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THE RED CROSS AND PEACE

T r e n d s  a n d  t h e i r  D e v e l o p m e n t

The first objective of the Red Cross—-of both the Interna
tional Committee and the National Societies— was relief for 
the victims of war ; experience in succeeding years extended 
its scope to take in human suffering under all its aspects. But 
there is no provision in the Statutes either of the Committee 
or of the League, or in those (adopted in 1928) of the Inter
national Red Cross, that the Red Cross should work for peace.

Up to the first World War, the Red Cross was fully occupied 
with the physical wounds of war, and scarcely even considered 
it might work for peace as a conscious aim in itself. When the 
Red Cross was founded in 1863, Florence Nightingale had 
already thought of this possibility, asking if systematic efforts 
on the part of all nations to diminish the horrors of war would 
not ultimately lead to its complete disappearance.

The Red Cross came into existence on the battlefield ; its 
first task was to aid the military wounded. Thus, from the 
start, it limited its ambitions. Anxious at all costs to achieve 
this initial purpose, the International Committee acted with 
great prudence ; so long as Red Cross work was restricted and 
not universally recognized, the Committee took care that its 
aims were clearly defined and its limits respected. The first 
Geneva Convention had laid down the main functions of the 
Red Cross, and for a long period this agreement offered a founda
tion, limited in scope but firmly established in treaty law, which
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gave the International Committee uncontested authority at 
precisely the time when its work began to expand.

There was no question of condoning war, or considering it 
as a necessary e v il; the idea was to make it more humane. 
Dr. Louis Appia, one of the founders of the Red Cross, reporting 
on his mission during the war of Schleswig-Holstein wrote : 
"W e must proclaim our regret, our sorrow that we cannot do 
more ; we must protest against this great collective iniquity 
which is called war— an iniquity which is nothing other than 
a manifestation of evil in the world. ”

The Committee, reporting on its work in 1870, said that 
there is every reason to fear that peace, so stable in appearance, 
is no more than a truce. But the authors added : “  Although 
war is the natural field of our activities, we see it from so close 
up that it can only be an object of horror to us, and our ideals, 
far from depending on war, must necessarily be pacific. ”

In the following years, the Red Cross had to look after 
victims of war in ever-increasing numbers, and fresh categories 
were constantly being added. Responsibilities multiplied: 
co-operation with the Medical Services of the armed forces, care 
for prisoners and the shipwrecked, and, later, civilians. Finally, 
the ravages of war continuing to extend, the Red Cross, as yet 
very hesitantly, began to aim at working for peace as an end 
in itself.

The founders were conscious, even while limiting the growing 
organization, that their work on the battlefield was reminding 
men they were not only enemies, and preparing for the later 
growth of a like spirit of charity. What is possible during war 
should be so, all the more, in peacetime.

In one of his first articles on the Red Cross, Gustave Moynier 
wrote : "  Our efforts to give aid on the battlefields have indi
rectly served those Societies working for peace, whose object 
it is to spread the idea of brotherhood amongst nations, and 
destroy by all possible means the opposition, and even hate, 
which separates peoples ” .

In 1884, the Committee’s invitation to National Societies 
to attend the Third International Red Cross Conference pointed 
out that the members of relief societies could thus form friend
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ships which “ in the day of action, will appear to them as the 
source of that general fellowship which they will endeavour to 
inspire The reference here to the " day of action ” is to 
possible future battles, but, as Henry Dunant had already 
indicated, 1 there is included the idea of the moral relationship 
which it is the duty of the Red Cross to instil into all whom it 
can reach and who believe in it.

It is true that many years were to elapse before it was 
generally agreed, in the Red Cross itself, that humanitarian 
work is as effective in peacetime as during war, and that, 
intervening on behalf of the individual man, the Red Cross 
greatly increases the hope of peace. At the Rome Conference 
(1892), the Chairman expressed the hope that, peace being 
finally established over the entire earth, the Red Cross would 
become “ a fraternal union of the disemployed ” .

Four years later, the Committee recalled to the National 
Societies 2 that their training should include practical peace
time work and an organization capable, in the future, of meeting 
wartime needs.

It is only in 1919 that, in the appeals and resolutions of 
International Conferences, we begin to find allusions and 
texts referring exclusively to the part of the Red Cross in 
establishing a lasting peace. Nevertheless, an isolated voice, 
here and there, gave evidence that the question was present 
in the public mind. Thus, the American Senator, Elihu Root, 
in the opening address to the Washington Conference (1912), 
said there had been a feeling in the United States for many 
years that, although the aim of the Red Cross was to lessen the 
horrors of war and to alleviate suffering, its ideal was necessarily 
antagonistic to the idea of war ; the programs of the Red Cross, 
its powerful organization, its compassion, its charity, its love

1 In his pam ph let Les débuts de la Croix-Rouge en France (The 
beginnings of the R ed Cross in France).

2 In  its  C ircular No. 91.
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of others, would not cease to turn men from the spirit of revenge 
and cruelty which causes war.

At the end of the first World War, the Red Cross took a 
decided stand in regard to the problem of peace. The League 
of Red Cross Societies, set up as a federation of National Societies 
for peacetime work, tends, as is stated in an initial announce
ment, to the realization of “  that principle of moral fellowship 
and international help which is one of the fundamental ideas 
and a characteristic and generous feature of the Red Cross ” . 
From then on, under pressure of circumstances, and owing to 
the fact that the Societies then more clearly appreciated that 
their moral obligation extended beyond wartime, the whole 
movement took up the idea of working for peace, and defined 
its part in this work. All succeeding Conferences came back 
to the same subject, and adopted resolutions with reference 
to it.

The Delegates to the Geneva Conference of 1921 discussed 
the role of the Red Cross in the greatly changed post-war 
conditions. The Bulgarian Delegate asked if the National 
Societies should not endeavour to aid in the elimination of 
war itself, if they “  should not undertake the great and noble 
mission of working, by addresses, pamphlets, and other means, 
against international enmities, against the hatred between 
peoples which has recently unleashed the worst disaster that 
humanity has known ” .

The Conference requested the International Committee and 
the League to appeal to all nations to combat the spirit of war 
rife in the world.

The Appeal was sent out on July 19, 1921, and is particularly 
significant. It is couched in such strong terms that it could 
almost be said to reverse the cautious policy adopted in 1863 
and justified by events. It is not only said that the Red Cross 
should fight against the evil of war, but that it was the duty 
of the organization, to itself and to all who believed in it, to 
contribute by “ disinterested action and universal assistance 
towards making war itself disappear ” . The Appeal furthermore 
invites all men of good-will, whatever their nationality, religion, 
profession or condition, to undertake a general and sustained
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propaganda campaign against the spirit of war ; it is finally 
set forth that “ the Red Cross, not satisfied only to work in 
peacetime, wishes also to work for peace

One can hardly go further in affirming what there is in 
common between the Red Cross and peace, which, to many 
writers of the nineteenth century, appeared contradictory 
terms.

