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1. The starting point: deficits in the evaluation of educational crime prevention 

The demand for evidence-based crime prevention has increased significantly in recent years. After the 

prevention euphoria in the 1990s, and a real boom in crime prevention (model) projects with ambi-

tious goals and sometimes universal – and hardly fulfillable – promises of success, there followed wide-

spread disillusionment in the various fields of action regarding the effects of these projects, and a 

growing realisation that the situation cannot continue (any further) without reliable evaluation studies. 

There is consensus that the focus should no longer be on process or structural quality alone, but that 

the evaluation of educational work must also address the quality of the results and the summative 

aspects, and additionally focus on impact, effects and achievement of targets. Thus, there remains no 

doubt that prevention should be able to provide evidence (of its effectiveness). However, this demand 

cannot conceal the fact that the question of how and why, i.e. most importantly, the way in which the 

evaluation of educational work can be carried out appropriately, has not been resolved satisfactorily 

– and this problem affects educational crime prevention in particular. Even the sometimes almost in-

flationary use of the term “evidence-based” is not able to hide this. 

A look at (the low points of) evaluation practice quickly shows that the sometimes high methodological 

expectations (evidence-based strategies, experimental designs with control groups as a "gold stand-

ard"), which the scientific experts have  demanded for several years – and still demand – by reference 

to the so-called "Sherman report” (cf. Sherman et al. 1997, see also Weisburd and Hinkle 2018 as well 

as Oberlader et al. 2018), cannot be properly implemented, especially in less-standardised pedagogi-

call settings with their primarily involvement-orientated and dialogue-orientated approaches (cf. Ar-

beitsstelle Kinder- und Jugendkriminalitätsprävention – Centre for the Prevention of Youth Crime 

2005), and there is therefore a lack of "suitable" subject-related evaluation strategies. 

Despite numerous ethical problems associated with the control and intervention group designs for 

educational work, there is often a gap between the methodological claims on the one hand, and the 

evaluation practice on the other (cf. Seckinger 2015). The Arbeitsstelle Kinder- und Jugendkriminal-

itätsprävention (Centre for the Prevention of Youth Crime)2 at the Deutsche Jugendinstitut e. V. (Ger-

man Youth Institute) has already documented in a methodological analysis more than ten years ago, 

that with regard to existing evaluation concepts and evaluation studies, there is a major discrepancy 

                                                           
1 This article was first published in 2018 in German within the following publication: Walsh, M., B. Pniewski, B., Kober, M. & 

Armborst, A. (eds.) (2018): Evidenzorientierte Kriminalprävention in Deutschland. Ein Leitfaden für Politik und Praxis  

(pp. 349-368). Wiesbaden: Springer VS. 
2 The task of the Centre for the prevention of youth crime, which has been in existence since 1997, is to observe the spectrum 

of child and youth crime prevention in the fields of police, schools, the judiciary, and, above all, child and youth welfare and to 

prepare it for professional practice, professional policy, and the public. The aim is to contribute to the prevention of child and 

youth crime based on own research activities. The work and research priorities of the Centre for the prevention of youth crime 

are adapted at regular intervals, and the current topics are taken up and processed. Different methodological approaches are 

used, such as literature research, on-site project visits, expert discussions, hearings, or document analyses. 
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between great expectations and the first steps towards solid evaluation research. Newer reviews have 

also confirmed time and again the deficient evaluation culture in Germany (e.g. Walsh 2017, in relation 

to projects with persistent offender young people). One can therefore say: the field of evaluation – 

with all its gaps – is difficult to assess properly. However, it is obvious "that one is not dealing with a 

profiled research field, but rather with a diverse research landscape" (cf. Centre for the Prevention of 

Youth Crime 2005, p. 14). 

The observations of the Centre for the Prevention of Youth Crime prove: the current evaluation studies 

– insofar as the reports are published at all – are primarily orientated towards standardised designs, 

serve the improvement and/or further development of their own work, and are mainly characterised 

by before-and-after comparisons. It is claimed as a fact that the work steps carried out in daily educa-

tion actually correspond with the processes specified in the concept – regardless of the educational 

work really taking place, the special characteristics of the relationship between the parties, and 

changes to the execution of the programme. Thus it is assumed – at least to some extent – that daily 

practice can be automated using technology (cf. Dollinger 2018). 

