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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Context and methodology
The operating environment for the Movement has become more complex and clouded. The humanitarian 
label is now claimed by military, political, commercial, and developmental interests - and this at a time 
when the funding boom of the 90s seems to have crested. The pressure to show distinctive value from 
traditional humanitarian actors is intense, as is the temptation to mold programming and mission to appeal 
to an increasingly prescriptive donor community.

Against this background, the Strategy for the Movement aims to optimise the capacity of the Movement to 
help victims, improve the lives of vulnerable people, and meet the ever-increasing humanitarian challenges. 
In commissioning this current review the Expert Group on Monitoring and Evaluating the Strategy for the 
Movement (the Expert Group) sought a process centered on learning. Within this broad context, the 
general intent is to better understand how the Strategy has made a change and/or stimulated efforts towards 
making a difference in the future.

The review began with a series of interviews with some three dozen ICRC and Federation personnel in 
Geneva in early February 2003, preceded by telephone interviews with members of the Expert Group. The 
team also carried out telephone interviews with senior staff in 21 national societies and complemented 
these discussions with a review of available literature and finally with feedback from the Expert Group on 
the first drafts of this Review. The review team’s final report was transmitted to the Expert Group in mid 
June following a presentation to the Expert Group on 5 th June and subsequent feedback.

The team specifically reviewed implementation of six of the Strategy’s seventeen actions: on capacity 
building (1), integrity (3), dialogue (5), coordination (7), image (11), and political-military relationships 
(15). The team has made recommendations relevant to each specific action point, plus an additional set of 
more general recommendations. The quantitative data from the interviews with the 21 national societies are 
presented below. The qualitative data from conversations with staff at the ICRC and Federation’s 
Secretariat are not presented in full, although quotations from these interviews are used throughout this 
text.

Quantitative data from 21 national society phone interviews

Questions More Same Less
Compared with the situation 5 years ago, is your Society more focused on capacity 
building, less focused or about the same?

17 0 0

Compared with the situation 5 years ago, is the help you get from the ICRC and the 
Federation more coherent and in line with your plans than in was, less coherent, about 
the same?

15 0 1

Compared with 5 years ago, does you local ICRC delegation talk to you more about 
integrity, less or about the same?

7 4 2

Compared with 5 years ago, does you local Federation delegation talk to you more 
about integrity, less or about the same?

10 0 5

At the last regional meeting you attended, was the extent of the ICRC's participation 
more, less, or about the same as at the previous meeting?

6 9 1

Compared with 5 years ago, do the delegations of the ICRC and Federation consult 
you more, less or about the same when putting out local press releases or organizing 
public and regional events?

11 0 2

Has your Society been involved in any ICRC-led or other efforts to develop a common 
position for the Movement regarding relations with political and military players?

12 0 5

Has there ever been any discussion with the ICRC or the Federation over how these 
might affect your independence or public standing?

9 0 7

Yes No
Do you sense an increased commitment to follow up the decisions taken at meetings of 
the Council of Delegates and the International Conference?

16 1

Fed NS & 
Fed

NS, 
Fed 
ICRC

NS

In your opinion, is the regional meeting you last attend organized by the host NS, the 
Federation delegation, the ICRC delegation, or jointly by all?

5 5 3 3
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Key conclusions from the Review
The overarching impression the review team has after several brief weeks of study of Red Cross and Red 
Crescent institutions is one of admiration and respect for the courage and pragmatism shown by the 
Movement in tackling the issue of institutional learning and change. Rather than lamenting the lack of 
precision in the formulation of action plans and the absence of universal buy-in to the Strategy, the 
Movement should credit itself with designing and beginning to implement a special approach to its 
particular mix of contextual and institutional problems. The partnership which has developed within the 
Movement over the years - sometimes amicably and harmoniously, sometimes testily and acrimoniously - 
has evolved against all odds. The wonder is not that the Movement has come so late to developing a 
Strategy for itself but that it has taken such a seemingly impossible task so seriously and has achieved, after 
only sixteen months, such initially promising results.

The nature of the Strategy and the Movement
The team sees the Strategy as a vision with pragmatic examples (the Action Points) of what it will take to 
make the vision a reality. The team believes the Movement and its component parts - the ICRC, the 
Federation, and the national societies - should not be viewed as a single global organization. Instead, the 
Red Cross Movement is more akin to other ‘•movements'’: for example, in the environmental, disarmament, 
or human rights fields. In this institutional context, the notion of a principled, diverse, and deeply 
committed body of people linking themselves and orchestrating their activities around the globe is at the 
heart of the Strategy. At present there is no pervasive sense that individuals in national societies, in the 
ICRC and in the Secretariat have a sense of being part of a Movement over and above their allegiance to 
their employing organization. The review team believes that engendering this sense of a “global 
Movement", which is shared by its institutional components and individual staff, is central to the Strategy 
and the future of the Movement.

Integrity’ of the components of the Movement
The unique position of the Movement and its components is based upon public trust. If that trust is 
undermined, so too is the advantage and action of the Movement. Integrity has gone from being a taboo 
subject ten or even five years ago to a major Movement concern. Integrity is firmly on the agenda of all 
components of the Movement. Yet it is also clear that the pursuit of integrity’ and the rapid addressing of 
integrity issues are still not seen as central to the health, wellbeing and survival of the Movement.

There is an enormous range of views regarding what integrity means. For some it is constitutional, for 
others it is about financial accountability and for some it is about democratic process. The Movement 
urgently needs a clearer description of the range of issues encompassed in the integrity debate and more 
detailed guidance as to their relevance to the daily work of Red Cross/Crescent employees and volunteers.

Integrity problems are not the sole preserve of southern societies. The influence of government officials on 
societies in their functioning as auxiliaries to governments is a recurrent area of concern, in the North and 
the South alike. Equally integrity is an issue not only for societies but also for the ICRC and the 
Federation’s Secretariat: It is an issue for the Movement.

For a global Movement whose comparative advantage rests on public trust, proactively addressing 
integrity issues in every component of the Movement is, in the view of the review team, the most important 
recommendation to come out of this review.

Capacity’ building o f national societies
Today there is far greater focus on capacity building in and by the national societies than in earlier years. 
There is, however, something of a split among the national societies in terms of the support and assistance 
they receive from the ICRC and Federation Secretariat. Southern societies feel that support from the 
Federation and ICRC has increased over the past years and has become more coherent. Societies in the 
North, by contrast, tend to see Federation and ICRC support for capacity building as irrelevant. There is a 
clear North-South split as to the need for capacity building and the usefulness of the Federation’s 
Secretariat and the ICRC in supporting capacity building.

In the South, whilst acknowledging that the Federation’s Secretariat and the ICRC have made great strides 
in encouraging coherence in their approach to coherent capacity building, this progress has still not 
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manifest itself in regular daily actions of the respective delegations around the world. Societies are 
unanimous on their wish to see capacity building assistance from the ICRC, the Federation’s Secretariat, 
and their sister societies, delivered in a coherent and coordinated fashion.

Emergency coordination
The Movement has made great progress on coordinated preparedness planning, contingency planning and 
emergency operations. This was universally acknowledged by all interviewees. It is perhaps this Action 
Point which has seen the most positive advancement over the past 16 months.

There is an understanding that moving from coordination to integration of operations is neither possible nor 
desirable. The uniqueness of national society, ICRC and Federation operations needs to be preserved. 
However, more efforts could be made, where there are complementary operations ongoing, to present these 
to the public in a more coherent way.

Council of Delegates
National societies still see the Council as rather remote and irrelevant. At the same time, in Geneva, people 
expressed concern over how national societies are represented at the Council. The Council is the natural 
forum for discussions on the Strategy for the Movement, for receiving monitoring reports and for making 
recommendations as to how the Strategy should evolve. If the Strategy is to become more relevant to the 
daily work of Red Cross & Crescent employees and volunteers, then the Council of Delegates also has to 
take on a more relevant and dynamic role.

Overall implementation of Action Points
Looking back on the implementation of the six action points examined, significant progress was reported to 
the team in each area. The review team’s interviews in Geneva and with national societies confirm the 
evolution of more steady, business-like, and task-oriented interaction between and among the components 
of the Movement.

Does the world need a coherent Movement?
The team believes that the Strategy identifies the Movement’s quintessential comparative advantage: its 
commitment to the integrity of humanitarian principles at a time when those principles, and indeed the 
perceived integrity of the humanitarian enterprise itself, is under heavy fire. Strengthening and 
consolidating the Movement’s comparative advantage, however, will require even higher priority attention 
to issues of basic principle and integrity than they have received in the implementation of the Strategy to 
date.

Building on the Seville Agreement of 1997 and addressing critical problems long identified in the 
functioning of the Movement, the Strategy represents a moment of opportunity. Indeed, the Movement’s 
future itself may be determined in good measure by the extent to which its institutions successfully and 
promptly implement the Strategy.

The team supports and encourages the Strategy’s stated ambition for the Movement to become ‘the 
essential independent force for humanitarian action throughout the world.” The review team believes the 
recommendations will further the ability of the Movement to achieve that objective. On a more cautionary 
note, The team is also persuaded that if these recommendations, or a similar set manifesting their spirit, are 
not implemented, the Movement runs the risk of being overwhelmed by centrifugal forces that will cause 
its diverse components to focus more on their individual futures, fragmenting the Strategy’s overdue 
attention to collective needs.

