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Introduction
There has been increasing interest in psychosocial and mental health interventions, both
quantitatively (the number of projects) and
in attempts to develop a coherent framework
for the application of such interventions.
These days, psychosocial initiatives are
becoming a normal part of programming in
the aftermath of emergencies and in post
con£ict situations. The recent production of
guidelines and other documents, such as
the IASC Guidelines for Mental Health
and Psychosocial Support in Emergencies
(Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC,
2007) and key documents, such as Baingana,
Bannon & Thomas (2005) and Prince, M.,
Patel, V., Saxena, S., Maj, M., Maselko, J.,
Phillips, M. & Rahman, A. (2007) bear
witness to the increased importance of
mental health and psychosocial support.
However, with the increased acceptance
and growing professional standards in
our ¢eld, we also are increasingly held
accountable for our work. Good intentions
andthe belief that we really help other people
in need are no longer a good enough argument for major institutional donors. We, as
mental health and psychosocial professionals, have to demonstrate that ‘oure¡orts’
with‘their money’ have the desired results.
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One of the major players in our ¢eld,
UNICEF (United Nations Children’s Fund),
has recently commissioned a ¢eld-friendly
guide to psychosocial evaluation in complex
emergencies. In this Special Issue of Intervention, Ager, who was closely involved in the
creation of this guidance document for
UNICEF, describes this important development. Elsewhere in this issue, Williams and
colleagues summarise the recommendations
of a workshop on evaluating community
based psychosocial programmes in areas
a¡ected by war and terrorism, held in 2007.
Donor requirements may often be the main
reason to carry out project evaluations, but,
as van der Veer emphasises, there is another
and perhaps even more important reason
for evaluating psychosocial programs: we
want to learn lessons from our experiences,
and contribute to the rather small but
expanding evidence base for psychosocial
work in post con£ict settings.
The logic behind doing proper evaluations is
explained step by step by Ajdukovic who
presents also four small case studies from
the Balkansto illustrate thetheory he has presented. Betancourt & Williams conducted a
review of research related to mental health
and psychosocial projects for children in
war settings. They also describe two project
evaluations in the Russian Federation and
in Northern Uganda, in depth. Together
with the review of the state of the art in psychosocial interventions for children in war
a¡ected areas by Kalksma-van Lith (2007)
in a previous issue of Intervention, this is
essential reading for all who want to know
more about psychosocial projects with youth
and children.
Although it appears that we have come to the
conclusion at this point in the issue, Mikuš
Kos produces a powerful counter point. In her
‘cry from the ¢eld’ she depicts her experiences
with external evaluations and research pro-

jects. Many things in the evaluation
process can, and do, go wrong: cold, distant
evaluators with insu⁄cient knowledge of the
local situation who are primarily interested
in the production of so-called scienti¢c knowledge and ignoring the real needs of the bene¢ciaries. Mikuš Kos’ provocative discourse
raises the question whether evaluations, in
practice, inevitably have to be so terrible.
We have asked for the opinions of several
practitioners in the ¢eld to contribute to this
essential debate. Tol & Jordans and De Graaf,
Jansveld & deJager work for non governmental organisations and consider it one of their
tasks to help build the evidence base for
psychosocial interventions. They argue that,
however di⁄cult it sometimes may be, it is
possible to reconcile the primary goals of
project implementation with rigorous scienti¢c evaluations methods, and they provide
brief examples of their e¡orts. Poudyal and
colleagues add their own experience on the
use of a scienti¢c design to evaluate the outcome of their activities in Indonesia. Onyango
argues, e¡ective research in social domains
such as ours is more di⁄cult and requires
speci¢c, more qualitative techniques, such
as action research, something that has been
advocated in an earlier issue of this journal
by Hart, Galappatti, Boyden & Armstrong
(2007). Kortmann, herself an evaluator of psychosocialprojects forthepastdecade, explains
how she tries to avoid the pitfalls described by
Mikuš Kos. She recommends using a participative approach in evaluations, in which the
visitof the external consultant is merely a step
in an ongoing process.
We hope that this Special Issue of Intervention
will contribute to the further maturation of
our ¢eld. We still have a long way to go. We
therefore request our readers to continue to
provide us with articles that are scienti¢cally
su⁄ciently underpinned to contribute to
on-going theory formation in our ¢eld, and
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that are down-to-earth enough to also have
actual in£uence on our daily practices.
PeterVentevogel

eva: IASC (www.humanitarianinfo.org/iasc/
content/products).
Kalksma-Van Lith, B. (2007). Psychosocial interventions for children in war-a¡ected areas:
the state of the art. Intervention, 5, 3^17.
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The articles in this Special Issue are revised
versions of papers presented at a workshop on
Evaluation of Community Based Psychosocial
Programmes in Areas A¡ected by War and
Terrorism. It was sponsored by the by the NATO
Science for Peace and Security Programme.
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WAR TRAUMA FOUNDATION
WarTrauma Foundationisdedicatedtothe provision, via aidorganisations, ofpsychosocialand mentalhealthtraining
programmes for the bene¢t of victims of war, terror and organised violence, throughout the world. WTF promotes
and facilitates capacity building initiatives with local mental health professionals in post-con£ict areas.
Inthe past half century, a new science hasbeen developedto counteract the horrifying trauma caused
by war, terror and organised violence. These scienti¢c developments have found wide areas of
application. Today, many organisations are engaged in programmes fostering capacity building
in local communities, for example by o¡ering training to individuals as psychosocial workers,
counsellors or potential trainers.
WTF supports local organisations, both professionally and ¢nancially.
These organisations may apply for this assistance.
War Trauma Foundation has been engaged in projects in Angola, Algeria, Cambodia, Brazil,
Sri Lanka, Nepal, India, Kashmir, Chechnya, North Ossetia, Croatia, Bosnia Herzegovina, Serbia,
Slovenia, Kosovo, Macedonia, Egypt, Israel, Palestinian Territories, Cameroon, Afghanistan, the
Democratic Republic of Congo, South Africa, Tanzania, Uganda, Rwanda, Burundi, Namibia
and East-Timor.
War Trauma Foundation counts on the voluntary professional advice of the Scienti¢c Advisory
Council of 13 experts, including psychiatrists, psychologists and anthropologists.
If you wish for professional, and perhaps including ¢nancial support, or if you would like more information onWarTrauma Foundation, you may contact us: www.wartrauma.nl
War Trauma Foundation
Nienoord 5, 1112 XE Diemen, The Netherlands, Tel: +31-20-6438538, Fax: +31-20-6474580, e-mail:
info@wartrauma.nl, www.wartrauma.nl
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