However, if one performs evaluations in educational practice fields, with their naturally-complex ac-

tion contexts, which are always associated with a certain degree of uncertainty in relation to the "cor-

rect" actions and their effects, where the focus is exclusively on what is – loosely speaking – called "the 

end result", there is a so-called "attribution" problem. In consequence, this means that although it can 

be observed whether certain results occur after implementing a specific measure3, nothing is known 

about the origin of these results, or to what extent the activities carried out in each case are the cause 

of the results. Because in such evaluations, the mechanisms of action and interrelationships of daily 

practice are hidden in a so-called "black box". 

However, particularly in the sense of a knowledge-generating evaluation, which illuminates the "black 

box", it is precisely these mechanisms of action which are of interest, which means: don't concentrate 

solely on the instrumental use of knowledge gained through an evaluation, but also generate 

knowledge of educational processes, which is "useful in practice". 

Thus, a major reason why complex methodological demands often come to nothing, is related to the 

structure of educational practice: because the specific implementation of educational concepts in eve-

ryday life is usually not standardised, but dependent on the situation and context, i.e. flexibly adapted 

to the current circumstances and to the addressee. Here, one is not likely to deal with curricular pro-

cesses and patterns of action, but rather with "less-formalised pedagogical settings" (Lüders and Hau-

brich 2007, p. 140), in which the flexibility of action, i.e. the methodical openness and the ability to 

respond to the person and situation, and consequently the open negotiation and participation pro-

cesses, represent a constitutive characteristic of educational professionalism: one therefore frequently 

gets the answer "it depends" when asking professionals in educational delinquency prevention for de-

tails of individual work steps (cf. Lüders 2010, p. 128). Firstly, this means that the addressees (the 

children or young people), with their individual characteristics and needs, who are responded to with 

the respective appropriate methods, have a key role to play.4 And secondly, it means that although 

concepts are important as a guideline, developments and adaptations are quite common, especially in 

                                                           
3 When the terms "measure(s)“, "setting(s)," "programme(s)," or "project(s)" are henceforth used, they always refer to the 

pedagogical practice or the looked-at pedagogical approaches to crime prevention. 
4 The participants' interactions always are characterized of pedagogical processes. This is also referred to as co-production. 
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so-called "immature" programmes5, and a "100% application of the concept" cannot be assumed, even 

in the case of long-standing, tried-and-tested practical approaches. 

The characteristic of the less-formalised pedagogical practice settings, the associated dilemma of the 

"black box", as well as the attribution problems with effects, led the Centre for the Prevention of Youth 

Crime to initiate a research project in 2009, which raised the questions of how and with what design 

crime prevention measures for children and young people can be adequately – i.e. realistically and 

relevantly – evaluated and the effects proven, and also what preconditions are necessary for this pur-

pose. 

How this project has been implemented, what experience has now – in 2017 – been gained in the 

medium term, and which challenges are still being faced, is the subject of the following review. 

2. The instrument of the logical model 

As an instrument which has to date hardly been tested in the German-speaking area and in the field of 

educational crime prevention, that can be used for a realistic and subject-related description of the 

programme theory, the so-called "logical model" (Owen and Rogers 1999; Frechtling 2007) has 

emerged as a promising alternative, during the analyses of the Centre for the Prevention of Youth 

Crime and also in other research projects of the German Youth Institute (DJI). With the programme 

theory, it is assumed in this context that programmes are subject to a certain logic of action, with 

respect to the interaction of the individual programme elements. For an impact evaluation6, this pro-

gramme theory is interesting insofar as the effects – in other words, the programme goals achieved 

and their connection to the activities carried out in the programme – are no longer only observable as 

effects, but become visible in the programme theory, and can be examined in an evaluation. 