Recommendations

Action 1: Develop a Movement approach to capacity building

1: The three components of the Movement should give urgent attention to utilizing and strengthening the 
network of capacity building experts and promoters within the Movement. All societies should be 
encouraged to access this network as a key resource. The Federation should take the lead in this area, 
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rapidly making the network of expertise known and available to all national societies as well as Federation 
and ICRC delegations.

2: Societies receiving capacity building assistance through the Federation, ICRC and bilaterally from 
sister societies, have a right to expect that it will be coherent and targeted at their most crucial needs. 
Federation and ICRC regional and country delegations should be required to develop consolidated 
capacity building plans with such societies, placing more emphasis on the Cooperation Agreement 
Strategies as the national society-driven cooperation framework.

3: The review team’s research suggests that Northern societies feel no need for ICRC and Federation 
advice and assistance regarding capacity building. This perception needs to be challenged. While many 
northern societies are in some ways more advanced than their southern counterparts, the ICRC and 
Federation Secretariat can strengthen them further, as, for example, through sharing the experiences of 
other societies. An initial step might be for the Federation secretariat to do a survey of perceived needs 
among the northern Society group.

Action 3: Protect the integrity of fundamental principles and Movement Components

4: Urgent attention needs to be given to exploring the full range of integrity issues and their implications 
with national society governance, staff, and volunteers and with the staff of the ICRC and Federation 
Secretariat. Integrity in this context refers not only to financial accountability but also to rigorous 
application of the principles of the Movement. The Federation secretariat should facilitate a more probing 
debate about the nature and importance of integrity, crafted to engage all societies and the ICRC and 
Federation and their delegations.

5: Consideration should be given to allowing a Movement wide mechanism to promote, examine and 
recommend on integrity issues for the Societies, their Secretariat and the ICRC.

6: All staff and volunteers in the Movement need to be encouraged to view integrity as an always -present 
issue. No Society, no system, no institution is ever free of the need to improve and promote its integrity. 
Perhaps a comprehensive multi-language video on the subject, endorsed by ICRC and Federation 
governance, would be a useful tool.

7: The Federation, both in Geneva and in regional and country’ offices, should more systematically bring 
ICRC into integrity discussions. The Federation should welcome ICRC ’s particular expertise on legal, 
constitutional and principle issues. The societies - for example, in their advocacy roles with their own 
governments and publics - represent a significant resource to the ICRC.

Action 5: Enhance dialogue within the Movement

8: Reforming and reinvigorating the Council of Delegates represents a tremendous opportunity for the 
Movement. Yet the present placement of its meetings, squeezed between the General Assembly and the 
International Conference, hardly reflects the Council’s importance.

In the future, the Strategy could be used as the guiding document to formulate the Council’s agenda. Those 
attending should be briefed, on the Strategy and its implementation, by their ICRC and Federation regional 
and country delegations, which in turn should be given specific instructions as to what is expected from 
Council attendees.

Action 7: Improve emergency coordination

9: Rather than attempting to create a single financial, budget, and management system, the Movement 
should explore something along the lines of the UN Consolidated Appeal Process (CAP). This would allow 
complementary programs to be presented to donors and others reflecting a joint strategy for the Movement 
as a whole while allowing for separate implementation, management, and accountability.
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Action 11:______Project a coherent and consistent image

10: All components, from Geneva to the branches of national societies, should become better informed 
about the work of the entire Movement. The decision regarding whether in a given set of circumstances to 
promote the Movement, the “International Red Cross, ” or a particular component needs to be contextual 
and joint rather than dogmatic.

11: The Movement should consider a Council of Delegates resolution urging that knowledge of the 
Movement and its component parts become a mandatory part of the induction of all staff and volunteers.

Action 15:______Manage the political-military interface

12: Given the pivotal importance of a clear separation between humanitarian and military action, led by 
the ICRC, the Movement should work even more energetically to make its position understood and 
respected.

13: With a number of key action steps planned for the coming months relative to the draft policy statement, 
the Movement should pursue with greater alacrity current discussions leading to the formulation of a 
common position throughout the Movement vis a vis political and military’ actors.

14: Since the Movement has a clear comparative advantage in this area, the resulting common position 
referred to above should be actively promoted and implemented throughout the three components. Other 
components of the Movement need to be more committed to supporting and reinforcing the uniqueness of 
the mission of the ICRC in this regard.

Additional Recommendations

15: Particularly for the benefit of the national societies, including their subnational branches, the ICRC 
and Federation Secretariat need to make a more explicit case for the relevance of the Movement as a 
whole. Material promoting the Movement and, along with it, the Strategy should be tailored accordingly. 
This may be a job for the regional delegations.

16: Promote the Movement; the Strategy will follow. Since the Strategy is something of blend of aspiration 
and pragmatic steps, its visionary-cum-practical nature should be emphasized. Instead of treating it as a 
planning document, officials should use it to promote pride in the Movement and responsibility for 
integrity, action, and dialogue.

17: At a time when the world needs an independent humanitarian institution of global reach, the Movement 
has a duty to humanity to be something more than just another aid agency or family of aid agencies. The 
Movement should vigorously promote its uniqueness of approach and structure. Being principled stands 
out in an age of compromise and opportunism.

18: All staff in the ICRC, the Federation, and the national societies should be encouraged to see their work 
at contributing to the Strategy, with future job descriptions and terms of reference altered accordingly. The 
Strategy itself should be seen as a way of describing what they should do anyway, not as an additional task.

19: Staff in the ICRC and Federation Secretariat and particularly in the national societies should be 
encouraged to suggest additional joint actions to ground the Strategy more firmly in institutional reality. 
Gathering these new initiatives, vetting, and promoting them could be a role for the Standing Commission 
and the Expert Group and could lead to an evolution of the Strategy document itself.

20: Since there is considerable confusion about the multiple strategies that exist, an addendum to the 
Strategy could show how the various plans such as the Seville Agreement, the ICRC's Program of the 
Directorate, and the Federation’s Strategy 2010 complement each other and reinforce the vision of the 
Strategy for the Movement.

21: The success of the joint ICRC/Federation Senior Management Group in driving the implementation of 
the Strategy suggests that a similar regular meeting of the Governance of the ICRC and Federation — i.e., 
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the Assembly of the ICRC and the Governing Board of the Federation — might be useful in adding the 
influence of governance to championing the Strategy.

22: The Standing Commission should commission a thorough Movement wide evaluation of the 
implementation of the strategy' at a point in the future when tangible results from its implementation should 
be evident. Such an evaluation, possibly in 2005, should be done by an independent body and in a ma nner 
that allows for data-driven conclusions to be reached.
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MAIN REPORT

1. CONTEXT

Policy and operating environment

The environment in which the Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement functions today 
has changed markedly in the fifteen years since the winding down of the Cold War, The 
number of emergencies available for response has grown dramatically. Conflicts have 
become more typically internal rather than international, generating massive numbers of 
displaced people and civilian victims of war. Humanitarian aid has tripled, mostly at the 
expense of longer-term development spending and yet is still far from adequate. 
Emergencies are more protracted and no longer restricted to ‘’developing countries”. 
National sovereignty has lost much of its sanctity, with sovereign authorities more widely 
acknowledging humanitarian and human rights obligations while at the same time 
looking to the not-for-profit and private sector to play a greater role in the provision of 
welfare services.

Humanitarian work itself is no longer sacrosanct, with aid personnel not only caught in 
crossfire but also targeted for killing, and indeed killed. In today’s more competitive 
marketplace, donors are taking a more utilitarian approach toward the agencies they fund, 
emphasizing management by objectives and results-based management. In the name of 
accountability, they are keeping grantees on a shorter leash, both programmatically and 
politically. There is more discussion about, if not significantly more resources devoted to, 
the prevention of conflict. Interactions between humanitarian activities and political
military strategies have increased. Effective humanitarian work is now seen variously as 
a reinforcement of political objectives and as a substitute for political action at the 
preventive and even remedial stages of protracted emergencies

In all of this, the roles of humanitarian agencies are evolving apace. Changes in the 
traditional East-West political parameters of humanitarianism have left much of the 
political roadmap uncharted and perilous. There are now more contenders and pretenders 
in the field, including military and peacekeeping forces and for-profit contractors. Non
state actors, including civil society organizations in crisis countries themselves, have 
assumed larger and more high-profile roles. Multilateralism as exemplified by the United 
Nations system has come under pressure.1

Rapid changes in the political economy of humanitarian action have exposed major gaps 
in the international system: between prevention and cure; between protection and 
succour; between relief and development; between the predominantly Western 
international aid apparatus and indigenous institutions; between expectations and 
resources; between comprehensive coverage based on need and patchwork politically- 
driven programming. The humanitarian enterprise has become both more self critical 
and more criticized. The focus of attention has shifted from the transfer of assistance to 
the texture of the interactions and their longer term impacts.2

At a time when the broader humanitarian enterprise has found itself increasingly on the 
defensive, the role of the Red Cross Movement and its component parts - the
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International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), the International Federation of Red 
Cross and Red Crescent Societies (Federation), and the national societies (NSs) - has 
itself been under both under duress and in demand. As internal armed conflict has taken 
center stage, the protection as well as assistance activities of the ICRC have become ever 
more sought after, as has its work in the articulation and dissemination of international 
humanitarian law and its visitations of prisoners of war. As the recurrent shortcomings of 
international institutions in building local capacities have been underscored, the existence 
of national Red Cross and Red Crescent societies, and of the Federation that knits them 
together, has received new prominence. As competition among a wider array of actors 
for humanitarian resources has grown, the desirability of synergies among the component 
parts of the Movement has been heightened.