Again, the Geneva Conference of 1923 adopted a similar 
resolution, expressing the desire to see the Red Cross “  affirm 
itself on every occasion as a symbol of peace, believing that this 
conception is in no way contradictory to the idea of the founders 
of the Red Cross, but in complete harmony with the spirit and 
the tradition of the organization

At every meeting, Delegates emphasized the practical 
pacifism of the Red Cross. In 1925, the German Delegate 
affirmed : “ Besides its fundamental task in peace and wartime, 
and so long as politics are not guided by humanitarian consid
erations, it will be the duty of the Red Cross to proclaim, to 
men and to nations, the message of reconciliation which its 
emblem expresses ” .

The Hague Conference (1928) invited National Societies to 
consider the moral condemnation o f . war, and propaganda 
against it, as one of their first duties.

The most significant steps, however, were taken at the 
Brussels Conference in 1930. Not only did it adopt a resolution 
recalling the part which the Red Cross could and should play 
in bringing peoples together, but several Delegations continued 
to insist that the Red Cross should intervene specifically— at 
least unofficially, as, for example, through the Press— in domains 
in which it had not until then penetrated. According to the 
declaration drawn up b3̂  Prince Carl, President of the Swedish 
Red Cross, the object was to influence the Press, which, “  instead 
of using the language of nationalism in a tone that is scarcely 
moderated by a sense of its responsibility, should undertake, 
as a principal mission, to call for peace and reflexion in days of 
crisis and, in calmer days, to promote the spirit of peace, in 
present and future generations” . Because, as the President of 
the Swedish Red Cross added : “ It is clear that the realization
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of the Red Cross ideal, which would have charity always triumph, 
places the Red Cross in the front rank of those who are striving 
for conciliation amongst the nations and working for peace.”

The Norwegian Delegate warmly supported the declaration 
and emphasized the effective part the Junior Red Cross could 
play in this connection, by creating links of friendship between 
the children of all countries.

Finally, we may mention the report of the Czechoslovak 
Red Cross on the “  Red Cross Truce ” — which should be com
pared with the idea of the “  Red Cross Day ” — and on the 
peace activity it had already been carrying on. “  We have 
the courage to declare war— war against sickness, against 
discord, against calumny. This war is manifest in daily acts 
which are both real and positive ” .

Other delegates spoke in the same strain, and the Conference, 
in its XXVth Resolution, expressed the opinion that the Red 
Cross should “ take active steps to discover how the weight of 
its moral authority and its prestige might be brought in support 
of the world movement for understanding and conciliation—  
both essential for the maintenance of peace— and oppose war 
by all means in its power, thus preventing that suffering, the 
alleviation of which was its primary motive ” .

*
* *

At the time of the Disarmament Conference, a year later, the 
International Committee 1 did not hide its alarm at the conse
quences which might follow the use of new arms and at the idea 
of total war, which began steadily to gain ground. It emphasized 
once more that the International Red Cross, resolutely engaged 
in peace activities, wished to develop and strengthen the Conven
tions for the limitation and abolition of war. It declared that 
it was“ increasingly necessary to do everything possible to 
eliminate the recourse to war ” .

1 In  its Circular N os 299 and 300, on the legal protection  of civilians 
again st the effects of aerial and chem ical w arfare.
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At the Tokyo Conference in 1934, there was a fresh and 
generally-supported affirmation that the Red Cross should set 
itself resolutely against the spirit of war and accordingly do 
everything, within its own terms of reference, to prevent war.

The head of the Soviet Delegation considered the elimination 
of war as the “ great purpose which is fundamental to the very 
existence of the Red Cross Referring to the idea put forward 
at Brussels four years earlier he stated that “ today, the 
distinctions in former Conventions between combatants and 
non-combatants— distinctions on which part of the activity 
of the Red Cross in time of war is based— are no more than a 
fiction” . Recalling the resolution of the 1921 Geneva Confer
ence on the necessity of combating the spirit of war, he added : 
“ It is our duty to proclaim that war should be excluded as a 
means to which the nations can have recourse in settling their 
differences ” .

During the same meeting, and to mention only two note
worthy speeches on this question, the Peruvian and Uruguayan 
Delegates described the position of the Red Cross as a peace
maker, proclaiming and ensuring in 4 practice the equality of 
races and intervening “  as an active factor in the work of human 
fellowship ” . The President of the International Committee, 
M. Max Huber, stated that “ the Red Cross has done pioneer 
work in the field of international co-operation

The Conference adopted several resolutions dealing with 
better understanding between the nations, through the Junior 
Red Cross and the Red Cross itself. Another resolution empha
sized the importance of the Press in maintaining good inter
national relations.

Finally, the Conference adopted its very important Reso
lution No. X X IV  : “  The Conference, considering that advances 
in the technique of warfare offer ever-increasing difficulties to 
traditional Red Cross work, recommends that all National Red 
Cross Societies, while, as in the past, neglecting no effort which 
might help to save millions of human lives, protect millions of 
others from suffering and privation, and prevent catastrophes 
which threaten to destroy the intellectual and material heritage 
accumulated over centuries, should, by every means at their
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disposal, intensify their efforts to prevent war and encourage 
better understanding between nations

During the London Conference (1938), the question of the 
Red Cross and peace was again discussed. Having noted the 
report of the League on the educative role of the Red Cross and 
its moral value, the Conference affirmed its conviction that 
“  the Red Cross is not only a material force in the service of 
humanity, but also a spiritual force, uniting all its members 
in the same spirit of honour and generosity which informs their 
work

During the same meeting, the Chairman of the British Red 
Cross, dealing with what it is agreed to call the spirit of the 
Red Cross, asked the Conference whether part at least of the 
present distress in some countries could not be avoided, by 
giving practical effect to the principles of good-will and fair 
play on which the Red Cross is founded. The speaker foresaw 
the lot of civilians— given the evolution of modern methods of 
warfare— if a general conflict should ensue ; he besought the 
Conference to study with the greatest attention the possibility 
of finding a remedy.

Finally, we recall the Stockholm Conference (1948), of 
especial importance, if only for the subjects it had to examine 
and the numbers of people it represented— a hundred million 
in all countries of the world. The Conference adopted two 
particularly significant Resolutions.

