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We have so far received 34 replies from National Societies, i.e. 
from slightly more than 20% of the National Societies. That 
result is disappointing but it honourably falls within the 
average percentage of replies received to questionnaires 
circulated within the Movement.

Of those 34 replies, one new Society claims that it is not 
competent to reply, another gives a few replies to item A only, 
and a number of others reply leaving many options open. One 
National Society appears to have replied by offering reflections 
intended for the Study Group on the Future of the Movement; its 
replies are interesting but hard to use in our context. As with 
all questionnaires, we find ourselves confronted with replies 
which vary in form and have sometimes had to proceed by 
deduction in order to get the message. This synopsis has been 
made with the utmost reservation regarding the interpretation of 
replies which it has sometimes been impossible to list in 
clearly defined categories.

In consolidating them, we have followed the order used in the 
questionnaire.

Preparations for the XXVIth Conference

1. What should, in your opinion, be the main purpose of the 
Conference? (e.g. what should the agenda contain in 
particular?)

Twenty-two Societies consider that .the main purpose of the 
Conference concerns respect for international humanitarian 
law and 11 refer to the need to discuss problems of 
humanitarian coordination.

Six Societies mention that respect for the Fundamental 
Principles, particularly independence and neutrality, 
should also be on the agenda. It can be deduced from the 
replies that a fair number of Societies are also concerned 
to find in the Conference a forum for discussing the 
relations which should be established between the Movement 
and States in all circumstances.

The replies also suggest a widely shared concern that the 
Conference should be held at reasonable intervals.

I
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2. Do you have suggestions regarding the preparation of the 
International Conference bearing in mind the difficulties 
faced by the Standing Commission (a body of the Movement) 
in resolving political issues?

(E.g. should the Standing Commission be composed of 
representatives of States, either together with or instead 
of representatives of the Movement? Should there be created 
(by the Standing Commission) a new preparatory body 
composed of representatives of States which would take over 
the responsibility of preparing e.g. questions of 
participation?)

The replies raised a number of problems of interpretation 
in that it was sometimes difficult to know exactly whether 
a Society was suggesting the incorporation or association 
of representatives of States in or with the Standing 
Commission, or whether the latter should give them a 
mandate for settling certain issues.

There are variations of form among those Societies in 
favour of holding consultations among States. Some 
Societies suggest that States should be included in the 
Commission. (NB: Among the Societies making such proposals, 
not all go on to state that the Statutes of the Movement 
need revising.) Other Societies suggest the creation of a 
sub-group within the Commission, others
that a group of States or a group of Societies (?) and 
components of the Movement should be assigned the task.

Of the 23 Societies which consider that States should be 
consulted, 17 mention a body composed of representatives of 
States for preparing the Conference. The replies of several 
Societies which were in favour of more developed 
consultations among States or for maintaining the present 
system suggest a wish to have a Standing Commission capable 
of fully assuming its tasks and responsibilities.

3. Do you think that a specific mechanism should be 
established to finance the International Conference, and 
what are your suggestions in this respect?

(E.g. sponsoring? Should participants bear part of the 
costs? Should a special fund be set up with contributions 
from ICRC, Federation and National Societies?)

Some Societies note that the reply would vary depending on 
whether it were decided to maintain th^ system of a 
different venue for each Conference or to set a fixed 
venue. Many Societies consider that the Conference should
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be financed by both the Movement and by governments, but 
not all of them specify whether such financing should come 
from ad hoc contributions or via a permanent fund, nor 
whether a special facility should be opened for 
contributions.

Ten Societies mention contributions by the participants in 
the Conference, seven to financing by the Movement; four 
consider the present system satisfactory and six offer 
differing proposals such as sponsoring or an appeal to 
States (four replies cannot be interpreted in any 
particular sense and one Society did not reply).

There are thus 21 Societies (10 + 6 + 5) which consider 
that we could go beyond the present system for ensuring 
financing of the Conference, having regard to the variable 
or fixed venue of future Conferences.

4.1 What should be the duration of the Conference

9 Societies
5 Societies
6 Societies 
five or seven days).
2 Societies
5 Societies 
the agenda.
6 Societies

favour 
favour 
favour

a duration of about three days, 
five days.
one week (without sp^pifying whether of 

favour 6-7 
state that

days.
the duration will vary depending on

express no opinion.

It would be rash to deduce any clear tendency. A slight 
majority favours not too long a Conference. Allowing for 
comments made under other questions, there appears to be a 
desire to rationalize the discussions and concentrate on 
important topics, which might be an argument in favour of 
a compact Conference not exceeding three days.