In short, the rewards for a new level of concerted interaction within the Movement, as 
well as the perils of continuing antagonisms as usual, have become evident.

The relevance of the history of the Movement

The Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement and its component parts are all products of 
their separate and shared histories. Any strategy must reckon with the complexity of that 
history and the diversity of those structures. The ICRC is 140 years old, the Federation 
84. Some National societies are as old as the ICRC, others still in the process of 
formation. The structures of the components reflect their genesis.

The International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) derives its mandate from the 
Geneva conventions. The mandate is also laid out in the Statutes of the Movement. ICRC 
is “an impartial, neutral and independent organization whose exclusively humanitarian 
mission is to protect the lives and dignity of victims of war and internal violence and to 
provide them with assistance. It directs and coordinates the international relief activities 
conducted by the Movement in situations of conflict. It also endeavors to prevent 
suffering by promoting and strengthening humanitarian law and universal humanitarian 
principals.” Among its statutory responsibilities are to ensure respect for and promote 
knowledge of the Fundamental Principles, recognize new National Red Cross or Red 
Crescent Societies which meet the conditions for recognition and discharge the mandate 
entrusted to it by the International Conference.

The ICRC’s mandate and mission are focused, its structure unitary, and its institutional 
culture consistent. Its modus operandi stresses clarity of action based upon informed 
discussion and clear acceptance of lines of authority. The ICRC works through its 
headquarters and 79 delegations and missions around the world. In 2003 it appealed 
directly to governments, and via the Societies, for $586 million to support its work 
worldwide. As it seeks to fulfill its mandate across the world, its primary attention is 
directed toward states, warring parties, and of course the victims of war. In times of war, 
national societies are partners under the direction of the ICRC.

The national societies arose out of one of the original wishes of the ICRC’s founder, 
Henry Dunant. "Would it not be possible, in time of peace and quiet, to form relief 
societies for the purpose of having care given to the wounded in wartime by zealous, 
devoted and thoroughly qualified volunteers?"3 A Red Cross or Red Crescent Society is a 
complex creation, requiring committed individuals, both skilled professionals and 

11



dedicated volunteers. It functions both as an auxiliary to the authorities of the state in 
which it exists and as an independent civil-society institution with roots in its own 
national setting.

National societies exist to promote humanitarian values, prepare for and respond to 
disasters, both natural and human-caused, look to the health and well-being of the most 
vulnerable in their communities, and carry out other specific activities. Societies range in 
size from those with a few volunteers to those with tens of thousands of paid staff, and, in 
resources, from modest operations to budgets of over a billion dollars per annum. They 
cover the few square miles of small countries and the near-continents of India, Russia, or 
the United States.

Collectively ‘7/ze National Societies now have 97 million members and volunteers, and 
300,000 employees, assisting some 233 million beneficiaries each year.'”4 Societies seek 
support from their governments, the concerned public, and their sister societies. They 
target their assistance to a broad range of people whom they have defined as being 
vulnerable in their country. Many societies are also able to target assistance, usually 
through their sister societies, but sometimes directly, to disaster victims abroad.

When Henry Davidson drew the founding Societies of the Federation together in 1919, it 
was "to strengthen and unite, for health activities, already-existing Red Cross Societies 
and to promote the creation of new Societies."5 There were five societies in the 
Federation at the outset; there are now 179. Their Secretariat has a headquarters in 
Geneva and 60 delegations out-posted around the world. In 2003 they appealed, through 
their membership, for $137 million to assist members’ relief and development programs.

The Federation is a membership organization. Its Secretariat is not an independent entity 
but governed by the wishes of its membership as expressed in its General Assembly and 
through its elected officials. Its mandate is diverse: capacity building, provision of 
expertise, resource mobilization, emergency disaster response, and public and 
international representation. The Secretariat’s prime interlocutors are its member 
societies and, through them, states, state institutions, and the victims and potential victims 
of deprivation and chaos.

Spurred by the evaluation of its Strategy for the 90s, the Federation began to implement a 
series of changes, geared to de-emphasize its role as an operational program agency and 
to concentrate more narrowly on its coordinating and facilitation work. In the interest of 
greater responsiveness to its members, the Federation is decentralizing its programs and 
staff. The ICRC has regional delegations as well, although sometimes in different 
locations from those of the Federation.

With such a wide diversity of mandates and structures, systems and processes, attitudes 
and nationalities, budgets and resources, the partnership which has developed within the 
Movement over the years - sometimes amicably and harmoniously, sometimes testily and 
acrimoniously has evolved against all odds. The wonder is not that the Movement has 
come so late to developing a Strategy for itself but that it has taken such a seemingly 
impossible task so seriously and has achieved such initially promising results.
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In the words of one senior national society official, “The Movement is almost structured 
to create maximum fractious relationships among its component parts. We must and can 
manage those relationships.” A senior ICRC colleague adds a cautionary note of his 
own. “To be strong together is not an easy task for the Movement and its component 
parts.” This study reviews the dynamics and results of the process of managing change 
within the Movement in the initial sixteen months since the adoption of the Strategy.

Even if the pressure for a more strategic approach by the Movement and its components 
has been driven in part by external factors, the leadership and membership of each 
component deserve credit, separately and together, for facing up to daunting challenges. 
These challenges are being met through strategies and activities designed in each 
component, through joint aspirations expressed in the Council of Delegates and the 
International Conference, and through mechanisms reflecting the Seville Agreement of 
1997 and the Strategy for the Movement of 2001. Against this historical and institutional 
background, the success in implementing the Strategy needs to be judged.

Objectives and methodology of the study

This study was commissioned by the Expert Group on Monitoring and Evaluation of the 
Implementation of the Movement Strategy. Its purpose is to take stock of the 
implementation of the first-ever Strategy for the Movement, approved by the Council of 
Delegates in November 2001 (See Terms of Reference, Annex I). The primary audience 
is stakeholders in the Movement, who may use the study “as one of several inputs for 
updating the Movement Strategy” at meetings scheduled for later in 2003, including the 
Council of Delegates in November. Although the Strategy as approved contains 
seventeen action points, the study, reflecting limited time and resources, was directed to 
focus on six of those points. While a much longer report on these issues is waiting to be 
written, the authors, Larry Minear and Peter Walker, have done their best to respect the 
specified length constraints.

The study was designed “to take a snapshot ofprogress in the initial fifteen months since 
the Strategy’s adoption, examining [its] overall rationale, relevance, and 
appropriateness ... to identify lessons and propose recommendations for improving and 
making the Strategy more sustainable.” While the terms of reference describe the study 
as an evaluation, members of the Expert Group and the two researchers alike agreed early 
on that given the brevity of the period being reviewed and of the time for the study, the 
process and product would be viewed as a review rather than an evaluation. The revised 
approach also reflects the reality that the Strategy is less a stand-alone event, whose 
impacts can be neatly disaggregated, than one in a wider series of change instruments in 
place.

The research began with a series of interviews with some three dozen ICRC and 
Federation personnel in Geneva in early February 2003, preceded by telephone 
interviews with members of the Expert Group. The team also carried out telephone 
interviews with secretaries-general, presidents, chief executives, and other senior 
members of 21 national societies, chosen by the Geneva organizations with a particular 
eye to locations in which there has been recent interaction among the Movement’s 
components. The team complemented these discussions with a review of available 
literature, including minutes of relevant senior management meetings, publications, and 
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websites, and with ongoing conversations in Geneva with officials in the ICRC and 
Federation.

Given the inductive nature of the review team’s approach and the heavy reliance on 
interviews, the team has reproduced quoted material in italics throughout. A full list of 
the interlocutors is found in Annex IV. Had the commissioned study involved more time 
and resources, the team would have been able to conduct a larger number of interviews 
and to compile a larger data set. The team has accordingly treated the data marshaled 
with care.

With respect the telephone conversations with the 21 national societies out of the existing 
179, for example, the team has sought to avoid drawing cosmic conclusions from a 
modest data set. As with the Geneva interviews, however, the team has included 
quotations which give the flavor of the dialogue, which are illuminating even though they 
may not represent in each instance a majority opinion. The team has sought to reflect the 
substance of the views shared with the team. Thus, particular subjects not addressed in 
detail in the report (for example, the harmonization process, the Cooperation Agreement 
Strategies, or the Federation’s regional statutory meetings) are those that were not 
brought up or emphasized by the interlocutors.

The team reviewed these first fifteen - actually, sixteen - months, but soon realized the 
stated timeframe, strictly speaking, did not refer to the actual number of months of 
implementation. Many of the suggested actions did not find their way into the plans of 
the Federation and ICRC until the beginning of 2003, as the Strategy came too late to be 
fully adsorbed into the planning and budget cycle for 2002. There is some justification 
therefore for suggesting that many actions, particularly those targeted at the ICRC and 
Federation Secretariat, have actually had only four months of true implementation. This 
serves to emphasize the review team’s conviction that the Strategy is achieving against all 
odds.

In retrospect, the team is happy to have begun the research by interviewing each of the 
nine members of the Expert Group to clarify their expectations of the study and to hear 
their assessments of the implementation of the Strategy to date. This group, entrusted 
with the monitoring of its implementation, contained a breadth of views that would 
prepare the team for other interviews later in the study. They advised the team to keep an 
eye on the big picture, realizing that three sets of detailed reviews and inputs were taking 
place within the Movement more or less parallel to the review team’s own study. The 
team was asked not to reopen the question of the appropriateness of the Strategy but to 
focus instead on eminently practical ways its implementation might be accelerated.

