience and personal opinions. Thus, the 
establishment of such an evaluation system lacks scientific and credible theoretical 
support. Neural network-based and other artificial intelligence (AI) methods for 
correction risk assessment have their own issues. In particular, the neural networks 
require lots of samples with known results for training to obtain rules. Therefore, 
these networks are still developing.57

Table 4: The Main Risk Assessment Methods58

Risk assessment method Features Shortcomings

Qualitative assessment

Intuitive method

obtain relevant information 
intuitively based on the 
professional training and 
experience of the staff

strong subjectivity, low 
accuracy, and low operability

Clinical risk assessment

evaluates juvenile offenders 
through irregular interviews, 
psychological counseling, 
and prediction

requires the assessor to have 
strong insight and knowledge; 
lack of high-level experts

Quantitative assessment

Statistical methods

formulates a series of scoring 
standards and give scores; more 
accurate and objective than 
traditional qualitative evaluation

uses simple evaluation scales; 
lacks scientific and credible 
theoretical support

Neural network-based 
and other artificial 
intelligence methods

have the function of 
associative memory and 
strong learning ability

need a lot of data and training; 
used in only a small number 
of minor community 
corrections so far

In the risk assessment and education decision-making of minor community 
corrections, it is very important to classify delinquents according to the assessment 
results.59 Dean Champion believes that classification has the following six functions 
in the community correction of minors to help: (1) management departments to 
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reasonably arrange for juvenile offenders to participate in community correction; (2) 
meet the needs of juvenile offenders and prescribe specialized treatment; (3) parole 
committees effectively make decisions regarding criminals who meet the conditions 
for parole; (4) select parole offenders who participate in correction programs and 
related activities; (5) classification can help decide the necessary type of supervision 
by juvenile correctional personnel; and (6) make decisions related to community 
crime control.60 All this to say that satisfactory classification of risk assessment 
and education decision-making in the community correction of minors is highly 
valuable. But under what standard should the risk assessment of juvenile community 
corrections be classified and how many kinds of community corrections of minors 
should be divided into? These problems are worthy of in-depth study.

Table 5: Community Corrections Risk Assessment Based on the Number 

of Test Scores or Percentages61

Risk assessment tool Scoring 
classification Scoring criteria Hazard classification

The Wisconsin 
Risk-Assessment 
Instrument

3 types
0-8 points
9-15 points
16 points and above

Low risk
Moderately dangerous
Highly dangerous

Massachusetts Probation 
Service Assessment of 
Offender Risk

4 types

2-10 points
11-15 points
16-24 points
25 points and above

Most dangerous
Dangerous
Moderately dangerous
Low risk

Comprehensive State 
Evaluation System of 
Community Prisoners, 
Shandong Province, China

3 types
80 points and below
81-107 points
108 points and above

Low risk
Moderately dangerous
Highly dangerous

British Community 
Corrections Risk 
Assessment

3 types
≤30%
31~60%
≥60%

Least Dangerous
Dangerous
Most dangerous

At present, there is no unified standard for the risk assessment of juvenile community 
corrections. Currently, a judgment method is to determine a score using a risk 
assessment scale.62 As shown in Table 5, the Wisconsin evaluation tool is divided 
into three sections according to the resulting score, namely 0-8, 9-15, and 16 and 
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above, and the corresponding risk classification levels are low-risk, moderate risk, 
and high-risk. Then there is the Massachusetts Probation Service Assessment, which 
is divided into four sections based on scores: 2-10 points, the most dangerous; 11-15 
points, high risk; 16-24 points, medium risk; and 25 points and above, very small 
risk. In Shandong Province, China, the comprehensive status evaluation index system 
of juvenile community correction is divided into three grades, corresponding to 80 
points and below, 81-107 points, and 108 points and above. It can be seen that because 
of the inconsistent evaluation indices and evaluation methods, the classification and 
standardization of the risk assessment of minor community corrections based on 
score are different in different countries and regions.63