4.2 Should there be commissions or only plenary sessions?

It may be deduced from the replies that at least 25 
Societies favour a combination of plenary sessions and 
commissions, i.e. that there is a heavy majority in favour 
of that formula. On the other hand it is difficult to 
refine the analysis and establish whether those Societies 
have in mind purely short and formal plenary sessions or 
discussion plenaries.



-

■ - - V?;;?- •

B. Future Conferences

1. Do you think that the existing Statutes are adequate or 
that they should be modified, in particular with regard to 
the following issues?

■4

Although separate, this question was followed by a list of 
more specific questions. A summary classification affords 
the following results:

23 Societies are for modifying the Statutes, often with 
regard to minor points.
7 Societies express reservations about amending them but 
nonetheless propose minor modifications.
3 Societies are against modifying the Statutes.

However, this classification has little value because in 
replying to question B.3 on defining the Council of 
Delegates, for example, 28 Societies declare themselves in 
favour of defining it as the highest authority of the 
Movement, i.e. five Societies more than those favouring a 
modification of the Statutes in their replies to this 
question.

*■

Under this item we have avoided any excessive 
interpretation of replies that are not too specific and, 
instead, have focused on them in connection with those 
given to the more specific questions raised in the 
following items.

What can be said is that the majority of Societies appear 
to want only limited and in some cases terminological 
amendments to the Statutes. A small number of Societies 
have far more radical views and would make States mere 
observers at the Conferences. Details of such opinions are 
given under each of the following items.

2. Should the Conference be a decisional or a deliberative 
forum for States and the Movement on humanitarian matters?

13 Societies think that the Conference should be a 
deliberative body.
8 think that it could be either decisional or deliberative 
depending on the subjects on the agenda.
10 Societies consider that the Conference should be a 
decisional body.
2 Societies express no opinion.

1

Views are therefore sharply divided. It is interesting to 
note that several Societies comment that under the present 
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system the Conference is sometimes a deliberative and 
sometimes a decisional body (amendment of the Statutes, for 
instance). Several Societies also stress the need to be 
able to safeguard the Movement’s independence in relation 
to States. Some Societies express concern that all too 
often Resolutions go ignored and consider that a way should 
be found for implementing decisions, particularly those on 
respect for international humanitarian law.

The impression that emerges is that what matters is to 
safeguard the independence of the Movement while ensuring 
that important decisions in the humanitarian area are 
followed through.

3. Does your National Society deem it appropriate to amend the 
Statutes in order to define the Council of Delegates as the 
highest decision-making body for matters solely and 
properly within the competence of the Movement?

28 Societies reply in the affirmative.
1 Society expresses reservations.
1 Society considers that care should be taken not to 
devalue the Conference.
2 Societies reply in the negative.
1 Society failed to reply to the question.

A number of the Societies replying in the affirmative 
insist, six of them pointedly, that the Council of 
delegates should be the highest decision-making body solely 
with respect to matters relating to the Movement (excluding 
for instance respect for IHL which should be for the 
competence of the Conference). The highly detailed 
formulation of the question may itself have influenced the 
tenor of the replies.

4. Should the name of the Conference be changed, and how?

19 Societies think that the name of the Conference should 
remain unchanged.
4 Societies think that the name should not be changed 
unless it is previously decided thoroughly to alter the 
nature and objectives of the Conference.
7 Societies think that the name should be changed.
3 Societies express no opinion.

A majority is therefore in favour of maintaining the 
present name.



Some of the Societies which proposed a change of name 
suggested several possible titles, the most frequent 
proposals being:

International Humanitarian Conference (3) 
International Conference on Humanitarian Issues (3)

Who should, apart from the Movement's components, take part 
in the International Conference as full members?

a) 18 Societies are for keeping the present system.
1 Society proposes in addition a UN-style credentials 
system.
2 Societies propose that the UN General Secretariat be 
given member status.
1 Society proposes that member status be extended to 
the international specialized agencies and regional 
organizations.

b) 5 Societies proposed that only the Movement's 
components should have member status.

c) 2 Societies proposed that the Conference should in 
fact be a Conference of States to which the Movement's 
components should be invited.

A majority therefore favour maintaining the present system.