In talking with individual members of the Expert Group, the team asked them, using a 
numerical scale of 1 through 5 (5 being the most satisfactory), to quantify progress in 
implementation to date. The numerical assessments ranged from 1 to 4, with four 2s and 
an average score of about 2.3. (One member provided separate assessments on each of 
the six Action Points under review.) These numbers confirm that not only expectations 
but also assessments of progress differ widely. They also underscore the utility of 
seeking an independent judgment by outsiders early on in the process.
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The present report in draft form was circulated for comment in late April. Input received 
from all three components of the Movement was incorporated into the final report, which 
is being transmitted to the Expert Group as promised in mid-May. In order to encourage 
a candid sharing of views, interviews were conducted off-the-record. Individuals are not 
mentioned by name. Occasional references to countries are included only to lend a 
certain specificity to the contents. In some instances the review team has paraphrased 
comments rather than providing direct quotations.
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2. THE STRATEGY FOR THE MOVEMENT

The document and its place in the Movement

The Strategy for the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement (hereafter 
“The Strategy”) was approved by the Council of Delegates in November 2001, It had 
been in place for roughly sixteen months at the time this review took place. This section 
comments on the nature of the Strategy and then identifies a number of positive changes 
associated in one way or another with the Strategy. A review of specific findings in 
selected action areas of the Strategy follows in Section 3.

In the normal dictionary sense of the word, a strategy is “a detailed plan for achieving 
success in situations such as war, politics, business, industry or sport, or the skill of 
planning for such situations. ”6 That is, a strategy is a logical construct, the sum of whose 
parts add up, with inexorable logic, to the achievement of the ultimate goal. In this 
instance, however, the normal logic does not hold.

There is no inherent reason for supposing that if the Strategy, in its seventeen action 
points, is followed, the end goal would be achieved. Even that goal itself is rather 
vaguely framed. “With the mission and the core activities already defined, this Strategy 
is about how the components of the Movement can work together more effectively and 
efficiently for the victims of conflicts and natural disasters. Simply put, this strategy is not 
about what we do, but about how we can do our work better, and how we do it together 
as a Movement. In other words, the Strategy is as much about vision and collaboration 
within the family as it is about management by objectives.

Moreover, while the Strategy was intentionally created with the involvement of 
individuals from each component of the Movement and endorsed by the Council of 
Delegates, the Movement is so diverse, dispersed, and disconnected that it really is a 
“stretch” to believe that this Strategy is truly “for the Movement” in its entirety. Many 
national societies view the Strategy as one in a long series of Geneva-driven and Geneva- 
directed initiatives launched without much consultation at the national level.

“The Strategy is good, and 1 welcome it,” said one Society interviewee. “But we didn’t 
really have much to do with its creation”. The Strategy assumes and suggests that the 
societies, the ostensible workhorses of the Movement, will fit snugly into the harness and 
pull their weight, as if their sole preoccupation were matters international. In reality, as 
little as ten percent of the activities of many societies are international in character. “The 

‘Movement’ doesn’t feature in the daily business of the national societies,” notes one 
seasoned Geneva-based observer.

Idiosyncrasies of the Movement’s components notwithstanding, a very different picture 
emerges if one strips away the verbiage and looks at the intent of the Strategy and the 
process it tries to describe. It is more an expression of vision, encompassing known and 
agreed activities that, if followed through, will take the Movement in the intended 
direction. This spirit is captured in the statement by Princes Margriet, Chairperson of the 
Standing Commission of the Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement. “We should see 
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this Strategy as an on-going process in which all the components of the Movement can 
actively participate.”^

The Strategy then, makes a virtue out of necessity. It embraces the diversity of the 
Movement and seeks to use it as a resource rather than accepting it as a liability. It 
acknowledges rather than laments the mutual dependence of each component part and 
ultimately the reliance of the Geneva houses on the strengths (and weaknesses) of the 
national societies. Accepting the prevailing uncertainty regarding the future of 
humanitarian action, it uses the certainty of the fundamental values underlying the 
Movement as a guide through heavy seas. The Strategy is thus a compass rather than a 
navigation chart.

In reality, however, the Strategy is complemented - or, in the view of some, complicated 
- by several such maps. A recurrent interview theme was that the Movement has just too 
many “big documents with big plans.” These include, in people’s minds, the 
Federation’s Strategy 2010, the ICRC’s Avenir project9 (and now the Program of the 
Directorate), the Federation secretariat’s Change Process, the Seville Agreement, and the 
Plan of Action of the 27th International Conference. Many staff in the ICRC, the 
Federation, and the societies hold that if they took each of these plans seriously, they 
would be overloaded to the point of incapacity. In simple terms, they see all such plans as 
flowing down the chain of governance and creating, in effect, yet another set of tasks to 
be completed which might - or might not - enhance their actual work goals.

In its preamble, the Strategy recognizes the plethora of planning documents. “What -was 
missing in all these studies and plans to date was a clear strategy for the Movement as a 
whole.” Even the Seville Agreement of 1997, which the Strategy describes as “a 
milestone in a revitalizing process of the Movement,”10 did not really fulfill the need for 
definitive guidance and specified accountability. Yet the Seville Agreement, the subject 
of Action Point 8 of the Strategy, is acknowledged to represent the cornerstone on which 
the Strategy and, in a larger sense, the future of the Movement rests.

Moreover, the Program of the Directorate and Strategy 2010, each having a strong 
institutional logic of their own, were designed by and for only one of the components, the 
ICRC or the Federation respectively. The fact that Strategy for the Movement represents, 
in the view of one interviewee, “the first time that we have had a real Movement 
document” is both astounding and enormously significant for the future.

Yet the logic of the originators of the Strategy, however impeccable, has sometimes been 
lost on those tasked with its implementation. Rather than creating synergies among 
existing plans and activities, the Strategy in effect jockeyed for people’s loyalties and 
attention. “I have room in my head for only one strategy,” commented a veteran 
Federation official, “and that is reserved for Strategy 2010.” The idea that the Strategy 
might reinforce and build upon other plans tends to become lost in the confusion of 
multiple strategies and processes.

In this sense the Strategy is both less and more than some envision. It is less in the sense 
that many staff, whether they realize it or not, are already implementing its provisions in 
their daily rounds. It is more in the sense that as “a real Movement document,” it can 
itself serve as a sound foundation for the future.
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The Strategy and institutional change

No one interviewed in ICRC headquarters or in the Federation secretariat expressed the 
view that cooperation between the ICRC and the Federation in recent years had 
worsened. Interviews of national officials also confirm the widespread view that 
cooperation across the Movement is on the increase. In questions seeking to quantity the 
level of interaction between national societies and the rest of the Movement, the almost 
universal response was “more” rather than “about the same” or “less.” (See Annex III) 
Wherever they are situated institutionally, people’s views fall under three broad headings 
as regards the role of the Strategy in the wider process of institutional change within the 
Movement.

Some attribute the improved cooperation to a change in leadership and senior 
management. They perceive that leaders and top management in Geneva in the 1990s had 
been locked in a self-imposed struggle vying for the hearts and minds of the Movement. 
Mistrust, lack of collegiality, mutual denigration and back-biting had been the prevailing 
ethos. With the recent changes in leadership in both houses, cooperation has become 
possible and also politically acceptable. The “dinosaurs,” a number of people said, are 
dying out. For people who follow this logic, the Strategy is a product of this improved 
cooperation, rather than greater cooperation at the leadership level making possible the 
Strategy.

Others are firmly of the opinion that the new leadership took a risk in creating the 
Strategy and in so doing has challenged each institution within the Movement to reassess 
how it works. It is this challenge, the reasoning goes, that has spurred many to reappraise 
their working relations and to place more emphasis of cooperation and understanding of 
each other’s mandates. In this view, bold leadership has stimulated a new spirit 
throughout the Movement as a whole, with the Strategy itself playing a formative role in 
changing the traditional ethos.

A third group sees the impetus for cooperation, against the backdrop of the policy and 
operational environment described earlier, as coming essentially from outside the 
Movement. Increased competition for funds, for humanitarian space, for moral 
leadership, and for the unique field advantage that the national societies bring is viewed 
as having forced the Movement to put its house in order and join ranks against the old, as 
well as the new, humanitarians. From this vantage point, a Movement that continued to 
be divided - whether by turf battles, personality jousting, or vying for donor support - 
would fall of its own weight. The choice, in this view, was to hang together or hang 
separately.

Each of the three perceptions has a certain validity and, taken together, the viewpoints 
are, in a practical sense, mutually reinforcing. They express the reality of the Movement 
today. They represent one of the early fruits of the Strategy and also one of the major 
motivations in accelerating its fuller implementation. That said, there are certain 
recurring differences in viewpoint among the three components of the Movement.

Particularly within the ICRC, the Strategy is viewed as a pragmatic tool to improve the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the ICRC’s protection and assistance operations. The 
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ICRC has incorporated the activities called for in the Strategy into the normal planning 
and budget processes, including the “planning for results” methodology. The 
improvement sought by the ICRC, it should be noted, is contingent upon the capacity 
building of national societies and upon their continued and strengthened advocacy on 
humanitarian issues.

Within the Federation’s Secretariat, there is more of a dwelling on the bigger picture that 
the Strategy offers and the Movement-wide gains that it promises. Federation staff more 
frequently look to a future in which the Movement is a solid, internationally respected 
civil-society force with myriad transnational interactions and reinforcements. Many 
individual staff with responsibility for driving forward activities have been identified and 
many of the activities built into their annual work plans.