As such, on a semantic level, the term logical model may be confusing at first: this does not refer to 

the meaning of "logic" and "model" in a narrow, literal sense, but rather a – model – presentation of 

the internal structure of a measure and the associated processes, as well as the underlying "pro-

gramme theory" or "stage directions". Understood in this way, the logical model is based on the as-

sumption that even less-formalised practice settings follow specific objectives, and achieve them on 

the basis of framework conditions and resources as well as specific activities, and graphically illustrates 

the interaction between the individual programme elements. In so doing, it is clear: this is always a 

simplistic representation of educational daily practice. Thus, the goal of the logical model is not (only) 

to accurately replicate the entire complexity of educational processes on a smaller scale, or to describe 

the causal chain of effects. Rather, as an application-related instrument, it offers a pragmatic, man-

ageable heuristic, which by its detailed, dense description may help to reconstruct the functioning of 

a programme in the run-up to an evaluation, and to represent this schematically, usually graphically.7 

                                                           
5 The distinction between the mature and the so-called innovative programmes derives from the evaluation of the scholars 

Owen and Rogers. "Maturity" in this context means that programmes already showcase clarity regarding their goals, the struc-

ture of the subject matter, and the relationships between programme elements and intended outcomes. On the other hand, 

innovative programmes are often in their nascent stages, and there is not yet a highly level of knowledge about the "logic" o f 

the project (cf. Owen and Rogers 1999). 
6 Following Beywl and Niestroj (2009), impact evaluation refers to an evaluation that "das Zustandekommen der Resultate von 

Programmen untersucht"; in this case, impact evaluation should prove "dass ein empirisch nachgewiesenes Resultat (...) auf 

das Programm zurückzuführen, also eine Wirkung des Programms ist (cf. Beywl and Niestroj 2009, p. 107). This was done in 

the research project through plausible tracebility with the help of a differentiated impact model, the logical model.  
7 In addition to graphical illustrations, logical models can also be presented in text or table form. 
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A logical model consists of the following elements outlined below, which may be assumed to also be 

included in every educational measure (cf. Beywl and Niestroj 2009): 

 The "Initial Conditions" include all the conditions in place, and can be further subdivided into 

"Context" (system environment, such as legal, political, social and cultural aspects), "Struc-

ture" (factors at the organisation, such as legal form, personnel structure, quality manage-

ment), "Income" (resources of the addressee) and "Input" (financial, personnel or other re-

sources to be invested). 

 The "Activities" refer to the specific actions of the programme, i.e. the practical offers, such as 

social group sessions or individual conversations. 

 In parallel with this, "Outputs" refer to the observable services or products, which arise directly 

as a result of the activities. This can include, for example, the number of group sessions carried 

out, or also certain phases of a training course. 

 In contrast, the "Outcomes" refer to the intended changes or stabilisation in the addressee 

group, and where necessary can be subdivided into short-term, medium-term and long-term 

objectives. Typical outcomes are, for example, enhanced social skills or an improved self-image 

and awareness of others. 

 The last link in the chain of effects are the so-called "Impacts". They describe the resulting 

(long-term) changes that have been triggered in social systems. 

The structure of a very simple logical model is shown in Figure 1 below, which explains these charac-

teristic elements of a measure and their typical sequence by means of an example. 

Figure 1: Representation of a simple logical model (in German language) 

 

Source: Centre for the Prevention of Youth Crime. 

Even if – as will be shown later – in a subsequent process of reconstruction, the logical model typically 

grows significantly in complexity and depth, it will quickly become apparent that the logical model 

initially primarily provides "structuring help" and a "communication basis", with which recursive dy-

namics, so-called "detours", can be decrypted, and the "programme theory" reconstructed. With its 

"attention-focusing" and "sensitising" categories, it opens key accesses, and as a result enables con-

densed answers to those questions which primarily characterise an educational measure, and which – 

according to Lüders (2010) – mainly include the following issues: 

 How does the measure "function"? 
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 What are the intended short-term, medium-term and long-term goals or effects of the meas-

ure? 

 How is the measure designed to achieve each of these? 

 What are the essential elements of the measure? 

 Which internal connections (structure and processes) exist between them?  

 How can the underlying "stage directions" or "programme theory" be described? 

If the categories are filled with the respective specific project contents in great detail, then the en-

riched and "completed" logical models are empirically-based descriptions which serve to  

 specify the main elements of a measure and their interactions,  

 describe even the usually hardly-explicit educational strategies in terms of a model, 

 provide a well-founded basis for the evaluation, and  

 to help daily practice gain more clarity about the own conditions, limitations and opportuni-

ties. 