In the first, the Conference “  recommends that the Junior 
Red Cross program stress the importance of international 
friendship as the basis of world peace ” . In the second, the 
Conference reaffirms “ abhorrence of war ” and “ determination 
to work constantly for the development of international under
standing, which would lead to an enduring peace between the 
nations It also endorsed the Declaration on Peace, drawn up 
by the Board of Governors of the League, 1 stating, inter alia, 
that it is a duty of all who take part in the movement, ' ‘ to 
uphold and support the essential activity of the Red Cross 
which is mutual help and friendly collaboration between all

1 In  its X X th  Session.
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men and people, and thus to help lay foundations on which 
peace can be established

On several occasions, meetings of the League adopted Peace 
Resolutions. In October, 1950, the Red Cross Societies and 
their members were invited to work for the establishment and 
maintenance of enduring peace between all peoples and nations 
(Board of Governors, XXIst Session).

Thus, more and more often, and always more firmly, the 
Red Cross has stated its position in regard to peace.

War becomes total; the insufficient barriers of International 
Law are pushed aside, and the moral values on which humani
tarian action is founded are threatened. Should a new world 
war take place, the situation would probably be still worse ; 
total warfare has also made war more brutal and murderous. 
The Red Cross, in the nature of things and in obedience to 
its ideal, affirms always more strongly its duty for the future 
to intervene in behalf of peace. We must still know how, and 
to what extent, it can do so, because it has a traditional mission 
in regard to which it cannot be found wanting, and a principle of 
impartial humanity which it must observe. Suffering is, however, 
the one field in which it can never remain indifferent.

** *

The development of arms, the lassitude which makes so 
many people fatalistic, the frightful devastations and crimes 
of the last War— all cause the gravest disquiet, especially 
amongst those who would be called upon under the sign of the 
Red Cross to defend the inviolability of the human person.

On September 5, 1945, the Committee drew the attention 
of National Societies to the future tasks which await the move
ment as a whole. 1 A period was opening in which it was advisa
ble— even indispensable— to review Red Cross principles. The 
Committee, above all, emphasized its anxiety at the creation 
and development of new techniques of war.

1 See C ircular No. 370.
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The mobilisation of all the forces of a nation against an 
enemy State, and the consequent impossibility in practice of 
making distinctions between combatants and non-combatants, 
call for thought. For the Red Cross and for mankind, grave 
moral decisions are involved. Is the individual henceforth to 
be no more than a mechanical component in the struggle ? 
This, as the Committee pointed out, would mean that the prin
ciples of International Law which tend to the physical and moral 
protection of the individual, had failed. Denying to the indi
vidual his value and dignity as a human being, war must end 
irresistibly in unlimited destruction ; mankind, entering into 
possession of the forces of the universe, seems to use its creations 
only to feed a destructive mania.

This is a warning : war, rising in our times to a paroxysm, 
is destroying what for each of us is most sacred in life— a scourge 
spreading out without limit and gone beyond the possibility 
of limitation. But if the individual ceases to have legal protection 
and is considered merely as a mechanical element, what becomes 
of the law of nations and the laws of war ? What value can 
International Law still have ?

The appeal to moral values remains. The ideal of the Red 
Cross, the Committee affirms in conclusion, by far surpasses 
International Law and the laws of war. It is precisely because 
the Committee knows that this ideal is unquenchable and strong 
enough to give new life to International Law, that it undertook 
in 1945 the task of revising the existing International Conven
tions and preparing a new Civilian Convention. Examined and 
approved by the Stockholm Conference in 1948, they were, a 
year later, modified and signed by the Geneva Diplomatic 
Conference.

Meanwhile, international tension continued to increase. The 
Committee could not ignore the menace which loomed on the 
horizon ; as its first duty, it recalled to States signatory to the 
Conventions that the very foundations of its mission would 
be swept away and the intervention of the Red Cross rendered 
nugatory, if it were allowable to attack those who, it had been 
claimed in signing the Conventions, would be spared and pro
tected. Thus the absolute prohibition of the atomic arm and,
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in a general way, unguided missiles, was to be sought, and it 
was in this sense that the Committee drew up its Appeal of 
April 5, 1950— an Appeal which has met with a wide response.

This second Appeal, more urgent than its predecessor 
because of prevailing circumstances and the existing political 
situation, is also to some extent an appeal for peace. It does 
not hide the Committee’s alarm : war, by very reason of the 
horror and fury which now characterise it, because of the terrify
ing arms which modern science has invented, must at all costs 
be avoided.

The Red Cross has, today, a heightened tone of protest 
against war. It is striving for peace, for in pointing to the 
unforeseeable consequences of fresh wars, it helps to deepen the 
general craving for peace, to sharpen men’s consciousness of 
their danger, and fortify their determination to live at peace 
in a peaceful world.

It is clear also that the Red Cross, recalling to men the 
suffering of their fellow-man, and demanding their aid in 
assisting him, helps to create a spirit which is fundamentally 
opposed to war. It makes men feel responsible one for the 
other— a moral conception which, apart from all questions of 
law and politics, can only serve to foster the spirit of mutual 
aid and of peace.

E t h ic s  a n d  P o s i t i v e  A c t io n

The Red Cross is a living idea at all times. It is more spectac
ular in wartime, but in peace and war it is fundamentally 
the same. Striving to ensure that the dignity of the individual 
shall be respected in all circumstances, without regard to 
political, social or religious antagonisms, the Red Cross must 
necessarily evince a horror of war, which holds in contempt 
all that is essential to human dignity.

More, it helps restore confidence even by its very existence ; 
in times that have witnessed so much cruelty, it can, even 
if almost alone, recall man to what is worthy of him. Peace,
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always in jeopardy, depends on each individually, and so 
the Red Cross addresses itself to all.

The International Red Cross, intervening when and how 
it can, is not, however, alone in working effectively for peace. 
Each in its own country, the National Societies work for the 
same end in fulfilling their daily task and in their constant 
effort to combat the spirit of war. This requires vigilance ; 
as auxiliaries of the armed forces they could easily acquire 
a militaristic spirit, little in keeping with Red Cross ideals. 
As against this, they advocate and organize mutual aid, contri
buting to the appeasement of conflict at home, and the removal 
of enmities. This point falls into perspective if we consider 
the Societies’ world membership of several hundred millions, 
including that part of the next generation which is enrolled 
amongst the Juniors.

It has, therefore, seemed the more useful to study in the 
following pages the reasons why the Red Cross should desire 
peace and strive for it in the moral sphere, as in the legal and 
practical.