The view from the national societies is slightly different still. The societies tend to view 
the Strategy as less of a household word, but nevertheless acknowledge that in a broad 
sense it represents an articulation of changes that they would like to see. Beyond and 
behind the grousing about lack of their participation in the process, most Society officials 
would quite like to be a part, and hasten the arrival of, the kind of Movement envisioned 
by the Strategy.

What would happen, the team was asked by (and in turn asked) the interlocutors, should 
the Strategy for the Movement fail? The team sees competing forces at work. On the 
centrifugal side, the elements of the Movement are under a variety of pressures that work 
to pull the component parts away from each other. The ICRC stands firm in its advocacy 
of core humanitarian principles amidst growing international pressure to make 
humanitarian action an instrument of political and military policy. The Federation is 
preoccupied with its own processes of institutional renewal and change, which make it 
less able to engage with its counterparts on Movement-wide concerns. The increasing 
focus on integrity and accountability by donors and the international public weighs 
particularly heavily on the national societies, for whom international involvement is only 
one of several mandates. The need for each of the three components to generate funds 
from essentially the same sources adds a competitive pressure to the mix.

The Strategy, on the other hand, is a centripetal force that may serve as a counterweight 
to such pressures. As a concept, the Strategy emphasizes the common interest that all 
components have in each other and in the success of the Movement. The action points 
are designed to encourage institutional political will in each component and to reinforce 
mechanisms of practical collaboration among them. The increased collaboration called 
for by the Strategy is itself a means of offsetting the centrifugal pressure that would set 
the Movement against itself. The challenge of asserting centripetal forces in the face of a 
turbulent environment is daunting. However, early on in the process the results are 
promising. Were the Strategy to fail, the Movement would become far less than the sum 
of its parts. Were it to succeed, the Movement would reap the rewards of multiple 
synergies.

In this context, the team sees great promise in the reality that almost all of those 
interviewed for this study view the Strategy as a means to an end rather than an end in 
itself. “The Strategy puts an imprimatur on what we’re doing and reinforces its 
legitimacy in the eyes of the beholder f concludes one Red Cross Geneva official. At the 
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same time, the Strategy necessarily demands a new and far deeper level of collegiality 
and synergy than has existed in the past. The extent to which that change is beginning to 
take place is the subject of the following section. Some additional suggestions to 
accelerate the pace of change are identified in Section 5.

3. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE STRATEGY: FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS

This study was asked to focus on six of the Strategy’s 17 action points, drawn from its 
three overarching strategic objectives: strengthening the components of the Movement, 
improving its operational effectiveness, and enhancing its relationships with other 
partners. The team found progress in the implementation of each of the six and offers 
some recommendations in each area.

Action 1; Develop a Movement approach to capacity building

Quantitative Data from National Society Questionnaire

(4) Compared with the situation 5 years ago, is your Society 
more focused on capacity building, less focused or about the same?

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Northern 4

TOTAL 4

(5) Compared with the situation 5 years ago, is the help you 
get from the ICRC and the Federation more coherent and in 
line with your plans than in was, less coherent, about the same?

MORE ABOUT THE S AME LESS

Southern 13

TOTAL 13

MORE ABOUT THE SAMI LESS

Northern 3

TOTAL 3

MORE ABOUT THE S AME LESS

Southern 12 1

TOTAL 12 1

Phone interviews with 21 selected national societies, which are the primary object of 
capacity building, provide a consistent message. Today there is far greater focus on 
capacity building in and by the national societies than in earlier years. This is true both 
for societies in the South and in the North. All respondent societies confirmed that they 
were more focused on capacity building than five years ago. Specific aspects highlighted 
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were, in rough order of frequency mentioned, volunteer development, branch 
development, resource and fund-raising, and assistance in budgeting and financial 
management. Some southern societies - Honduras is an example - have separate budgets 
for capacity building. Others, including the Mozambican Red Cross, incorporate capacity 
building in their program and administration budgets.

There is, however, something of a split among the national societies in terms of the 
support and assistance they receive from the ICRC and Federation Secretariat. Southern 
societies, with but one or two exceptions, feel that support from the Federation and ICRC 
for capacity building has increased over the past five years and that it has become more 
coherent and integrated into their Society’s development planning. Societies in the 
North, by contrast, tended to answer “not applicable” when asked about Federation and 
ICRC support for building their own capacities. A number of the northern societies are 
committed to expanding the capacity of the Federation and the ICRC to assist southern 
societies.

From the vantage point of outside observers, the team believes that capacity building and 
organizational development are always needed, representing never-ending processes in 
all organizations, however efficient and effective. They are not just a catch-up game but 
essential devices for keeping an organization finely tuned with its mission and 
environment. In that sense, every national society needs capacity building. The review 
team’s limited interviewing of national societies, particularly those in the North, suggests 
that this is not a perspective universally shared across the Movement.

Most societies interviewed felt that the coherence of approach to national society capacity 
building between the Federation and ICRC had improved over the past five years. No one 
spoke in terms of a single development strategy; more thought in terms of 
complementary activities. As might be anticipated, the ICRC was viewed as focusing on 
dissemination, communication, and the specific strengthening of branches and services 
that provide relief in times of conflict and war. The Federation was seen to stress 
developing the societies’ overall planning, constitution, community development, and 
social welfare activities. Only one respondent indicated that the help received from the 
ICRC and the Federation had been “less coherent” and less in line with its own plans than 
five years ago.

The team found it surprising that only one of the societies interviewed mentioned the 
Cooperation Agreement Strategies (CAS). “CAS is the process for managing co
operation within the Movement. CAS is designed to assist the Red Cross and Red 
Crescent to collectively achieve the goals of Strategy 2010 and the Strategy for the 
Movement. CAS calls for a collaborative approach to co-operation efforts to ensure that 
the impact of international assistance is both maximized and lasting. The collaborative 
approach necessitates joint planning and management of the flow of resource 
allocation11With such a powerful tool at their disposal, the team wonders whether 
societies and delegations are being sufficiently encouraged to use it.

No Society spoke specifically in terms of focusing its development upon the core areas of 
the Federation’s Strategy 2010, but in practical terms all the areas mentioned do fall 
under existing core activities. The evidence therefore is that the societies are focusing 
their capacity building activities more on the core areas of Strategy 2010 and that the 
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Federation and the ICRC are more closely coordinating their support activities for 
capacity building. Recurrent priorities for national societies are human resources 
development and mobilization of local funds.

At the Geneva level there is an intense process of discussion between the Federation and 
ICRC over developing a Movement approach to capacity building and organizational 
development. For the third year running, the Federation and ICRC have issued joint 
guidelines to their delegations on capacity building activities. Discussions are taking 
place in the various northern Society fora on these plans. The Federation secretariat is 
lobbying hard for financial support to be invested in them, specifically in the form of 
resources through the recently reinvigorated development fund.

The Strategy calls for establishing a formal network of experts on capacity building by 
the end of 2003. Such a network, the Global Organizational Development Think Tank, 
now exists. It has met as a group twice so far and is planning regional meetings. It 
consists of Federation and ICRC development and cooperation delegates plus experts 
from northern and southern societies. Meetings and workshops have been held, but in 
interviews with national societies the team did not sense a wide recognition of the 
network’s existence and work. While these may be early days, there seems to be a 
lingering sense that capacity building remains more rhetoric than reality for many 
national society leaders.

Recom mendations:

1: The three components of the Movement should give urgent attention to utilizing and 
strengthening the network of capacity building experts and promoters within the 
Movement. All societies should be encouraged to access this network as a key resource. 
The Federation should take the lead in this area, rapidly making the network of expertise 
known and available to all national societies as well as Federation and ICRC 
delegations.

2: Societies receiving capacity building assistance through both the Federation and 
ICRC have a right to expect that it will be coherent and targeted at their most crucial 
needs. Federation and ICRC regional and country delegations should be required to 
develop consolidated capacity building plans with such societies, placing more emphasis 
on the Cooperation Agreement Strategies as the national society-driven cooperation 
framework.

3: The review team’s research suggests that Northern societies feel no needfor ICRC and 
Federation advice and assistance regarding capacity building. This perception needs to 
be challenged. While many northern societies are in some ways more advanced than their 
southern counterparts, the ICRC and Federation Secretariat can strengthen them further, 
as, for example, through sharing the experiences of other societies. An initial step might 
be for the Federation secretariat to do a survey of perceived needs among the northern 
Society group.
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Action 3: Protect the integrity of fundamental principles and Movement 
Components

Quantitative Data from National Society Questionnaire

(7) Compared with 5 years ago, does you local ICRC delegation 
talk to you more about integrity, less or about the same.

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Northern 1

TOTAL 1

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Southern 7 3 2

TOTAL 7 3 2

(8) Compared with 5 years ago, does you local Federation 
delegation talk to you more about integrity, less or about the same?

MORE ABOUT THE S AME LESS

Northern 2

TOTAL 2

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Southern 10 3

TOTAL 10 3

Staff in Geneva, asked to describe the greatest challenge to the Movement in the future, 
most frequently identified the integrity issue. For the Federation, it is central. Its 
credibility and its ability to enhance the lives of vulnerable people are premised upon the 
integrity and trustworthiness of member societies. If that integrity is questioned or that 
trust lost, the Society involved is in effect excluded from the work pool of the Federation 
and the blemish spreads to sister societies. For the ICRC, the case is less clear. The 
ICRC can carry on its work, albeit in a much-reduced fashion, without national societies, 
although few see this as a realistic option. The ICRC thus also depends on societies of 
unquestioned integrity.