But how exactly is the logical model created in practice? How is an "empirical basis" established? And 

how can the reconstructed models be used for evaluations? A brief description of the approach fol-

lowed in the "Logical Models" research project provides answers to these questions. 

3. The “Logical Model” research project 

 

3.1 Approach followed in the research project 

The research project "The logical model as an instrument of evaluation in child and juvenile crime 

prevention" had a term of two years (01.01.2009–31.12.2010) and was funded by the Federal Ministry 

for Family Affairs, Senior Citizens, Women and Youth (BMFSFJ).8 

In order to test the extent to which the instrument of the logical model can be applied to child and 

juvenile crime prevention projects, and/or the extent to which its use as part of an evaluation is ben-

eficial, the project activities were divided in two phases: in the first phase, logical models of selected 

crime prevention measures were reconstructed and enriched, and in the second phase an impact eval-

uation was then carried out. Thus, at the beginning the central concern was to reconstruct the pro-

gramme theories mentioned in Chapter 2, which underlie crime prevention practice, and thereby to 

describe the mechanisms of the selected projects in an educationally-sound and realistic manner, and 

depict them as a model.9 Thereafter – on the basis of the logical model – relevant questions for the 

impact evaluation should be identified, to subsequently carry out an evaluation. 

In general, different sources of knowledge can be used for the reconstruction of logical models: these 

include existing empirical findings, scientific theories or the know-how acquired by professionals, here 

primarily the educational professionals.10 In the research project, it was clear from the beginning that 

                                                           
8 Berit Haußmann, Dr. Annalena Yngborn, Ingrid Zsolnay (clerical work), and Dr. Sabrina Hoops were involved in the research 

project (www.dji.de/logmod). The project received valuable advice from Dr. Christian Lüders. 
9 The approach of first reconstructing the implicit theory of how certain programme elements lead to specific outcomes in the 

run-up to an evaluation and then reviewing and developing this theory about its contextual conditions is also referred to in 

evaluation discourse as "clarificative evaluation" (cf. Holthusen and Lüders 2003, p. 24; Owen and Rogers 1999, p. 39ff.).  
10 Depending on the purpose for which logical models are used, one or the other variant can be particularly useful, or different  

sources can be used simultaneously. For the use of logical models for programme planning, for example, it makes sense to 
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for the reconstruction of the programme theories, particularly the – implicit – knowledge of profes-

sionals should be used, who were/are active in selected crime prevention projects. This decision was 

based on the conviction that it is the professionals who are the real experts in their practice: they know 

best what addressees they each work with, what they do every day, and what goals they can and want 

to achieve with their respective educational actions. The assumption in the research project was that 

the active involvement of the professionals was not only beneficial for the process11, but also enabled 

an evaluation which was as realistic as possible, and strongly focussed on the subject. 

In order to test the use of logical models under different conditions, three structurally very different 

practical approaches were deliberately sought out and selected in the research project, and a logical 

model developed for each one, together with their professionals in a process lasting several months: 

an anti-aggression training programme for violent girls, social group work for children below the age 

of criminal responsibility, and an educational attendance centre for young male offenders. Thus, the 

practice projects differed with regard to their maturity (innovative/mature projects), their target group 

(children/young people, boys/girls) and in terms of their approach (individual/group orientated). To 

make the collaboration rewarding and worthwhile for both the professionals and the DJI, the approach 

in the research project was disclosed in advance to the practice projects, and discussed with them in 

detail. The DJI hoped for insights into the educational practice of the projects, while the professionals 

received scientific monitoring of their practical projects in exchange, and where applicable a subse-

quent impact evaluation. 

Against the background that the professionals were considered the experts for their educational prac-

tice, the revision and further development of the logical models were carried out on site in close co-

operation with the professionals executing the projects. Together with the professionals, it was at-

tempted to reconstruct the programme logic of their own project in such a way that this appeared 

educationally sound and comprehensible, and could be allocated to the different components of the 

logical model - activities, outputs, outcomes, etc. This procedure included numerous one-day meetings 

in the form of "reconstructive workshops"12, during which the logical models were developed over a 

period of several months. In doing so, it was important that the views of the professionals, as the 

experts in their own practice, were always initially in the foreground. Only then would the assessments 

made by the professionals be addressed by the DJI scientists, i.e. reflected on, commented on and 

discussed together in various feedback loops. This so-called "bottom-up" strategy, with an explicit fo-

cus on participation, also appeared sensible because – according to the assumption of the research 

project – the process of modelling is more than just filling in the individual categories. Rather, the 

logical model should be much more the result of negotiation processes and revision loops between 

professionals and scientists, in which the logic determining the practical project is worked out step by 

step. 