In addition to judging the results of community corrections based on the actual 
assessment scores, some parts are determined by the percentage of community correction 
risk assessment evaluation, for example, in the British Community Corrections Risk 
Assessment. A good classification of the risk assessment of juvenile community 
correction should have a certain degree of differentiation and accuracy, so that the 
correctives of different levels can be accurately distinguished according to the purpose 
of classification. At the same time, the sensitivity of classification should be appropriate 
and the results of the classification should be fair, with all relevant indicators taken into 
account, rather than solely focusing on a certain evaluation factor.64 

Moreover, the results of classifying juvenile community corrections should be 
practical, as it is undesirable for the results to be divided into too many classifications 
or deviate from the actual situations. In this case, they are too distanced from the 
existing correction conditions and measures. At present, the classification of risk 
assessment of juvenile community correction is mainly based on the subjective 
feelings of correction institutions, with little literature on quantitative classification 
and judgment criteria. Therefore, the efficiency and accuracy of risk assessment 
classification of minor community correction is very worthy of attention and research.

V. applIcatIon of artIfIcIal IntellIgence to 
     JuvenIle offenders In communIty correctIons 

What risk factors have the gravest influence on minors and ultimately lead to crime, 
and for those who have committed crimes, what factors lead to their recidivism?65 This 
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issue has long been the focus of legal circles.66 John Bowlby, a British psychoanalyst, 
put forward the famous theory of maternal deprivation. He believed that any separation 
behavior would lead to serious psychological and emotional problems in children at 
the critical stage of development, which would have a huge harmful impact on their 
later life.67 Many countries, including the US, Germany, Britain, Canada, Japan and 
China, have conducted extensive research on the characteristics, manifestations and 
factors of personal risk.68 Canadian criminologist D.A. Andrews and other researchers 
found that young people with nine characteristics, including poor economic situation, 
unstable job, poor education, antisocial and illegal friends and companions, brothers 
and sisters in family, parents with criminal records, violence, drug abuse and other 
characteristics, have a high level of personal risk and are particularly prone to crime.69 
In addition, there are some other well-known factors, such as age, gender, etc. which 
have different degrees of impact on an individual’s personal endangerment. All these 
will add to the complexity of risk assessment of minor community correction.70

Based on the analysis of a large number of crime characteristics, criminology 
and community corrections risk assessment literatures, the authors propose causal 
analysis, as shown in Figure 2, noting that the risk factors of persons who are 
engaged in community corrections can be roughly divided into five aspects: personal 
situations; family status; social factors; crime conditions; and correction situations. 

Figure 2: Community Corrections Risk Assessment Causal Analysis71
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Most of the literature divides crimes into pre-crime, in-crime, and post-crime 
situations. Pre-crime refers to the criminal motive, the purpose of the crime, the 
cause of the crime, the psychological activities before the crime, and the criminal 
form of the crime. The in-crime situation relates to the danger of a criminal act, 
including the criminal act itself, the nature of the crime, the means of the crime, the 
purpose of the crime, the consequences of the crime, and so on. Post-crime refers 
to the perpetrator’s attitude toward confession and repentance after the crime and 
the compensation behavior toward the crime victim.72 As for the sources of risk in 
corrections, the evaluation is mainly based on the actual performance of the corrected 
persons in community corrections and the opinions of management personnel.

Table 6: Analysis of Correlation Coefficients of Community Correction 

Risk Assessment Scale73

Category
Correlation coefficient of different dimensions

personal 
situations

family 
status

social 
factors

crime 
conditions

correction 
situations

Personal situations 1 - - - -

Family status 0.53 1 - - -

Social factors 0.33 0.21 1 - -

Crime conditions 0.51 0.47 0.37 1 -

Correction situations 0.32 0.31 0.28 0.22 1

Total relevance of 
evaluation results 0.86 0.81 0.77 0.72 0.65

Probability and statistics methods are used to analyze the construction validity of the 
community correction risk assessment scale as shown in Table 6. The correlation 
coefficients among the different dimensions are between 0.21 and 0.53, which are low 
to moderate correlations, indicating that the various dimensions of the community 
corrections evaluation indicators are consistent in direction and different; and they 
cannot be substituted for each other. At the same time, each dimension is related to 
the community correction risk assessment results, with coefficients between 0.65 and 
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0.86, which is a moderately high positive correlation, indicating that the proposed 
index dimensions of the community corrections risk assessment are highly consistent 
with the overall goal of the community corrections risk assessment results.74