Asked about the integrity issue, staff provided the team with the greatest range of 
answers to any single specific question that the team asked. Clearly, views on the 
integrity issue are influenced by where one stands in the Movement. For southern 
societies, integrity either was not a problem or was one that had been “fixed” in the past. 
Usually it involved a specific issue such as updating statutes or addressing an employee 
infraction. Something of an exception was the Tunisian Red Crescent, which in 
coordination with the ICRC and the Federation recently organized several events on the 
issue of integrity. One was a discussion on promoting the Movement’s principles; 
another, a reflection day on the issue of integrity. In the interviews, integrity was not 
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perceived of as an issue for northern societies themselves but was one they were deeply 
worried about among their southern counterparts.

For the Federation, the much-mentioned National Society Self Assessment was perceived 
of as something of a “health check up” which encourages societies to open a discussion 
on integrity. The Federation is in the process of appointing ten national society leaders to 
an integrity advisory group that will eventually draft an integrity policy. Telephone 
interviews confirmed, as might have been expected given its overall mandate, which the 
Federation engages with the societies more routinely on integrity issues than does the 
ICRC. From the ICRC one senses a wish to see something of a rolling audit approach, 
with societies held accountable by the Federation to a clear set of standards. Yet one 
prominent ICRC staffer lamented the fact that "Integrity’ issues are never addressed in 
cooperation with ICRC. They are always done just by the Federation and seemingly in an 
ad-hoc manner.” Another commented that “77ze ICRC has sought on several occasions to 
be much more actively involved in raising [integrity issues], requesting the involvement 
of the Federation with little result” The review team’s general perception is that the 
ICRC engages with societies on integrity issues as they arise in the conduct of operational 
activities, whereas the Federation seeks to buttress integrity at the national level as an 
investment in the health of the network of societies itself.

Interviews suggested a number of other conclusions. First, integrity has gone from being 
a taboo subject ten or even five years ago to a major Movement concern. “Nobody used 
to speak about integrity; now societies are named and discussed in the [Federation 
governing] board.” Integrity is firmly on the agenda of all components of the 
Movement; yet it is also clear that the pursuit of integrity and the rapid addressing of 
integrity issues are still not seen as central to the health, wellbeing and survival of the 
Movement.

Second, there is an enormous range of views regarding what integrity means. For some it 
is constitutional (does the Society have up-to-date statutes?).12 For others it is about 
financial accountability (do the books add up?). For some, it is about democratic process 
within the organization (are officials duly elected, are proper managerial practices 
followed?). For others, it is about protecting the emblem from abuse.13 For many, it is 
synonymous with independence. (Are the components free from undue political and 
commercial pressure?)

A recent Federation publication designed to upgrade the functioning of national societies 
lists six types of integrity issues.14 The team was struck by the fact that in interviews, the 
two issues of fundamental principles, including non-interference by government, seemed 
to surface less frequently than the other four issues of a more accountability nature 
(statutes, management, individual and operational integrity).15

Given the importance attached by the wider international community to the fundamental 
principles of the Movement, the team wondered whether the discussions of integrity 
should not be broadened. One southern Society official pointedly identified its concern 
about the application of the principle of independence to governments and other donors. 
“We respect and value the support we get from the Federation, sister societies, and the 
ICRC,” said the president, “but we don’t sell our birthright for lentil soup.”
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Other societies, too, see programmatic independence as a function of financial 
independence. One African CEO notes that there is common understanding between the 
national society, the Federation, and the ICRC here. “fte address our differences to 
preserve the image of the Movement. However, if the national society were independent 
in terms of financial resources, we could do more. ”

The team was also struck by the fact that despite impressions to the contrary, integrity 
problems were not the sole preserve of southern societies. As noted elsewhere, the 
influence of government officials on societies in their functioning as auxiliaries to 
governments is a recurrent area of concern. One northern Society official commented 
that given the increased competition among humanitarian agencies generally and the 
growing demand for quality and accountability in humanitarian work, his endeavor is to 
develop his Society’s capacity to be more accountable and to provide higher quality 
service. In fact, several northern societies have recently taken steps to strengthen their 
independence as a matter of law and statute.

The clashes of opinion over how integrity issues should be tackled stemmed more from 
emphasizing differing aspects of integrity than from a fundamental difference over the 
validity of the integrity debate. What would seem to be needed is an urgent unpacking of 
the integrity issue to allow for all to see the validity of their particular concerns and how 
they fit into the bigger picture. Just as with capacity building, a shift in mind-set is 
needed. Dealing with integrity requires a constant process of safeguarding the 
fundamental principles and public image of the societies and the Movement.

One northern Society official suggested that the Movement “further define 
collaboratively the concept of ‘integrity’ and develop a series of goals for national 
societies. Outside and objective assistance may be helpful in doing so,” he concluded. 
Moreover, integrity is an issue not only for the societies but also for the ICRC and 
Federation Secretariat, particularly their delegations and delegates in the field, where 
their reputation is both more valuable and more vulnerable. The issue received detailed 
discussion at the ICRC/Federation senior management meeting on May 31, 2002.

Regarding implementation of this action point, the integrity issue is being actively 
discussed at the Federation’s governing board and in-house. However, efforts to involve 
the ICRC in these discussions seem to have fallen short of expectation. The ICRC for its 
part acknowledges that the plan to develop minimum standards for compliance with the 
conditions for recognition of national societies has fallen behind and will not make the 
2003 deadline set in the Strategy.

Recommendations:

4: Urgent attention needs to be given to exploring the full range of integrity issues and 
their implications with national society governance, staff, and volunteers and with the 
staff of the ICRC and Federation Secretariat. Integrity in this context refers not only to 
financial accountability but also to rigorous application of the principles of the 
Movement. The Federation secretariat and ICRC together should facilitate a more 
probing debate about the nature and importance of integrity, crafted to engage all 
societies and the ICRC and Federation and their delegations.
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5: Consideration should be given to allowing a Movement wide mechanism to promote, 
examine and recommend on integrity’ issues for the Societies, their Secretariat and the 
ICRC.

6: All staff and volunteers in the Movement need to be encouraged to view integrity as an 
always-present issue. No Society, no system, no institution is ever free of the need to 
improve and promote its integrity. Perhaps a comprehensive multi-language video on the 
subject, endorsed by ICRC and Federation governance, would be a useful tool.

7: The Federation, both in Geneva and in regional and country offices, should more 
systematically bring ICRC into integrity discussions. The Federation should welcome 
ICRC’s particular expertise on legal, constitutional and principle issues. The societies - 
for example, in their advocacy roles with their own governments and publics - represent 
a significant resource to the ICRC.

Action 5: Enhance dialogue within the Movement

Quantitative Data from National Society Questionnaire

(9) Do you sense an increased commitment to follow up 
the decisions taken at meetings of the Council of Delegates 
and the International Conference?

YES NO

Northern 4

TOTAL 4

YES NO

Southern 12 1

TOTAL 12 1

(10) At the last regional meeting you attended, was the extent 
of the ICRC’s participation more, less, or about the same as at 
the previous meeting?

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Northern 2 2

TOTAL 2 2

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Southern 4 7 1

TOTAL 4 7 1
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(11) In your opinion, is the regional meeting you last attend 
organized by the host NS, the Federation delegation, the ICRC 
delegation, or jointly by all?

Federation and
Host NS

Host NS

Northern 2 2
TOTAL 2 2

Federation Host NS 
and 
Federation

Federation, 
ICRC and 
Host NS

Host
NS

Southern 5 3 3 1

TOTAL 5 3 3 1

Tensions between and among the three components of the Movement are part of a 
bountiful Red Cross/Red Crescent folklore. Embarrassment over the lack of coordination 
between the ICRC and the Federation in the Balkans spurred commitment to the more 
clear-cut division of labor reflected in the Seville Agreement. Bruising clashes of 
mission, operations, and personalities, while not entirely a thing of the past, have given 
way to occasional expressions of impatience and grousing. Agency mandates are still 
watchfully protected and turf still zealously guarded. However, the generally prevailing 
sense that the three components are members of a common undertaking in which each 
depends on the others underscores the reality of enhanced dialogue within the Movement.

Interviews with national societies pointed to better use being made of the regular regional 
meetings organized by the Federation. These are becoming meetings of the Movement, 
with ICRC often involved as an equal partner. In most cases the regional meetings have 
moved far away from their former donor fund-raising format. At the level of regional 
delegations and the national societies they serve, there has been significant progress in 
dialogue.

The same cannot be said, however, for how the Council of Delegates is perceived. Yes, 
the new meeting format stipulated in the Strategy has been proposed but national 
societies still see the Council as rather remote and irrelevant. A number of interviewees 
expressed impatience with delayed implementation of Council decisions. In Geneva a 
number of people expressed concern over how national societies are represented at the 
Council. It is the governance of national societies that comes to governance meetings (the 
General Assembly and the Council of Delegates). As one ICRC staffer put it “Leaders of 
national societies often do not come up through the Society. Instead, they come in from 
outside and therefore do not always understand our Movement or fit with our work. They 
are the weak link in the chain.” Whether the problem lies with the nature of the Council 
of Delegates or earlier in the process for choosing and educating the leadership of the 
societies is moot.
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This particular action point makes a number of references to the statutory regional 
meetings of the societies. In interviews in Geneva and in telephone interviews with 
societies, these regional meetings were hardly mentioned. The team was unclear whether 
this is because people do not perceive them to be important, because they pose no 
problems, or because the team simply did not probe deeply enough.