  

                                                           
include as diverse a range of knowledge sources as possible, since in this way, the probability of the success of a planned 

programme can be increased (cf. Knowlton and Phillips 2009, p. 25). 
11 Since as early as the 1980s, evaluation research has increasingly taken the view that the interests of those affected and 

involved should be taken into account in the evaluation process (cf. Stockmann 2007), which has also been reflected in the 

standards for evaluation, among other things (cf. DeGEval 2008). In addition to enabling an accurate description of crime-

prevention practice, it was expected that this approach would generate considerable process benefits  for professionals. By 

process benefits advantages or desirable changes resulting for the participants from the evaluation process and not from the 

evaluation results are referred (cf. Beywl and Niestroj 2009, p. 88). 
12 The participants worked with movable walls, moderation cards, and flipcharts. 
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3.2 A look into the reconstructive"modelling work": “Kölner Gewaltprogramm für Mädchen“ 

(KAPM) 

In order to provide insight into the research project, the “Kölner Gewaltprogramm für Mädchen“ 

(KAPM)13 practical project will be presented briefly below. Thereafter, the focus will be on two logical 

models, which should depict the educational practice of the project – at different points in time – and 

were developed together with the professionals. 

As a child and youth welfare services project, the KAPM has been offered at the Arbeiterwohlfahrt 

(AWO, an independent welfare organisation for workers) in Cologne since 2004. It is based on the key 

elements of classical AAT, and is described by the educational professionals there as an offence-spe-

cific and deficit-specific socio-educational psychological measure for violent female offenders, which 

follows the principle of respecting and appreciating the personalities of the young people, but at the 

same time condemning the propensity for violence and the violent behaviour. In addition to the gen-

eral mandate of youth services (cf. inter alia. S 1 Social Code Book VIII Right to Education), the profes-

sionals see the legal basis for the training as the promotion of girls under the perspective of gender-

differentiated work with children and young people. Therefore, "[during] the design of the services 

and the performance of the tasks [ . . .] the different life situations of girls and boys must be considered, 

inequalities reduced, and equality between girls and boys promoted" (S 9 No. 3 Social Code Book VIII). 

Girls between 15 and 21 years of age take part in the KAPM. Most of the participants are obliged to do 

the training due to a court order, after they have been convicted of assault offences. In some cases, 

the girls are called upon to attend the training by homes or schools. Occasionally, the girls also take 

part in the training on a voluntary basis. 

Structurally, the KAPM consists of four blocks: before the actual start of the measure, all of the girls 

take part in an admission interview. In addition, up until the beginning of the group work at the KAPM, 

the girls are also regularly invited for individual conversations, in order to maintain contact until the 

group starts. This group work is the core of the KAPM. It takes place on 20 afternoons over a period of 

approximately half a year at the AWO premises, and each session lasts for four hours. The regular 

exchange with cooperation partners is the fourth activity block of the KAPM. Here, arrangements for 

cooperation and for supporting the girls are in the foreground, e.g. with the Jugendamt (Youth Welfare 

Office), school or the organisation providing shelter/accommodation. 

Figure 2a shows the first model of the anti-violence programme for girls. It provides a complete over-

view of the practical project, and contains – in addition to the important initial conditions – the four 

key areas of activity of the project (admission interview, personal conversation, group work, exchange 

with cooperation partners) in orange. The magnifying glass makes it clear that from the start, the de-

termination of the project logic should focus on on the core activity of "group work". The reasons for 

this were that, according to the professionals, the educational work which is directly related to the 

objective of the project takes place during the group work. In addition, it was the area where – in terms 

of their professional development – the professionals were most interested to know whether and how 

their work with the girls "functions". In accordance with the focus on group work, the differentiated 

                                                           
13 After the research project, the project changed its name from "Anti-Aggressivitätstraining für gewaltauffällige Mädchen" to 

"Kölner Gewaltprogramm für Mädchen" (KAPM). 
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activities in the model (divided into methods and topics), as well as the outcomes shown in green, 

relate to the core activity of group work. 