** *

Constructing peace— a gigantic task— is a function of 
a right state of mind. It can be reached only with difficulty, 
but no effort must be spared in this modern crusade. This 
applies with greater force to the Red Cross, whose members 
are defending peace merely by their attitude ; in helping others, 
they understand one another better, and this is in itself a step 
towards concord.

Acting simultaneously on individuals and communities, 
the Red Cross operates towards a higher conception of inter
national ethics, founded on respect for others— a principle 
equally valid for nations and individuals. It urges men to aid 
one another and encourages nations to do the same. A striking 
example is the immediate relief given during natural disasters 
by National Societies, in response to the call of the League and 
the International Committee ; for this purpose, each National
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Society undertakes to maintain permanent contact with the 
others, with a view to mutual assistance. This unity, slowly 
come to recognition, is a reason why the Red Cross must perse
vere in its work. It thus encourages the hopes of men of good 
will and shows that an international ethic is possible.

One hope for peace is that international life should be 
governed by a code of law. The Red Cross, neutral to all antag
onism, has done much to promote this development and hasten 
the advent of a world conscience. Men are carried by a percep
tion of their common ideas and feelings to wider and more gener
ous horizons.

The mortal danger to the world which results from the 
discovery of new weapons is part of this view, and it is clear 
that every effort must be made to ban methods of mass destruc
tion— incendiary, chemical, bacteriological, or atomic. The 
Red Cross member, as a worker for peace, must necessarily 
oppose these fearful weapons which kill without discrimination, 
and against whose effects whole populations are defenceless.

It is partly these new and terrifying elements which have 
obliged the Red Cross to adopt a different but always more 
resolute attitude towards the problem of war and peace. They 
have increased its responsibilities and made its participation 
in the daily life of each of us appear increasingly more urgent 
and necessary.

** *

Hand in hand with this moral association, the Red Cross 
has worked in more positive ways to bridge the gap through 
legislation and international organization. It is not true, as 
has been alleged, that the Geneva Conventions represent the 
accepting of force as an arbiter. On the contrary : their object 
is to circumscribe the terrible effects of war ; legal texts have 
been drawn up in a refusal to take war as inevitable.1 The

1 See Jean S. P ic te t :  "  T h e R ed  Cross and Peace. Is the work of 
the R ed Cross prejudicial to th e m ovem ent to outlaw  war ? ”  Revue 
Internationale, E n glish  Supplem ent, Ju ly , 1951, pp. 126-134.
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International Committee, in working for a completion of what 
was begun in previous Conventions, has tried to safeguard 
the essential human rights, should further wars occur; it hoped, 
as have done those who drew up the earlier Conventions, to 
safeguard in this way an important part of our moral heritage.

It is one evidence of civilization that recognition of human 
dignity is becoming more automatic and widespread. The 
Red Cross is thus engaged in a civilizing work when defending 
this dignity— which in reality can have its full significance 
only in peace. The Red Cross is engaged in a work of peace, 
even in the midst of war itself. If war is, as has been said, 
the greatest destroyer of civilization, the determining effort of 
the Red Cross has been to preserve those values which have 
gained universal acceptance, in all religions and in all humanistic 
systems.

In the canon of International Law which has come into 
being and, during the last hundred years, has shown itself to 
be firmly grounded, the Red Cross has seen, paradoxical as 
it may appear, a promise of peace. If States agreed to limit by 
convention the sovereignty which, for the nineteenth century, 
had been a dogma, surely it is possible that by contracts freely 
entered into, men may succeed in ending the conflicts which 
divide them. The mutual respect for engagements which 
springs from goodwill should be possible in general, as it is 
individually. History shows that the national entity may 
be influenced by the example of its individual components.

This brings us back to our first point. If the Red Cross 
succeeds in promoting the growth in all sections of the popu
lation, in all countries, of individual units of goodwill, the 
consequences must necessarily be profound on the larger 
structures— the national, and even the universal. At a time 
when public opinion is so powerful, statesmen could scarcely 
ignore the general desire for understanding and the deeper 
friendship built up through the action of individuals and com
munities.

Examination will show a movement towards increased 
individualism in every social evolution. This movement has 
now become universal, and the foundation of the Red Cross
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is one of these important events which mark a stage in human 
history. For the first time there is an international body of 
law which recognizes equal value to each man, and the equal 
right of each to life and dignity.

** *

The first object of the Red Cross was to guarantee to the 
individual certain rights on the field of battle ; its scope since 
then has almost infinitely widened.

In peacetime, entirely new work was taken up— very often, 
pioneer social work. In the anarchical world of today, it is one of 
the few resorts to which men and women without protection 
can turn. Its practical work and widening moral influence 
have helped to instil ideas of liberty and personal dignity into 
the public mind. The development of the Geneva Conventions 
which the Committee has promoted, the extension and variety 
of National Society activities show the Red Cross to be a creative 
element of the better world for which we hope. The fact that 
it was founded in the middle of the last century locate it, 
from the historical point of view, as one of the most remarkable 
features of the great ethical movement which, since the end 
of the eighteenth and especially during the nineteenth century, 
led humanity to respect man as such, irrespective of national, 
political, religious or other considerations.

Previously, suffering was considered a kind of absolute, 
and society as a whole was scarcely called upon to supply 
a remedy. The social order was not so much a means of making 
law more equitable, as a system which implied a personal 
moral obligation. Modern civilization, on the contrary, is 
tending to speed up history, filling man with the idea of his 
powers and the hope of a world as yet only foreshadowed by 
the present— a world which may become more just in its insti
tutions and its way of life, if all work to achieve it.

The Red Cross itself, sprung from the deepest sources of 
this movement, calls on each of us to take an active attitude 
towards the joys, pains, and sufferings that affect the human
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heart. In this sense, we may say that the universe it postulates 
is a peaceful one. Only slowly, however, did the Red Cross 
accept the broadening implications of its mission— that it 
should occupy itself not only with the suffering born of war, 
but also with those evils which arise out of the consequences 
of war, or those which, inherent in our ordinary lives, multiply 
in peacetime. This wider view goes back only to the first World 
War. Until then, the negative aspect of international relations 
had alone taken up its attention ; the positive aspect, that of 
trying to promote better understanding between nations, 
seemed yet excluded ; the opinion prevailed in Red Cross 
circles that when relations were normal, they were not called 
upon to intervene.

And still the very fact thet the Red Cross, faced by a human 
being in pain, was indifferent to his nationality, shows it was 
struggling against the divisions that provoke strife. The Red 
Cross is a living demonstration of the fact that humanity is 
one, and that, in spite of appearances, the artificial divisions, 
made down the centuries are disappearing, like those of race 
and class.