Artificial neural networks are also applicable to the area of community correction 
risk assessment. An artificial neural network is a kind of neural network behavior 
inspiring from the animals and people. By imitating the organizational structure 
and activity mechanism of the brain’s nervous system, it mimics the thinking 
characteristics of the human brain.75 Then, by adjusting the relationships among a 
large number of internal nodes, external information is comprehensively analyzed to 
process information. This type of network has been widely used in decision-making 
and management, intelligent control, education, and learning.76 With the development 
of artificial intelligence technology, its research and application in the field of justice 
and juvenile community correction has gradually increased. Some literature uses the 
method of system modeling to study the dynamic risk assessment process of minor 
community correction, while others use the AI method of artificial neural networks to 
simulate the process of risk assessment and the behavior characteristics of minors.77 

In recent, the authors have cooperated with Fujian Academy of Social Sciences 
and the PRC Department of Justice to conduct extensive research on juvenile crime 
prevention and community correction education.78 Through the extraction of risk 
assessment characteristics, a neural network method is used to establish the risk 
assessment method of juvenile community correction. The model structure is designed 
with a three-layer neural network that includes an input layer, a hidden layer, and 
an output layer. The input layer is determined by the actual needs of the community 
correction risk assessment index system, while the output is the result of the community 
correction risk assessment of the juvenile offenders. The input layer of the network has 
40 neuron nodes, which correspond to the 40 evaluation index factors constituting the 
community correction risk assessment scale. In the neural network, after the input 
layer and output layer are determined, the hidden layer nodes are selected according to 
an empirical formula and combined with the actual training results.79 

The neural network structure used in the empirical analysis of community 
corrections is based on Backpropagation (BP) neural network. In terms of setting 
the operating parameters of the neural network, the number of iterations is set to 
1,000 and the allowable error is 0.001. The learning rate of the neural network is 
the key to determining the amount of weight adjustment during the operation of the 
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network. If too small, the network will converge slowly. If too large, the system 
is likely to enter an oscillating state. The learning rate of this analysis is set to 0.1. 
When the community correction risk results are classified, the classification of the 
juvenile community corrections risk assessment is based on the 3σ criterion. After 
normalizing the scores of the community correction risk assessment, we calculate 
the mean μ and standard deviation σ. According to mathematical statistics, the 
probability of a numerical distribution between (μ-3σ, μ+3σ) is 0.9974. Community 
corrections risk assessments are divided into five risk categories: lower risk, low risk, 
medium risk, high risk, and higher risk. When the normalized value corresponding to 
the community corrections risk assessment result falls within a particular interval, its 
risk level is corresponding to the interval. In the analysis, when the risk level matches 
a certain vector value, the vector number 1 is used to indicate “lower risk,” and the 
vector number 5 is used to indicate “higher risk.”80 

In the research of Fujian Province juvenile offender community correction, as 
shown in Table 7, the risk assessment and evaluation of minor community correction 
based on a BP neural network can reach to more than 95 percent accuracy, and the 
results and speed of the analysis are much higher than those of the traditional analysis 
and judgment of minors.81 

In order to achieve good applicability and high accuracy, the neural network 
community correction risk assessment system needs a large amount of sample data 
for learning, which introduces a large workload for the community correction risk 
assessment staff in the initial use of the system. Although the used artificial neural 
network has a simpler structure, before applied, it needs to manually extract the 
features and perform training, which takes a long time. In this regard, the accuracy of 
juvenile crime recognition given more categories needs to be improved.82 