Despite a widely shared sense that communications within the Movement are 
significantly improving, there is obviously room for still further improvement. One 
senior southern Society executive reports that “Despite agreements and policies to the 
contrary, components of the Movement have failed to respect the need for consultation 
and coordination with fundraising, advocacy, and communications which impact our 
public.” Another official points out that the ICRC, the Federation, and individual 
national societies still make separate appeals to donors such as the European Union for 
funds.

Recommendations:

8: Reforming and reinvigorating the Council of Delegates represents a tremendous 
opportunity for the Movement. Yet the present placement of its meetings, squeezed 
between the General Assembly and the International Conference, hardly reflects the 
Council’s importance.

In the future, the Strategy could be used as the guiding document to formulate the 
Council’s agenda. Those attending should be briefed, on the Strategy and its 
implementation, by their ICRC and Federation regional and country delegations, which 
in turn should be given specific instructions as to what is expected from Council 
attendees.

Action 7: Improve emergency coordination

Many of those interviewed both in Geneva and among the national societies, noted recent 
improvement in the effectiveness of Movement programs and in the degree of 
coordination involved. Implementation of Action Point 7 was the subject of a meeting of 
the Senior Management of the ICRC and Federation held on May 31, 2002. Noting what 
were described as “very important changes in the past five years,” one Asian national 
society executive observed. “In emergency operations today, the ICRC and the 
Federation let the national society do its job as it wishes to, and are ready to support if 
they are asked to and if help is needed. This is positive for the ‘self-reliance capacity ’ of 
the national society.”

Preparedness planning seems to be much more emphasized these days than in earlier 
years. Contingency planning seems to have become standard operational procedure, and 
joint contingency planning at that. For natural disasters, planning is done by national 
societies in consultation with the Federation; for conflict-prone areas, in consultation with 
the ICRC. The Senegalese Red Cross has a separate contingency plan, supported by 
both the Federation and the ICRC, for times of national elections. The number of 
national societies that mentioned their role in national election processes agreeably 
surprised the team and suggests a possible useful contribution for the Movement to the 

28



process of promoting responsible government. While a Society would of course steer 
clear of electoral politics and processes, it could play a role in ensuring that the 
immediate needs of voters while exercising the franchise are met.

As for the coordination of operational humanitarian activities, the team was initially 
alarmed during interviews in Geneva in February 2003 to learn that the ICRC and the 
Federation were preparing to launch two separate appeals for the then-emerging crisis in 
Iraq and the Gulf. The issuance of separate appeals for the First Gulf Crisis in 1991 had 
created considerable confusion, opening up the Movement to outside criticism and 
contributing to undisciplined behavior by some national societies.

Upon further discussion, however, the team learned that the dual appeal approach was 
based in part on the confusion caused by a single appeal in the case of Kosovo, attempted 
at a time when different management information systems made tracking expenditures 
difficult. People in the Federation and the ICRC involved in this earlier brave attempt to 
carry through a unified plan described it as “torture,” “divisive,” and “a great mistakes’ 
As one senior financial manager put it. "Merging financial and management systems 
costs money, a lot, and usually has to be imposed. We neither have the cash to do this nor 
the will or mechanisms to impose it."

While the financial systems have undergone little change and different components of the 
Movement still appeal to the same donors for funds, the two recent twin appeals for Iraq 
were apparently well coordinated, with the ICRC seeking funds for its operations within 
Iraq and the Federation for its work and the work of national societies in the surrounding 
countries. “We plan together but appeal separately."

The team understands as well that national societies, both southern and northern, have 
generally showing greater discipline in the Iraq crisis in 2003 than in 1991.16 Several 
national societies interviewed were anticipating being a part of a coordinated Movement 
response. Thus rather than confirming concerns about a continuing disconnect, the Red 
Cross response as of early 2003 appears to mark an improvement in emergency 
coordination. On the more negative side, there have been disturbing reports of national 
societies in the region being placed under enormous pressure from the Occupying Powers 
to deliver assistance in Iraq in ways which violated their fundamental principles.

At a more general level, the operational harmonization process, which has gone on in 
Geneva between the ICRC and the Federation, over the past few years, was never 
explicitly referred to in the interviews, despite the obvious success it has had in 
harmonizing the more practical end of operations, such as logistics and procurement 
systems. The team suspects that its lack of formal recognition is precisely because of its 
success. The harmonized processes work well and so do not stand out.

Despite changes within and among the Movement’s components, however, the 
suggestion of one African national society executive seems beyond the realm of current 
possibility. “We wish to set up a single common budget with the ICRC and the 
Federation," he told the team. “We want to work as partners, in a concerted manner, 
according to the Strategy for the Movement. This is in the interest of the Movement as a 
coherent entity."
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Recommendations 

9: Rather than attempting to create a single financial, budget, and management system, 
the Movement should explore something along the lines of the UN Consolidated Appeal 
Process (CAP). This would allow complementary programs to be presented to donors 
and others reflecting a joint strategy’ for the Movement as a whole while allowing for 
separate implementation, management, and accountability.

Action 11; Project a coherent and consistent image

Quantitative Data from National Society Questionnaire

(15) Compared with 5 years ago, do the delegations of the 
ICRC and Federation consult you more, less or about the 
same when putting out local press releases or organizing 
public and regional events?

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Northern 2 2

2 2

MORE ABOUT THE S AME LESS

Southern 9 3

TOTAL 9 3

Interviews confirmed a new level of joint planning and strategizing across the Movement. 
A number of national societies have held workshops and adopted strategic plans; still 
others are in process. The Sierra Leone Red Cross has just developed a national plan, 
with the Federation and ICRC involved. The Ethiopian Red Cross recently convened a 
two-day planning workshop which the ICRC and Federation attended for the first time. 
In coordination with the Federation and the ICRC, joint trainings involving the 
Federation and national societies on HTV7AIDS issues, a high priority issue for the 
Federation, have become frequent. A minority view expressed by one national society 
president saw close collaboration between the Federation and the ICRC as still “a rare 
occurrence.”

A number of national societies reported having developed communications strategies in 
recent years, including policies for dealing with the media, often with the help of the 
Federation and, on occasion, the ICRC. Some have taken additional steps to form public 
relations units and to hire media professionals. The fact that national society 
communications with local media often involve ICRC and Federation press releases, 
monthly bulletins, and radio programs helps cement closer working relationships.

One northern Society official reports that on sensitive issues such as the treatment of 
prisoners of war, it normally refers media inquiries to the ICRC. However, such is the 
level of trust with the ICRC that the national society itself feels free to answer such 
questions. By contrast, one African Society would like to be consulted routinely before 
ICRC and Federation press releases are issued, a process currently not followed.
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Decreased antagonism between the Geneva-based components of the Movement has 
borne fruit for national societies. Several report that their tasks and relationships have 
been facilitated by the more active cooperation between the ICRC and the Federation. 
One Northern Society executive complimented the Federation and the ICRC for 
improved cooperation in the recent crisis in Afghanistan. One Southern Society official 
noted that when his Society receives an appeal for a response, they know that there has 
been advance coordination and consultation. One Secretary General noted the 
convenience of having both the ICRC and the Federation located in the same building in 
his capital. When he visits one, he usually stops by the other as well. A minority report 
came from one northern Society executive, who noted that “Yes, we do observe 
cooperation between the Federation and the ICRC, but there is always some element of 
competitiveness between them.'’''

A number of interviewees commented on the increasing popularity of direct 
southem/northem Society relationships, in effect bypassing the Federation by dealing 
directly with their opposite numbers. While this pattern seems to parallel a trend toward 
increased bilateralism in the financing of humanitarian assistance more broadly,17 it does 
not apparently alarm the Federation, although ICRC may be more cautious. This may be 
the case because the parameters for such dealings are specified in the Seville Agreement. 
In addition, the Federation itself plays a role in establishing southem/northem Society 
partnerships and external inputs are made within the Cooperative Assistance Strategy 
(CAS).

The team found varying approaches among Movement officials regarding the extent to 
which they sought to differentiate for their various publics the components of the 
Movement. The sensitivity of the matter is reflected in a statement adopted by senior 
management of the ICRC and the Federation. “Great care should be taken to ensure that 
references to ‘the Movement’ do not lead to confusion, especially as very few external 
recipients are aware of the composition of the Movement, or the distinction within it 
between its components, the ICRC, the Federation and National Societies.”18

Perspectives differ. In one major northern Society, the responsible official expressed the 
view that in an increasingly competitive marketplace, it is enough for people in his public 
to identify the “Red Cross” rather than distinguishing among the national society, the 
ICRC, and the Federation. Certainly the more formal “International Red Cross and Red 
Crescent Movement” does not lend itself to many discussions with the public or the 
press.

In one Nordic country, an official speaks of the “International Red Cross” as convenient 
shorthand. He explains that when we then say “we do this, or that,” we’re speaking of 
the Movement as a whole rather than of our own Society. The situation is understandably 
a bit different in Switzerland, where people are better informed about the work of the 
ICRC and, for that matter, of the provisions of international humanitarian law. The reality 
that the world outside of the Movement rarely differentiates between the components puts 
a premium on stepped-up efforts to enhance coherence and consistency within the 
Movement.
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Recommendations 

10: All components, from Geneva to the branches of national societies, should become 
better informed about the work of the entire Movement. The decision regarding whether 
in a given set of circumstances to promote the Movement, the “International Red Cross, ” 
or a particular component needs to be contextual and joint rather than dogmatic.

11: The Movement should consider a Council of Delegates resolution urging that 
knowledge of the Movement and its component parts become a mandatory part of the 
induction of all staff and volunteers.