The Red Cross recognizes only one common citizenship, 
that of the suffering. Here again it works for peace. Ignoring 
in practice all national distinctions, it tends to efface the causes 
of war and hate which nationalisms represent. It is not halted 
by these slender barriers, often established by the chances 
of war and treaties ; it ignores frontiers, making men find 
themselves in a single unity.

The Red Cross does not see in the individual a citizen of 
any particular nation, but of the world, representing the human
ity which is our common birthright and of which we cannot 
be deprived. This attitude of viewing the person aided from 
a higher standpoint, obliges him also to consciousness : he 
wishes to be as the Red Cross sees him, to reach this higher 
plane where the traditional distinctions of race, class and 
nation are overcome.

Thus, there dawns for him a new idea of his place in the 
world, an entity wider than the hills, the plain or the city 
which, until then, had bounded his outlook. He becomes
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conscious of his links with fellow-beings whom he can not see, 
whose daily struggle he does not share and whose joys and 
he but vaguely divines.

He knows that the Red Cross considers all men equal, 
helping those he can see, like him in need, and also those he 
will never know, living in distant countries under their own 
laws, far different from his. It is a step towards peace to recall 
in practice that there exists an implied nationality, side by 
side with the others, which the Red Cross recognizes in all its 
work, and that in so doing it helps to bring peace into the world.

** *

In so far as they consider the significance of what they 
have undertaken, members of the Red Cross are defenders 
of peace, since war destroys that for which they have engaged 
themselves— human fellowship and the safeguarding of indivi
dual dignity. They defend a peace which is still only potential ; 
their object is not to guarantee one way of life rather than 
another, one political conception which they prefer to another ; 
they act because peace contains the elements of a justice 
which can be, and the seed of a better society. Their preference 
is not for a peace dependent on any balance of political power ; 
to their mind, it is only in peace that the civilization prefigured 
by the Red Cross as a movement can gradually emerge. It 
is not, in sum, any preconceived political attitude or sentimental 
reaction which makes the Red Cross worker resolutely prefer 
peace to war, and stake all on a peaceful solution of conflicts. 
That is why he must condemn all agression. The present order 
of things may appear unjust, but his confidence in man obliges 
him to believe that there is no situation, however desperate, 
which cannot be saved by goodwill and a friendly approach. 
The example of Dunant at Solferino shows that, even in the 
most extreme distress, a single act of charity can touch others 
to the depths, and move them to similar deeds. Without the
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gesture of Dunant it is possible that Castiglione would never 
have heard from its women the cry which has been re-echoed 
by succeeding generations : « Siamo tutti fratelli !—-We are all 
brothers ! »

This cry was in itself a poignant appeal for peace. It reflects 
the lasting faith of men in the more charitable world which, 
as we all intuitively feel, can only arise in peace. It may be 
further off than we at present believe : we know that modern 
warfare, with its power of total destruction, can bring about 
the annihilation of multitudes, and destroy incalculable riches.

Today war is without pity : dust and ruins are all that its 
passage leaves. Become general, it would destroy the moral 
and material foundations of our common civilization, and 
dissolve what is left to men of the waning confidence in their 
destiny, after two world conflicts, War must for a long time 
make conditions of adequate material existence impossible, 
and the personal security to which each should be entitled.

On us depends the world of tomorrow. Great resources 
are necessary, if general living standards are to be raised. The 
humanitarian ideal will be fully realized, consuming as it 
were reasons for its own existence, only when the fear of poverty 
is no longer present and ceases to be a pervading obsession. As 
long as there is insecurity, men are afraid and refuse to trust 
one another. It is difficult to trust if one fears.

Further, the very act of aggression has often fear at its 
root. There follows an increase of the mass cowardice which 
induces us to accept passively the prospect of fresh wars. The 
Red Cross rejects this spirit, affirming that men should meet 
one another half-way, and stimulate that confidence and trust 
which can conquer fear.

Many, in desperation, have addressed themselves to the 
Red Cross as a last resource, and with faith that its flag means 
that nothing is impossible to charity. They were not mistaken ; 
that is what the Red Cross should symbolize— that and a 
pride in our common humanity.

It must continue and further extend its mission. Proving 
by deeds that charity can work miracles, it is an abundant 
source of hope.
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Moral ideas are rich in many ways ; coming from many 
sources, they strengthen men of varied backgrounds and beliefs. 
The Red Cross, the embodiment of altruism, finds its origins 
in the twin principles of fellowship and personal responsibility. 
Each is responsible for his neighbour, whoever he may be— and 
the more so, if he needs our help. The Red Cross, therefore, 
symbol of this interrelationship extending all through the 
world, must necessarily declare for peace and strive to establish 
harmonious relations.

It does not first enquire into philosophical grounds, or the 
motives which make us conscious of our affinity with those 
who suffer. The outward expression of this mysterious impulse 
is accepted without question as to its origin. The Red Cross 
can accordingly embrace men and women who in religious 
and philosophical convictions vary to extremes. It feels, 
however, that this common ground may be too narrowly 
circumscribed— and current developments seem likely to limit 
it still further.

Increased vigilance is required. With the keenest appre
hension, the Red Cross sees the world torn asunder once more 
and piling up new armaments, both material and ideological. 
It is because we are living in an exceptional— perhaps our most 
tragic period, that the Red Cross, guardian of a certain human 
birthright which is in danger of extinction, is called upon to 
defend peace more boldly and resolutely than ever.

Out of the past the future is shaped. The past makes its 
demands ; its lesson is ever-present. Men may be increasingly 
isolated, separated by misunderstanding and hatred. This 
solitude can be overcome in mutual aid, for which the Red Cross 
provides a channel.

The seeds of peace are sown when we help others— and above 
all our enemies, because they are in distres. This idea of service 
is beyond political, social and economic considerations, in a 
moral sphere where peace may really take root. To reach 
it, the contradictions of our human condition must be overcome ; 
but there only can be the final reconciliation of man with man.

❖
*  if:
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This ethic may appear difficult, requiring unceasing and 
sometimes disproportionate effort. But the worst danger 
for the Red Cross would be to rest on its laurels. Conscience 
is only too prone to relax ; it must be kept awake.

Those who, early in the century, induced the Red Cross 
to enter new fields, had understood that a peaceful era was 
a first and indispensable condition of the awakening of mankind 
to a sense of its humanity. Calling our attention to the predi
cament of others, the Red Cross hastens the coming of this 
age. In the moral sphere, our actions have far-reaching effects. 
Our acts of fellowship make men conscious of their dignity ; 
at the same time they feel responsible for the dignity of their 
fellowman, who and wherever he may be.