In 2006, Geoffrey Hinton proposed the deep confidence network DBN, which 
is composed of a series of restricted Boltzmann machines. The unsupervised greedy 
layer-by-layer training algorithm proposed by Hinton breaks the bottleneck of BP 
neural network development and has led to AI technology based on this new neural 
network topology becoming widely used in various fields.83 Due to their considerable 
development, the deep learning algorithms has made it possible for machines to 
automatically learn features, so that the introduction of machine learning methods 
in the feature extraction process gives computers the ability to extract patterns from 
the original data.
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Table 7: Community Correction Risk Evaluation Test Results of 

a Neural Network System84

Label Expected 
output

Actual 
output

Expected risk 
level

Obtained risk level 
by BPNN Conformity

1 2 2.1324 Lower risk Lower risk Yes

2 1 1.0533 Low risk Low risk Yes

3 1 1.2612 Low risk Low risk Yes

4 1 1.0361 Low risk Low risk Yes

5 2 2.1775 Lower risk Lower risk Yes

6 1 1.3467 Low risk Low risk Yes

7 3 3.2008 Medium risk Medium risk Yes

8 2 1.9981 Lower risk Lower risk Yes

9 3 2.9569 Medium risk Medium risk Yes

10 2 2.6525 Lower risk Medium risk No

11 4 3.9443 High risk High risk Yes

12 2 1.9865 Lower risk Lower risk Yes

13 5 4.8947 Higher risk Higher risk Yes

14 2 1.9752 Lower risk Lower risk Yes

15 1 1.0618 Low risk Low risk Yes

16 2 1.9874 Lower risk Lower risk Yes

17 4 3.9673 High risk High risk Yes

18 1 1.0386 Low risk Low risk Yes

19 2 1.9451 Lower risk Lower risk Yes

20 3 3.1632 Medium risk Medium risk Yes

The deep learning algorithms have improved the performance of classification and 
recognition in many areas. Some scholars have already begun to use AI technology 
like deep learning in the judicial and educational fields.85 In this research, a juvenile 
community correction risk assessment model was preliminarily studied based on 
the convolution neural network (CNN) deep learning method. Thanks to its two 
convolution layers, two down-pooling layers, and one fully connected layer, the 
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multi-layer artificial neural network model has a stronger and more accurate feature 
learning ability than BP neural networks. However, there is still more work to be 
done. Namely, it is of great importance how to use new AI technology such as deep 
learning to establish an advanced and scientific evaluation method and assessment 
system for juvenile community correction, thereby further improving the education 
decision-making of juvenile community correction.

VI. conclusIon

Juvenile community correction involves multiple factors, such as psychology, 
physiology, family, education, social background, economic status, living habits 
and so on. As a highly complex system with many possibilities, it is very feasible 
to introduce AI into the research of minor community correction education and 
develop an intelligent education auxiliary evaluation system with corresponding 
functions. Specifically, AI is the direction of future technology development, which 
is of great significance to establish a scientific and objective decision-making 
system for juvenile community correction education. Moreover, once the proposed 
deep learning-based community correction risk assessment system for minors is 
widely used, as the sample size increases, it will become smarter just like a growing 
school-age child. The workload and manpower required for such evaluation will 
be much smaller than those of the current risk assessment scale analysis that relies 
on community corrections staff. This is not the only shortcoming of the current 
analysis approach that AI can address though. In addition, after an experienced 
risk assessment expert retires, new staff must be found and trained to engage in 
community correction risk assessment. Even with the new staff, the experience and 
knowledge of their predecessors cannot be copied. As for the deep learning neural 
network community correction risk assessment system, however, its knowledge and 
experience are processes of continuous growth and accumulation. Taking AlphaGo 
an example, which is also based on deep learning technology, it was the first AI 
robot to defeat a human Go world champion in 2016. Rather than merely relying 
on probability calculation as one might expect a machine to, AlphaGo uses AI to 
actually improve and learn, thereby improving its decision-making abilities. As some 
experts have said, “Artificial intelligence is the inevitable development of social and 
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natural science. The wheel of history cannot be stopped, the key is how to adapt.”86

Received: May 15, 2022   

Modified: July 15, 2022

Accepted: Aug. 15, 2022

references

1. B. Winters & H. Hayes, Assessing the Queensland Community Corrections RNI (Risk Needs 
Inventory), 12:3 Current Issues In CrIm. JustICe 288-305 (2001).