In the first draft of the model, it is evident how difficult the systematic mapping of educational practice 

was initially for the professionals. Therefore, first of all the activities and individual techniques that are 

applied within the framework of the project were listed in the logical model and linked with every goal 

(see Figure 2a). The project staff thereby avoided a decision on which activities were deemed central 

to the achievement of a certain outcome objective. "Everything is important" or "everything is con-

nected to everything else" are statements that were heard again and again from the professionals in 

this context. 

Another noticeable aspect of the first model design was that the professionals divided the category of 

activities into methods and topics, and thus followed a structure which they had incorporated in this 

form in their written concept. The impulse of the professionals at the beginning of the modelling to 

repeatedly have a look at the concept, can also be interpreted as a sign that the description of one’s 

own educational actions and/or the implicit knowledge of actions cannot be taken for granted. 

On the basis of this first draft, the KAPM professionals concentrated in a further process on a logical 

model, for which the "body work" should provide the framework, and which should do justice to the 

following three characteristics: 1) the development of a differentiated outcome system, 2) the system-

atisation of the activities and 3) the linking of the activities with the outcome system. This model, which 

also represents the final model, is shown in Figure 2b. 

It is evident that in the opinion of the professionals, the girls must develop along three central target 

strands and/or complexes, in order to achieve the two outcome objectives of the project, "taking re-

sponsibility" (V) and "reducing violent behaviour" (Z). These three target strands are devoted to the 

topics "learning alternative conflict resolution strategies" (strand A), "developing empathy" (strand B) 

and "personality development" (strand C). The individual targets on the three strands (indicated by 

numbers from 1 to 3 or 1 to 4) make it clear that the development and/or changes in the girls will take 

place step by step. For this reason, the outcome system also has a timing component: according to the 

professionals, at the beginning of the measure it is essentially about the "recognition of violence" (G1, 

cf. first grey background area). Once this partial goal has been achieved, the second partial goal of the 

measure, "justifications for violence are reduced" (G2) is aimed for, whereby only in this context strand 

C, i.e. "personality development" (cf. second beige background), becomes part of the work with the 

girls. 

The level of activities in the logical model is (collectively) considered, insofar as the "support for posi-

tive behaviour" and the "work on the personality" – as the two central educational interventions of 

the project – were reconstructed and form the background of the outcome system. The spiral in the 

middle of the model symbolises that the group dynamics, and thus the views expressed in the group 

work and contributions of each girl, play a special role in the developments of the girls. 
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Figure 2a and 2b: Representation of the logical model of the KAPM in November 2008 and January 

2010 (in German language) 

 

Source: Centre for the Prevention of Youth Crime. 

 

Source: Centre for the Prevention of Youth Crime. 
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By comparison of the two images14, it can be determined for the reconstruction process that: with the 

instrument of the logical model it is possible to "put things under the microscope," to take a closer 

look at an excerpt of a measure, and "reveal insights into practice". Nevertheless, the complexity re-

mains a challenge, and it is a question of striking a balance how much detail is meaningful, in order to 

represent the individual elements – particularly the outcomes – realistically and "logically" soundly, 

but also in a manner which is externally comprehensible. 

3.3 The step now possible: the impact evaluation 

After the reconstruction of the educational practice in the form of the logical model, an impact evalu-

ation was carried out on the “Kölner Gewaltprogramm für Mädchen“ (KAPM) The logical model played 

an important role in this evaluation: with the (final) model, the subject of the evaluation was limited 

in scope and precisely described, and based on the model, the key issues for the impact evaluation 

were formulated by the professionals, together with the scientists of the DJI. Since the logical model, 

as seen in chapter 3.2, related to the outcome objectives, it should be examined in the context of the 

evaluation the extent to which the KAPM led to the intended results pursued by the project, and listed 

by the professionals in the logical model. 