There is also a fellowship— a partial fellowship— created 
by war ; it has its origins in hatred and revenge, and is thus 
the total negation of the human, all-embracing fellowship, 
which it is the duty of the Red Cross to realize.

The Red Cross tends unceasingly to give life to the relation
ship between all human beings. If it remains active in peacetime, 
constantly broadening its field of action, it has the more reason 
to do so when there is threat of war. It is war precisely which 
divides the world into friends and enemies— a fatal split in 
the ethic of service that inspires the Red Cross. This is one 
of the many reasons which makes the Red Cross declare for 
peace. Not that peace necessarily leads to human fellowship ; 
often it is the culmination of injustice and oppression. But 
in peace, in spite of all, many things can survive which war 
tends to destroy ; there are no longer the arbitrary destruction 
refusal, hatred, rejection of many amongst the enemy who 
are doomed to extermination— practices which are multiplied 
and justified in the name of war.

If the worst must sometimes happen and hostilities break 
out, the Red Cross then becomes the symbol of protection 
to the combatant wounded and sick. The sign, to some extent, 
itself constitutes protection. Displayed on buildings, staff 
and material entitled to respect under the Conventions, it

❖* *
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represents humanity protecting itself in its weakest members—  
its wounded and sick.

In such event, the Red Cross ensures continuity. It keeps 
alive certain moral values threatened by the unleashing of 
brute instincts and which, when peace returns, will remain 
as witnesses that humanity has survived, and that its survival 
requires never-ending sacrifice. If the Red Cross seemingly 
gathers its forces more resolutely in time of war, it is because 
the heritage in its trust then appears most gravely menaced. 
Its responsibility is extreme, especially today, when each of 
us in the Red Cross may be called upon at any moment, and 
from one instant to the next, to fulfil his humanitarian duty.

** *

He who bears the Red Cross on the battlefield marks a 
protest against the inevitability of war, against the unloosing 
of forces which destroy humanity, against the cruelty of the 
methods used, and above all, against the degradation of body 
and soul which the tentacles of modern war carry with them. 
Those who serve the Red Cross, in so far as they accomplish 
their duty to the full, thus, consciously or not, become a living 
protest.

This is equally true of peace and war. During peace, which 
always remains uncertain, their silent protest against the vili
fication of the individual prefigures a time when the dignity 
of every human being will be safeguarded. If a contention 
often heard is true, that the present anxiety comes especially 
from the dwindling of all human feeling, it is clear that the 
Red Cross cannot give up this problem, and that it is responsible 
in part for establishing the permanent peace that is so earnestly 
desired. In the last analysis— as was recalled so urgently at 
Stockholm in 1948— it cannot remain passive before a threat 
of war.

The Red Cross deplores all recourse to arms as a means of 
settling disputes. Henry Dunant, in an address he signed with 
the great pacifist Bertha von Suttner, and which was approved
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by the World Peace Congress at Hamburg in 1897, proposed as 
one of the most effective methods of maintaining peace, the 
conclusion of arbitration treaties between States and the 
setting up of an international arbitration tribunal. This is 
the atmosphere of mutual tolerance which the Red Cross in 
its daily work tries to create.

Thus, even more than the other great humanitarian orga
nizations of our day, the Red Cross is aware of the inestimable 
value of peace. More than any other, its members know what 
suffering is, because it is their constant endeavour to relieve 
and eliminate it. They are familiar with all the evils of war 
from close-up ; for this reason, the Red Cross— a vast organiza
tion by the number of its members— is fully conscious of the 
present dangers, and expresses an unswerving desire for peace.

At the same time, it takes care, as the resolutions of the 
last international Red Cross conference clearly show, to ensure 
the continuity of the principles which decide and govern its 
work of charity. In spite of all, certain essential rights must 
be recognized to man, whoever he may be— simply because 
he is man.

R e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s

We have seen that the Red Cross, in the course of its history, 
has become ever more strongly conscious of the fact that it 
is working for peace ; we can therefore deduce that its guiding 
principles are those which tend to bring men closer together 
and create a spirit of peace.

In what is at present being done to banish the threat of 
war, the importance of the Red Cross 1 and of organizations 
working under its emblem in promoting a more tolerant civiliza
tion became quite evident. This was particularly so in regard 
to the value and effectiveness of its influence in favour of a 
better understanding between peoples, and in education, at 
all stages.

1 A n d, of course, those of th e Red Crescent and the Red Lion and 
Sun.
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It is because their contribution may be so considerable 
that it is now necessary to examine various aspects and inherent 
difficulties, and the responsibilities which devolve as a conse
quence on the leaders and members of humanitarian organi
zations.

If there is to be general agreement as to the part the Red 
Cross can play in the work for peace, certain points must first 
be made quite clear.

The Red Cross, while acting in the immediate present, in 
response to incessant calls, is not thereby obliged to disregard 
the future. On the contrary ; it can not adopt a fatalistic 
attitude and accept the fallacious argument that, war being 
inseparable from human nature, it would be useless for organi
zations whose essential duty is to deal with crying immediate 
needs, to attempt to prevent it. The Red Cross looks constantly 
to the future ; in the man it helps spontaneously because he 
is suffering and alone, it divines the man he will be tomorrow 
when, with confidence restored, he again becomes a creative 
factor in the world— a world where charity will have reaped 
its harvest and opened up fair new prospects.

Should it, because of its very special constitution— making 
it an autonomous entity and a federation at the same time·— 
maintain, as some advocate, a cautious attitude to everything 
which lies outside its traditional mission ? Should it refuse 
to accept work for peace as a duty— one, moreover, which will 
henceforth assume vast importance ?

The Resolutions of the International Red Cross Conferences 
appear certainly to point a direction. These Conferences, 
bringing together Delegates of the National Societies, the Com
mittee and the League, and representatives of Governments 
signatory to the Conventions— practically all countries of the 
world— are both the reflection of and the controlling factor 
in the movement. As well as laying down policy, the decisions 
taken form a sort of internal law, existing side by side with 
the official international codes and operative as between the 
members of the Red Cross.

As the National Societies have recognized in their Statutes 
that they are members of the community of the International
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Red Cross, their own future conduct is thus defined, but the 
International Red Cross, naturally, could not force one attitude 
rather than another on the national elements which compose 
it. Its policy in regard to peace has, however, been clearly 
and positively defined, and is founded above all on the idea 
of human fellowship. As Dunant instinctively went beyond 
national barriers, the Red Cross goes beyond national opinions 
and divisions to affirm the human responsibility in face of the 
grave dangers which now threaten.