2. M. James, Assessing the Role of Clinical and Actuarial Risk Assessment in an Evidence-
Based Community Corrections System: Issues to Consider, 70:9 Fed. Prob. 64-7 (2006).

3. F. Paul, F. Leanne & V. Rolando, CommunIty-based CorreCtIons 1-5 (2005).
4. J. Larry, C. Brandon & J. Josheph, JuvenIle delInquenCy: theory, PraCtICe and law 3-10 

(2006).
5. G. Mays & W. Thomas, JuvenIle JustICe 1-4 (2006).
6. D. Andrews & James Bonta, the PsyChology oF CrImInal ConduCt 8-16 (1998).
7. K. Liu, X. Zhang & Y. Wu, An experimental study on social risk assessment of community 

correctional workers in Fengtai District of Beijing [北京市丰台区社区矫正人员社会危险性评

估实验研究报告], in the FIrst Cross straIt CommunIty CorreCtIon Forum [首届海峡两岸

社区矫正论坛] 277-90 (2015).
8. C. Dai & X. Sun, A Study on the Implicit Aggressiveness of Prisoners [关于服刑人员的内隐

攻击性研究], 4 PsyChol. sCI. 955-7 (2007).
9. M. Gottfredson & T. Hirschi, a general theory oF CrIme 8-20 (1990).
10. Z. Qu & H. Zou, Juvenile Delinquency: The Role of Self-control, Family Environment and 

parental monitoring [家庭环境、父母监控、自我控制与青少年犯罪], 2 PsyCh. sCI. 360-3 
(2009), https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2005-03309-007.

11. O. Megan & C. Ken, Academic Examination Stress Impairs Self-Control, 24:2 J. soC. & 
ClInICal PsyChol. 254-79 (2005).

12. Z. Wu, a ComParatIve study oF CommunIty CorreCtIons [社区矫正比较研究] 330-41 
(2011).

13. Y. Yu, Research on The Working Mechanism of Risk Assessment and Evaluation of 
Community Correction: Based on The Investigation of X City's Grassroots Judicial Office 



326

Yu Lin & Tao JinCWR

[社区矫正风险评估测评工作机制探究: 基于X市基层司法所的调研], 8 res. CrIme reForm 
10-5 (2012).

14. G. Li, Risk Assessment and Prevention of Recidivism among Community Correctors: 
Based on A Questionnaire Survey in Three Districts of Shanghai [社区矫正人员重新犯罪风

险评估与预防: 基于上海市三个区的问卷调查], 5 J. PeoPle’s PublIC seCurIty u. ChIna 148-
57 (2013). 

15. J. Nathan & L. Keith, Saving My Life: Dynamics of Peer and Staff Corrections among 
Therapeutic Community Residents, 52:11 subst. use mIsuse 1429 (2017), https://www.
ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6089354.

16. Y. Zhou, J. Li, J. Xu & H. Liu, Research on Early Warning of Community Correction 
Object’s Recidivism Based on Big Data Analysis [基于大数据分析的社区矫正对象再犯罪预

警研究], 4 network seCurIty teCh. aPPlICatIon 153-6 (2020).
17. Y. Lin, On the Risk Assessment of Community Correction and Its Corresponding System 

- from the Perspective of Juvenile Delinquency [未成年犯社区矫正风险评估方法及其相应制

度研究], 6 s.e. aCad. res. 189-95 (2015).
18. A. Laurie, P. Matthew & S. Mary, Risk and Revocation in Community Corrections: The 

Role of Gender, 58:3 ProbatIon J. 250-64 (2011).
19. Supra note 12, at 145.
20. Id. at 179.
21. W. Sun, Evaluation and Reconstruction of Evaluation System of Community Correction 

Effect in China [我国社区矫正效果评估体系的评价与重构], 5 soC. sCI. J. 93-7 (2015).
22. Id.
23. H. Cao, The Current Situation and Improvement of Quality Evaluation of Community 

Correction in China [我国社区矫正质量评估的现状和完善], 4 J. grad. sCh. ChIn. aCad. 
soC. sCI. 49-54 (2012).