The information about themselves provided by the girls who participated in and completed the KAPM, 

was used to answer the key evaluation issues. Qualitative interviews were carried out (n = 9), as well 

as standardised surveys in the form of before-and-after measurements (n = 6). It should be investigated 

here, to what extent there has been a change in the girls regarding their self-efficacy expectations, 

their attitude towards violence, and their conflict-resolution behaviour. After the survey, the qualita-

tive interviews were analysed in terms of content and evaluated using the programme MAXQDA. The 

logical model played an important role in orientation here, insofar as the categories of the logical 

model initially served as "sorting criteria" (Mayring 2002) for structuring the material. In addition, case 

vignettes were used for measuring the conflict behaviour. 

Overall, on the basis of the evaluation results, it could be demonstrated that the KAPM has contributed 

to a reduction in acts of violence by the girls. It was clear, however, that the motivations for the re-

nunciation of violence varied considerably, a fact which was taken into consideration in the differenti-

ated outcome system of the logical model, and expressed in its results. According to the study, one 

reason for the overall positive results which have been achieved by the KAPM, was the fact that since 

the creation of the measure, the professionals have worked continuously on the further development 

of their professional practice, to make the activities within the framework of the group work increas-

ingly meet the needs of the target group.15 

3.4 5 years later: what remains of the logical model? 

To find out what the professionals have to report, looking back at the instrument of the logical model 

and its benefits for their own work, the DJI carried out a topic-centric survey of the professionals during 

the period from June to August 2016, five years after the end of the research project (cf. Yngborn 

                                                           
14 Complex logical models like the ones presented here are unfortunately not suitable for a two-dimensional medium like this 

publication. However, more important than tracing the individual contents of the model — which may not be entirely successful 

due to the lack of readability — should be the recognition at this point that it is possible to represent pedagogical practice with 

the logical model and that, in doing so, it is possible to go in-depth depending on the purpose associated with the modeling. 
15 Based on the collaboration with the DJI, the professionals of the „Kölner Gewaltprogramm für Mädchen“ wrote a book about 

their practice project, published in 2016 (cf. Steingen et al. 2016). 
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2017). The total of six interviews were guideline-orientated, conducted on the telephone, recorded, 

transcribed and their contents evaluated. The results of the interview analyses are described in the 

following section. 

3.4.1 Use of the logical model 

In the practice projects, the logical model was still actively in use by the professionals, five years after 

the completion of the DJI study. The logical model is used here, for example, as a "microscopic view" 

of their own work, and as an "overview of processes of change" in the target group. According to the 

professionals, through their differentiated perspective, the target group can now be much more accu-

rately perceived (and supported) in their stages of development. The logical model also continues to 

be used in "the planning of the group sessions". The structure of the educational practice represented 

in the logical model has become internalised in the form of a "logical approach", which is applied to 

the group sessions. Even those professionals who are by now engaged in other work areas, and who 

no longer actively use the logical model, report that they still benefit today from the experiences 

gained in the research project regarding the development of the logical models. For example, one pro-

fessional stated that through the logical model, she gained a "realistic view" of her own work and its 

objectives. So, during the planning of projects, it has become much easier to recognise which objec-

tives in the socio-educational work can be realistically achieved, and where perhaps there is a need for 

them to be reworked. 

3.4.2 Participation 

Another set of questions related to the manner in which the logical models were developed together 

with the scientists at the DJI. In the opinion of a professional, this approach was very positive because 

it was "individually tailored to us, and very practicable in everyday life". Due to the fact that they have 

developed the logical model "themselves", it is now possible to apply the model independently, and 

without any external guidance. This form of learning not only had a positive effect on their own project, 

but they also "benefited a lot personally", according to the professional. Furthermore, the mutual sup-

port of theory and practice, as envisaged in the participatory approach, was perceived as "very, very 

helpful". Through the "different perspective" provided by the DJI scientists, they as professionals were 

empowered to question and to reconsider the traditional aspects of their own project, which may no 

longer be used or implemented in this form – the so-called "blind spots". 