It would be foolish to deny that divergences exist, and 
dangerous to try suppress them. What is important is the 
common ground, and the practical work of the Red Cross allows 
even existing differences to yield profit. This is the vital Red 
Cross contribution to peace ; unlike other international work, 
it is not founded on an ephemeral convergence of views.

** *

The complexity of the problem demands that we examine 
the various parts of which the Red Cross is made up, in order 
to find whether or not they are likely to be helpful in the move
ment for peace.

International presupposes national. The Red Cross is com
posed of National Societies and must consequently recognize 
that national differences are real. But its object is to transcend 
this reality. Relying on organizations which often, because 
of their work, are closely allied with the State, it must, as an 
international body, stand for something which goes beyond 
individual States and, in the name of a moral internationalism, 
refuse the fragmentation of which States themselves are the 
manifestation.

Many misunderstandings have their origin in this ambiguous 
situation. The Red Cross can regard peace only from the inter
national standpoint, and its very structure prevents it from 
having any part— other than in questions of relief— in quarrels 
between States. International, for the Red Cross, accordingly 
signifies the desire to find points of contact on which community
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can be based. It was in this sense that the five Swiss citizens 
took the word in naming the Relief Committee for the military 
wounded which they had founded— the Committee which was 
to give the word international a moral value that attains full 
significance in moments of danger, whether on the battlefield 
or when, like today, peace is gravely threatened.

There is no doubt that if the Red Cross is obliged, in order 
to fulfil its mission, to preserve a true neutrality, this idea of 
neutrality (which, it need hardly be repeated, is never the same 
as indifference) should be re-examined and defined, in order 
to bring out more clearly the meaning it is acquiring in the 
vicissitudes of the times, now that human beings everywhere 
are being drawn to an increasing extent into the affairs of the 
world around them. The organization of peace raises urgent 
problems, of the importance of which the Red Cross is well 
aware. Nevertheless, in the name of the universality on which 
it is founded, it continues to proclaim the principle which, for 
it, takes precedence over all others : in the face of suffering 
and ruin, distinctions disappear.

It works for the good of humanity. But it could have quite 
the contrary effect if, intending to act for superior interests 
and mobilising for the purpose the good will of many, it should, 
without even realizing what it was doing, serve partial or 
limited interests. This is an obvious danger ; it is accordingly 
clear why the International Red Cross should intervene only 
if the moral principles which inspire it are at issue. The 
National Societies also must be careful to avoid taking sides 
in purely national affairs so that they can devote themselves, 
when necessary, to their proper objects.

Pushed to extremes, nationalisms give rise to discrimination 
and division. But the National Societies depend socially and 
morally to some extent on the environment and on the peoples 
from which they emanate. They must face facts and not ignore 
national currents. Consequently, the sharper divisions become, 
the more difficult becomes their task. And yet the very justifica
tion of their existence would disappear if they were ever to 
forget our common humanity and the fact that suffering makes 
no distinction of persons.
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Even more, in regard to peace, must they resist being swept 
along with the crowd, resist the growing tendency to regard 
war as inevitable. In the ideal of the Red Cross there is a 
whole-hearted acceptance of man’s responsibilities, wherever 
they may lie. There will be peace to the extent that men 
prove themselves as ardent in its pursuit as in their desire 
for it. Peace is a fact of history and history is what men are 
ceaselessly creating and modifying.

The Red Cross cannot regard war as a means of settling 
international conflicts, although ready at all times to bind up 
the wounds war leaves. It is thus above all in peace that it 
has its justification and can give full significance to its work. 
Only in peacetime is there a hope of finding in human relations 
the increasing tolerance which war necessarily banishes.

** *

There can be no frontiers where humanitarian work is 
concerned. The Red Cross must remain universal. The huma
nity which governs its actions is universal and is present in the 
heart of all men, even if but faint or even, for the moment, 
indiscernable. None, feeling isolated, should have the tempta
tion to break with the human community symbolized by the 
universality of the Red Cross.

Even in peacetime, a break inside the work would have 
incalculable consequences. Belief in the oneness of humanity, 
which calls for Red Cross intervention and gives point to it, 
could scarcely remain intact in individuals who had seen a 
final rupture in the human community. What a degradation 
and cause of discouragement to men of good will would such 
a break represent !

All the more reason is there for fearing such break in war
time, when the Red Cross, universal and impartial, offers a 
sole refuge. It then acts in the name of positive law, but at 
the same time appears as the guardian of an international 
law which is founded in the nature of man. This mission may 
call for restraint to a degree which can be profoundly trying.
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To be allowed help, it must keep its opinions to itself. To 
respond to the appeal of those who have been stricken, it must 
contain its desire to protest. Only by such restraint can it, 
in all circumstances, translate into practice the ideal of human 
fellowship.

Even in this limited sphere, there are many disappoint
ments. In the last analysis it is not the National Society 
which decides whether or not an intervention is possible in 
its territory ; it is the Government which must first be convinced 
that there are moral, supra-national principles in question, 
in the light of which the course it had in mind may be modified. 
The approach must be made not to men, but to administrative 
machines whose reactions may now be human, now inhuman, 
spontaneous generosity alternating with national hatreds.

The Red Cross furthermore intervenes to unite, not to 
separate. Its object is not to divide but to render humanity 
more conscious of its unity. It does not presume to judge 
either institutions or the men with whose lives they are bound up.

The defence of humanitarian principles may be considered 
the essential mission of the Red Cross. They must be kept 
alive and be applicable through all the political and social 
fluctuations of States. Such changes it can regard with indif
ference so long as the States, by agreeing to meet under its 
auspices, show themselves to be active participants in the inter
national community of the Red Cross. It is thus that the Red 
Cross has remained universal in a world divided as ours is and, 
as we have seen, this universality is one of the conditions of 
its existence.

It works for peace. But with difficulty, because it has 
only one weapon : the humanity which each possesses— a fragile 
support, in periods of tension especially— to which it appeals 
as the supreme resource to which mankind can turn, hoping 
to prevent the greatest disasters. The will to survive, in spite 
of political and social changes, has characterised Red Cross 
history. Through all the shifting social and political structures 
in the changing stream of time which alters the form of nations, 
certain principles abide— the attributes of a civilization which 
has slowly been built up in the course of thousands of years.
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For the Red Cross, each State, in signing the four Geneva 
Conventions, has undertaken to respect this common heritage. 
The ratification of humanitarian conventions, needless to say, 
binds the State not only in time of war but also, morally, in 
time of peace. Having striven to uphold certain moral values 
in the abnormal conditions of war— when there is the constant 
urge of opportunist and strategic considerations to flout and 
violate them— why should it not respect them in the days of 
peace which are favourable to the establishment of normal 
relations ?