24. Fujian Provincial Department of Justice, Our Province Strives to Improve Various 
Educational Activities Of Community Corrections [我省着力完善社区矫正各项教育活动] 
(July 29,  2015), http://sft.fujian.gov.cn/zwgk/tjxx/sqjz_5262/201507/t20150729_3002795. 
htm; Fujian Provincial Department of Justice, Our Province Comprehensively Strengthens 
Education, Correction and Social Adaptation Assistance for Community Corrections 
Personnel [我省全面加强社区矫正人员教育矫治和社会适应性帮扶] (Nov. 27, 2015), http://
sft.fujian.gov.cn/sfyw/jzbj/sqjzsjcx/201511/t20151127_3002606.htm.

25. Supra note 17, at 191.
26. Supra note 12, at 646-7.
27. Id. at 647.
28. G.A. Res. 40/33, ¶33, U.N. Doc. A/RES/40/33 (Nov. 29, 1985).
29. Supra note 12, at 646-7.
30. J. Lena, K. Wendy & S. Zewelanji, Schooling While Incarcerated as A Turning Point for 

Serious Juvenile and Young Adult Offenders, 78 J. adolesCenCe 9-23 (2020).



327

CWRJuvenile Offenders in Community Corrections

31. M. Hayley & J. Sarah. Therapeutic Transformation of Juvenile Corrections in Virginia: 
A Mixed Method Analysis of Benefits and Challenges, 105 ChIldren & youth servICes 
rev. 104444 (2019).

32. Supra note 12, at 650-77.
33. Id.
34. Supra note 17, at 190.
35. B. Ulrich, world rIsk soCIety 188 (1999).
36. P. hoPkIn, rIsk management 3-10 (2015). 
37. Id. at 12-5.
38. Y. Lin, On Method and Legislation of Chinese Community Correction Risk Assessment, 6 

J. FuJIan norm. u. 123-32 (2017), https://www.globethesis.com/?t=1366330512453817.
39. K. Sesha, Redeploy Illinois Program: The Impact on Juveniles, Families, and the Juvenile 

Justice System, 63:2 JuvenIle FamIly Court J. 39-52 (2012).
40. Y. lIn, researCh on the method oF CommunIty CorreCtIon rIsk assessment In ChIna-a 

PraCtICal exPloratIon wIth FuJIan ProvInCe as a samPle [我国社区矫正风险评估的方法

研究-以福建省为样本的实践探索] 29-30 (2016). 
41. Id.
42. Id.
43. Id.
44. Supra note 12, at 145-51.
45. d. andrews & J. bonta. the PsyChology oF CrImInal ConduCt 30-45 (1998).
46. A. Laurie, P. Matthew & S. Mary, Risk and Revocation in Community Corrections: The 

Role of Gender, 58:3 ProbatIon J. 250-64 (2011).
47. J. Petersilia, reFormIng ProbatIon and Parole In the 21st Century 20 (2002). 
48. Supra note 12, at 32.
49. Supra note 9, at 20-35. 
50. Supra note 45, at 60-8.
51. Supra note 7, at 279-82. 
52. Id. 
53. C. Clark, J. Swails, K. Akao, H. Pontinen & K. Cropsey, Gaging the Impact of Multiple 

Substance Use on Community Corrections Involvement, 81 addICted behavIor 55-9 
(2018).

54. Supra note 40, at 47-8.
55. Z. Wang, The Principle and Construction of a Quantitative Model for Reviewing the Social 

Risk Assessment of Arrest [审查逮捕社会危险性评估量化模型的原理与建构], 2 PolIt. l. F. 
70-80 (2016). 