Who should attend the International Conference as 
observers?

a) 12 Societies suggest inviting different UN agencies, 
IGOs and NGOs and States not party to the Geneva 
Convention. Such proposals do not in fact affect the 
present rules.

b) 9 Societies put the burden of their reply on the 
Standing Commission's competence to decide, while 
suggesting that this or that IGO or NGO be invited. Of 
the nine, one proposes that the criteria of choice be 
refined and that the Standing Commission should secure 
the assistance of a group of State representatives.

c) 3 Societies propose that States should be invited as 
observers. This implies that the members of the 
Conference are simply the Movement's components, and 
five Societies had indeed replied in that way to the 
preceding question.
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d) 2 Societies proposed that the Conference should indeed 
be a conference of States (the Movement's components 
being associated with it), which is consistent with 
the outcome of the preceding question.

e) 3 Societies revealed a wide-open approach and 
suggested that those who apply, show an interest and 
respect the Fundamental Principles should be admitted.

f) 1 Society proposes that all observers should be 
excluded.

Groups a) and b), adding up to a majority of 21 Societies, 
replied in favour of keeping the present system with 
emphasis on the responsibility of the Standing Commission.

What would be your suggestions regarding the frequency of 
the International Conference?
(E.g. every six years instead of every four years? Should 
the possibility of postponement be limited, and in which 
circumstances?)

2 Societies favour an interval of two-four years.

20 Societies favour an interval of four years.

2 Societies favour an interval of five years.

2 Societies favour an interval of four-six years.

4 Societies favour an interval of six years.

There is a majority for a frequency of four years, followed
by a group in favour of four-six years.

Seventeen Societies mention the possibility of postponing 
the Conference (including 11 of those proposing an interval 
of four years). Of those 17, 15 consider that the criteria 
for allowing postponement should be made more restrictive, 
while two stress that the postponement of a Conference 
should be limited in time.

8. What would be your suggestions regarding the venue of the 
International Conferences? (Should the present system be 
maintained or should the venue be fixed?) (Geneva?)

15 Societies favour Geneva or express a preference for 
it. 1
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4 Societies favour Geneva as a standby solution in the 
event of problems.

1 Society proposes Geneva or New York.

1 Society favours Geneva for the next Conference.

1 Society proposes that the Swiss Government should
actually organize the Conferences.

1 Society favours a fixed venue without specifying 
which.

8 Societies are in favour of keeping the present system

9. Has your Society any other suggestions regarding future 
Conferences?

It is difficult to consolidate the replies to so general a 
question. Eight Societies added comments in this 
connection. Several Societies offered prefatory comments in 
their replies to sundry other questions.

The comments may be classified under the following 
headings:

International Conference

a) Substance: Concentrate the topics on
International Humanitarian Law and 
contemplate a development of that law 
in the face of current problems.

b) Form: Reflect on the competence of the
Chairman of the Conference, who should 
have the power to rule out any 
political discussion.

c) Have a strategy within National Societies to pave the 
way for the success of the Conference by convincing 
their governments that the Conference should preserve 
its humanitarian and apolitical nature.

d) - Transform the Conference by reversing the roles,
with the States organizing it and the Movement 
being invited to it.
Invite States to the Conference simply as 
observers.
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Standing Commission

The Commission should assert itself more as the 
authority preparing the Conference.

The Standing Commission could take on a permanent 
secretary for following up decisions, one having tasks 
different from the present secretariat which should be 
retained.

The Commission should prepare draft amendments to the 
Statutes in consultation with a group of States drawn 
from the Conference on the Protection of War Victims 
(August 1993) and submit them in September 1993 to the 
Council of Delegates which would then set up a group 
of National Societies and States to draft a text for 
submission to the next Conference.

Other suggestions

In the event of failure or postponement of the 
Conference, thought should be given to a system of 
written consultation similar to that used for revising 
the Regulations on the use of the emblem following the 
postponement of the Conference in December 1991.

The Chairman of the Standing Commission should be the 
main spokesman for and most senior permanent authority 
of the Movement.

Geneva, 24 March 1993
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Societies that had replied by 24 March 1993
■ - . ■ ■

Australia
Barbados
Burkina Faso
Canada
Cape Verde
Chile
China
Cuba
Dominica
Ethiopia
France
Gambia
Great Britain
Hungary
Italy
Japan
Korea ¿Republic of)
Latvia
Lesotho
Norway
Paraguay
Poland
Russia
Senegal
Spain
Sudan
Swaziland
Sweden
Switzerland
Syrian Arab Republic
Trinidad and Tobago
United States of America 
Yugoslavia
Zimbabwe
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