In entering the community of the Red Cross, each National 
Society undertakes to defend in its own country the imperative 
principles of preserving human dignity and helping those in 
need. They have a duty consequently to make the national 
authorities aware of these responsibilities. The Societies do 
not pass judgment on any particular action of a State ; they 
have no right to do so. They merely ask to be allowed, in all 
circumstances, to go to the help of the victims.

It is because they feel that they share the common destiny 
of all that members of the Red Cross are able to find, regardless 
of all differences, a common aspiration— the will to be and 
remain human. If men ever ceased to have that feeling of 
underlying fellowship, if they no longer perceived what binds 
them together regardless of nationality, doctrine, race or 
religion, mankind would lose one of its noblest features— and 
there could be no true peace.

*❖  *

He who works in the Red Cross and wishes to fulfil the 
moral engagement he has contracted, knows the difficulty of 
being always what he must always try to be, and constantly 
keeps his reactions under control. He knows how difficult it 
is to rise superior to his prejudices, the opinions current in his 
own circle— which will naturally leave their traces— and his 
personal preferences, in order to arrive at a more just and 
equitable appreciation of persons and things.
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Aware of these difficulties and conscious of his own weakness, 
he knows how much is required of him and with what humility 
he must face the responsibility of defending humanitarian ideals 
in his daily labour. This humility in the individual member 
informs the whole movement, which at certain decisive moments, 
can make its voice heard ; as, for example, when the Inter
national Committee put forcibly before Governments the dangers 
to us all of new weapons ; as also when, during the War, it 
addressed an appeal to the belligerents and defended the prin
ciple of International Law which forbids the bombardment 
of other than military objects. However solemn such utter
ances may have been, they were, nevertheless, but warnings, 
not expressions of judgment.

But if the Red Cross cannot disregard the existing situation, 
it is not in any way bound to follow historical movements. 
In the introduction to its Report for the period of the first 
World War, the Committee, speaking of its complete liberty 
of action, stated : “ True to its duty, it is the defender of charity 
and justice. These two principles, without which humanity 
is unworthy of the name, the Committee not only proclaims 
but preserves against all attack. Keeping distinct from national 
animosities, it must seek to embody the conscience of all men.” 
Humanity may be approaching a decisive crisis. The respon
sibility of Red Cross members, whether those in charge or the 
rank and file is accordingly extended, even though few of them 
may have realised this fact. They must be always ready to 
attend to the suffering.

They desire peace because peace alone justifies the faith 
in man and his destiny which makes them act. Inside the 
movement, they know that to act means to work with greater 
earnestness for the benefit of others, and, by such action, to 
promote the spirit of fellowship and trust without which nothing 
great can ever be achieved 1.

They can unceasingly affirm their determination to secure 
peace in these times by helping the Red Cross in its activities,

1 In  connection w ith  the personal engagem ent w hich  th e Red Cross 
ideal presupposes, see our Fellow ship : The Moral Significance of the 
Red Cross. G eneva, 1948.
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by making it better and more widely known, more universal 
— by having both States and citizens admit its right to intervene 
and be present. Every repulse to the Red Cross, every refusal 
to allow it act should be considered by them as an offence to 
humanity, and lead them to affirm their conviction with greater 
obstinacy. Every setback to the Red Cross is an added danger 
to peace, since it means that the feeling of humanity is deserting 
men’s hearts— the feeling on which the consolidation of lasting 
peace depends.

The effects of our actions continue through time and space ; 
they invite a response, and thus, little by little, in assisting 
our neighbour who suffers, we are helping to create around 
us an atmosphere favourable to mutual aid. Peace increases 
the chances of success ; war does not destroy the usefulness 
— the relief work done in wartime makes that clear— but reduces 
the scope, and diminishes the future possibilities.

** *

There is often a tendency to see in the Red Cross only its 
medico-social work, which greatly extends in wartime. This 
work is vitally important. But if it was sufficient in itself, why 
should the Red Cross have chosen peace as one of the supreme 
objectives ? It might have been content merely to care for 
the wounded, but it was carried always further. Its members, 
when they came to ask the profounder reasons for what they 
did, had necessarily to think on the question of peace and war. 
Their service is essentially one from man to man : care for the 
distress of another— because of the reflection in him of the 
humanity which is in all of us— impels us to act and conse
quently draws us towards each other. It is this which justifies 
sacrifice for our neighbour’s benefit, and brings about the wider 
union which surpasses our private circle of family and friends.

With such an ideal before him, how can the Red Cross 
worker fail to suffer most keenly from the divisions which rend 
mankind ? How can he fail to desire most ardently that the 
atmosphere of friendship which he has built up around him
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should be spread in increasing measure ? Each may thus 
become an enthusiastic worker for peace...

The members of the Red Cross are engaged in a fight which 
is a constant demonstration of the fact that men, in helping 
each other, respect each other as individuals. The day its 
supporters throughout the world give proof that they are all, 
everywhere and at all times, profoundly conscious of the fact, 
it can be said with certainty that the cause of peace has advanced. 
Unfortunately, that day has not yet come !

In reality, the impressive figures often quoted to show how 
widespread the movement is are not an indication of its strength, 
but a measure of its responsibilities.

This bring us one of the most serious difficulties which 
the Red Cross has at present to face. It is vital, when so manĵ  
essential human values are trodden underfoot, that each member 
take it on himself to further the Red Cross ideal by his own 
attitude, by the influence of his faith and actions. In regard 
to the immediate future, this may appear pointless. It is 
better, however, that the ideal should be high and that we 
always feel obliged to reach out beyond ourselves. This demand 
may be abnormal, but the times are not less so.

But the contrast between high ideals and a world crazy 
with fear explains, to some extent, why the appeals of the 
Red Cross appear to arouse a fainter response today ; it throws 
a light on the shortcomings apparent in all too many leaders 
and members of humanitarian organizations. The design is 
so lofty, how could men always be worthy of it ? The Red Cross 
should never serve as an alibi or pretext ; it is an opportunity 
for proving the power of ideals, and for showing that mankind 
is becoming aware of itself and of its destiny. It is thus most 
urgent for each one of us to have a sense of his mission. We 
can then give practical expression to the spirit of peace— an 
essential prerequisite of the coming of that era of peace for 
which, as we have seen, the Red Cross longs.
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