56. Supra note 40, at 46-53.
57. G. Hinton, S. Osindero & Y. Teh, A Fast Learning Algorithm for Deep Belief Nets, 18:7 

neural ComPutatIon 1527-54 (2006), https://www.cs.toronto.edu/~hinton/absps/fastnc.
pdf.



328

Yu Lin & Tao JinCWR

58. Supra note 40, at 46-53.
59. D. Robert, G. Daryl, F. Jeremy, S. Catherine & M. Brendan, Dynamic Risk Assessment: A 

Validation Study, 41:2 J. CrIm. Just. 115-24 (2013).
60. Y. wu, researCh on the management model oF CommunIty CorreCtIon [社区矫正管理

模式研究] 22-30 (2011). 
61. Supra note 12, at 341-45.
62. Id.
63. Id.
64. E. latessa & H. Allen, CorreCtIons In the CommunIty 310-20 (2003).
65. O. Megan & C. Ken, Academic Examination Stress Impairs Self-Control, 24:2 J. soC. ClIn. 

PsyCh. 254-79 (2005).
66. D. Robert, G. Daryl, F. Jeremy, S. Catherine & M. Brendan, Dynamic Risk Assessment: A 

Validation Study, 41:2 J. CrIm. Just. 115-24 (2013).
67. J. Tangney, R. Baumeister & A. Boone, High Self-Control Predicts Good Adjustment, 

Lesspathology, Better Grades, and Interpersonal Success, 72 J. PersonalIty 271-324 
(2004). 

68. E. Hilterman, C. Nieuwenhuizen & T. Nicholls, Predictive Validity of Risk Assessments 
in Juvenile Offenders, 21:3 assessment 324-39 (2013), https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.
gov/23921605.

69. d. andrews & J. bonta, the PsyChology oF CrImInal ConduCt 20-6 (1998).
70. K. Megan, Academic Examination Stress Impairs Self-Control, 124 J. soC. ClInICal PsyCh. 

254-79 (2005), https://guilfordjournals.com/doi/10.1521/jscp.24.2.254.62276.
71. Supra note 40, at 60.
72. G. Shannon, et al., Community Correctional Agents’ Views of Medication-Assisted 

Treatment: Examining Their Influence on Treatment Referrals and Community Supervision 
Practices, 37:3 subst. abuse 127-33 (2016), https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26860334.

73. Supra note 40, at 88-90.
74. Id.
75. Supra note 57, at 1527-33 (2006).
76. X. Liu & H. Li, Two Effects of Educational Artificial Intelligence on Human Learning 

Mechanism [教育人工智能支持人类学习机制的两种效应], 17 ChInese J. ICt eduC. 1-4 (2020).
77. H. Lin, Reform and Practice of Educational Correction for Minor Community Correction 

Objects in the Age of Artificial Intelligence [人工智能时代未成年社区矫正对象教育矫正的变

革与实践], 4 Just. ChIn. 62-7 (2022).
78. Supra note 17, at 193.
79. Id.
80. Supra note 17, at 71.
81. Supra note 40, at 100.
82. Supra note 77, at 63-4.



329

CWRJuvenile Offenders in Community Corrections

83. W. Lu, Y. Dai & K. Li, Prediction Research of the Short-term Travel Demand Based on 
the DBN-APSOBP Combined Model [基于自适应惯性权重优化后的粒子群算法优化误差反

向传播神经网络和深度置信网络(DBN-APSOBP) 组合模型的短期旅游需求预测研究], 16:5 
sCI. teCh. dev. 470-8 (2020).

84. Supra note 40, at 101.
85. D. Wu, L. Yu, C. Li & L. Wu, Evaluation of ICT in Education: Research, Practice and 

Reflection [教育信息化评估: 研究、实践与反思], 39:4 e-edu. res. 12-8 (2018).
86. “Alpha Go” captured the last bastion of human wisdom? [“阿尔法围棋” 攻陷人类智慧最后

堡垒？], xInhuanet, Mar. 15,2016, http://jiangsu.china.com.cn/html/tech/yx/4778193_1.
html.