3.4.3 Professional action/effectiveness 

In addition, a further question referred to the aspect of whether working with the logical model 

changed the perspective of the professionals regarding their professional actions and/or the effective-

ness of their work, and if so, in what form. Two experts answered that since their collaboration on the 

research project, they feel "more security and serenity in dealing with the addressees", and they thus 

experience work "more intensively and relationship-oriented": through the logical model and the "mi-

croscopic view" of the target group, they are able to detect even "very small changes", and to structure 

and modify their own work in a differentiated manner based on these changes. Another professional 

noted that the educational work is now "less focussed on fast results"; one allows the processes more 

time "to have an impact", which means the work is experienced as "very much more effective and 

sustainable". One realisation gained from the research project was that the daily practice shown in the 

logical model cannot be understood as a linear process, but that feedback loops instead are a mean-

ingful and important part of educational practice. Another statement also tends in this direction, by a 
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professional who reported that her experience with logical models was also a "learning process" in 

that she is now able to better accept and deal with the "loops" in her own work: "going back a loop 

again", and "simply trying something else once again", "in order to maybe achieve the objective later", 

are by now no longer a problem for her, but instead a perfectly normal part of educational action. 

3.4.4 Evaluation of the logical model 

In a final set of questions, the professionals were asked about their retrospective evaluation of the 

logical model. The opinions expressed here were largely very positive: the logical model is "super-

practicable", precisely because it can be applied in different ways – whether as a differentiated image 

or in the form of a "logical approach". In addition, it is "very helpful in everyday life and also in com-

munication, for example with donors", because the logical model not only specifies the project objec-

tives, but also depicts how they could be achieved. A negative comment made was that the develop-

ment of logical models is "very time-consuming and very labour-intensive". In addition, it requires "a 

lot of support, training, time, motivation and willingness to reflect", in order to develop a logical model. 

Another point of criticism was the "bulky terminology", with which the different categories of the log-

ical model were described, which prevented a simple introduction to the topic. There were similar 

tendencies in the answers to the question of whether the professionals recommend the logical model 

in their work environment and/or consider it sensible. "In principle, yes," according to the profession-

als, however there is the hurdle of "changing colleagues from time to time", that the theory of the 

"classical logical model" is not so easy to understand, or the problem of the lack of third-party support 

for the development of the logical models. 

4. Conclusion – current developments, opportunities and challenges 

The logical model has proven to be a very time-consuming, but at the same time very helpful tool, to 

reconstruct the structures and logic of action of practical approaches to crime prevention.16 Particu-

larly through the participatory process, a realistic modelling of the educational daily practice is ena-

bled, which goes beyond fixed conceptions and performance descriptions. "This route is promising, 

especially in the case of those projects to be evaluated, where there is insufficient reliable knowledge 

available about their internal structures and processes" (Lüders 2010, p. 138). Even if no impact eval-

uations in the 'true' sense exist already, one can still use the logical model to check the plausibility of 

the central impact assumptions, and thereby also investigate and specify the inherent project side-

effects. Thus, an essential prerequisite for the implementation of impact-orientated evaluations is 

available. In its brochure published in 2016, "Criteria for the evaluation of crime prevention practices", 

the European Crime Prevention Network (EUCPN) called for the development of an "evaluation model" 

in preparation for an evaluation of complex subjects such as crime prevention (cf. European Crime 

Prevention Network in 2016, p. 29 et seq.). 

                                                           
16 The use of logical models is not limited to the field of crime prevention. At the same time, forms of application of the 

instrument in German-speaking countries vary in complexity. For example, Camino (a non-profit GmbH that organizes work-

shops for further education, practical support, and research in the social field) uses the logical model to document and visualize 

complex local action plans (cf. Camino 2010). Univation (Institute for Evaluation Dr. Beywl & Associates GmbH) uses the 

logical model within evaluations, such as the evaluation of the project SToP (Social Task Force for Offensive Pedagogy) (cf. 

Bartsch and Stroppel 2015). 
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At the same time, the benefits of the logical model can also be seen in the sustainability of the project 

and practice development – processes which should not be underestimated in the field of crime pre-

vention practice, and which are described in the evaluation as process benefits. This is boosted by the 

participatory and communication-enhancing "bottom-up" process, and the continuous reflection of 

intermediate results in practice, and thus the professionals being "taken seriously" as the experts at 

their own work. 

It is this process which, supported by the instrument of the logical model, ensures the sustainability 

and usefulness of evaluation for the professional practice. 
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