Action 15: Manage the political-military interface

Quantitative Data from National Society Questionnaire

(16) Has your Society been involved in any lCRC-led or other 
efforts to develop a common position for the Movement regarding 
relations with political and military players?

YES NO

Northern 3 1

TOTAL 3 1

YES NO

Southern 9 4

TOTAL 9 4

(18) Has there ever been any discussion with the ICRC or the 
Federation over how these might affect your independence or public 
standing?

YES NO

Northern 2 2

TOTAL 2 2

YES NO

Southern 7 5

TOTAL 7 5

Managing the political interface is viewed as a serious challenge by all components of the 
Movement. Nobody disputes the Strategy’s observation that “the components of the 
Movement must always safeguard their independence from activities of a political and/or 
military natures’

A daunting task for each of the components of the Movement in its own way, the ICRC 
quite properly has the overall lead in this area. However, the challenge is particularly 
taxing for national societies, which seek to play an active role in their own civil societies, 
often as members of civic coalitions. They work to keep their distance from political 
parties and leaders while reaching out to schools, religious organizations, the corporate
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sector, and to government line ministries. Some societies, northern and southern alike, 
receive government contributions toward their program costs. One northern Society 
noted that the Federation helps orchestrate relations with the country’s political 
leadership while the ICRC also does so with the military. “fre are always conscious of 
the effects that partnerships may have on neutrality and independence'", says one 
executive in the Americas.

National society respondents were about evenly divided regarding whether they had 
discussed with the ICRC or the Federation the implications of their management of these 
“interface” issues for their independence and public standing. Neutrality in the political 
sphere is viewed as compatible with advocacy on major humanitarian issues of common 
concern, which is also encouraged by the Strategy (Action 13). In this context, an 
external study on the auxiliary nature of National Societies, commissioned by the 
Federation and now widely circulated, should provide a substantial basis for helping 
societies define and maintain their independence whilst also performing their statutory 
roles.

The Movement is also engaged in maintaining a modus vivendi with national military 
forces in many countries. In a few countries, defense ministry officials are represented 
on national society boards of governors. In most, the military looks to the Movement for 
the dissemination of international humanitarian law. In this role, the ICRC is generally in 
the lead, often with a given national society co-sponsoring or in attendance.

In some countries - Denmark is one - the national society itself conducts such training 
sessions. The Spanish Red Cross organizes a conference with the military every two or 
three years. In hot war situations, the special responsibility of the ICRC for prisoner of 
war visitation is respected by its Movement partners. While the involvement of military 
officials on the boards of national societies raises potential questions of principle and 
perception, Society officials interviewed stressed their organizational independence and 
freedom of action. One Asian Society welcomes military representatives at its various 
activities.

Some national societies have programmatic links to their own military forces. These 
include, in the case of Mozambique, demining and mine awareness programs as well as 
successful efforts to raise the minimum age for enlisting in the military to 18. In a 
number of countries, societies operating programs for children affected by war engage 
along the way with the government’s political and military actors. The increasing role of 
the military in high-profile humanitarian crises has become a major cause for alarm by 
particularly the ICRC, although shared by the Federation and the societies. Interviews in 
Geneva and with national society officials, however, suggest that the Movement for the 
most part speaks with a single voice in a common effort to avoid a blurring of military 
with humanitarian activities.

Already a heightened issue as a result of the experience in Kosovo and Afghanistan, the 
issue came more prominently into the public spotlight in the Iraq crisis. “The planning 
for relief assistance in postwar Iraq has been so dominated by the Pentagon,” reported 
one news account from Kuwait in April 2003, “that private aid groups say they are 
risking their neutrality by sending workers into the country." One aid agency CEO was 
quoted as identifying “a new template ... in which the American military plays a 
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significant role early on and marginalizes the roles of the nongovernmental 
organizations and the United Nations. It reduces them to subcontractors."19

It is noteworthy in this connection that the ICRC was the only international humanitarian 
operation on the ground in Iraq during the conflict and in its immediate aftermath and 
that the other parts of the Movement are now poised to play their respective roles in the 
region. The fact that core principles such as neutrality and independence enjoy greater 
institutional centrality in the Movement than among most other humanitarian lends 
urgency to the task framed by the Strategy of working out a common position on the 
issue of relations with political and military players.

In its review of Action Point 15 of the Strategy at its meeting on October 31, 2002, the 
Movement’s Senior Management identified a number of points needing clarification in a 
policy statement that had been drafted by COM/FAS (the unit on armed police and 
security forces within the ICRC’s communications division). Among the follow-up steps 
to be taken were the requesting of feedback from the national societies, discussion at a 
Northern Society meeting in the spring of 2003, and the preparation of a final version to 
be transmitted to the Council of Delegates later in the year.

Recommendations

12: Given the pivotal importance of a clear separation between humanitarian and 
military action, led by the ICRC, the Movement should work even more energetically to 
make its position understood and respected.

13: With a number of key action steps planned for the coming months relative to the draft 
policy statement, the Movement should pursue with greater alacrity current discussions 
leading to the formulation of a common position throughout the Movement vis a vis 
political and military actors.

14: Since the Movement has a clear comparative advantage in this area, the resulting 
common position referred to above should be actively promoted and implemented 
throughout the three components. Other components of the Movement need to be more 
committed to supporting and reinforcing the uniqueness of the mission of the ICRC in this 
regard.

Overall Perspective

Looking back on the implementation of these six action points of the Strategy, significant 
progress was reported to the team in each area. The review team’s interviews in Geneva 
and with national societies confirm the evolution of more steady, business-like, and task- 
oriented interaction between and among the components of the Movement. The 
experience of one national society executive in the Americas is quite typical: “In recent 
years we are working much more closely together?'’

As might be expected, the frequency of interaction within the Movement is greater 
between the societies and the Federation than between the societies and the ICRC. 
However, the difference is more a function of specific shared institutional agendas and 
concerns than a reflection of lack of cooperativeness on the part of the ICRC.
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Some data suggests that positive interaction is often a function of the personalities 
representing the various institutions rather than of encouragement by the Seville 
Agreement or the Strategy for the Movement. Some interviews also suggested a varying 
texture in the relationships: the ICRC more formalized, the Federation more spontaneous; 
the ICRC more interested in fulfilling its substantive legal mandate, the Federation more 
concerned with process. Such differences, however, are seen as reflecting institutional 
realities that need to be managed, not as durable impediments to improved collaboration.

The review team was frequently asked in interviews, and in the February debriefing as 
well, to identify the action areas of most, and least, progress during the initial 16-month 
period. While there has been progress in all six areas examined, the team’s sense is that 
forward Movement has been most significant in improving emergency coordination 
(Action 7). Despite some rough edges in division of labor and in some operational 
matters, the Movement seems to have become better prepared to function in concert in 
responding to the Iraq war than to other recent high-profile emergencies.

Conversely, while resistance has been encountered in all six areas, the team senses that 
progress in protecting the integrity of the Movement (Action 3) has proved most labored. 
In today’s highly politicized world, the issues of principle have become more complex 
and the position taken by the Movement more embattled. The integrity issue itself, 
perceived rather differently from different vantage points in the Movement, has led to 
different actions with respect to a given national society by the ICRC and the Federation. 
Donors and the public have also come to be more demanding of their humanitarian 
partners. Similarly, while capacity building looms large on everyone’s priority list, the 
extent of actual progress in this area remains unclear.

With respect to the three overarching strategic objectives, the team has the impression 
that Objective 2 (Improving effectiveness) has seen the greatest forward Movement, 
followed by Objective 1 (Strengthening Movement components) and Objective 3 
(Improving external relationships). The team looks forward to the in-house reviews 
currently underway within the Movement that will provide additional detail on the basis 
of which to measure progress more definitively.

4. IMPLEMENTING PARTNERSHIPS AND MANAGING 
DISCONNECTS

Implementing the first-ever Strategy for the Movement has been a process of deepening 
partnerships where they have existed and of devising them where they have not. 
Cultivating collaboration is influenced by how the three component parts view each 
other, the Strategy, and the future of the Movement. Disconnects within the Movement 
on matters of daily work, resource base, management style, relationships with 
governments also require attention.

Partners and constraints

The 179 National societies, the Federation and its Secretariat, and the ICRC represent an 
extensive range of kinds of organizations. The components of the Movement, offering a
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rich and diverse organizational taxonomy, do not lend themselves to a simple 
organigram. It is in this sense that the partnership, which has evolved in recent years, has 
done so not as a development inherent in the institutional nature of things but rather 
against all odds.

In positing a strategy for the Movement, it is tempting to fall into the trap of believing 
that the Movement is, or can become, an integrated structure, with clear decision-making, 
financing, and managerial systems that are systematically used and respected. If the 
Movement consisted only of the ICRC and the Federation’s secretariat, then a single 
integrated structure might perhaps be possible. However, even then there would be 
difficulties given the major differences in structure and ethos between the two Geneva
based institutions.

But with the inclusion of the 179 autonomous, independent, largely voluntary 
organizations, the dream of an integrated structure becomes a veritable nightmare. In this 
sense, the Red Cross/Red Crescent “Movement” has more in common with the 
environmental or the human rights movements than, say, with a transnational business 
corporation. The Movement is more about diverse institutions coalescing around a 
common set of beliefs and actions than it is about creating and maintaining a 
transnational structure per se.

This is not to belittle the role of the national societies. As one senior Geneva-based 
manager told the team, “the national societies are more important than ever to the future 
of the ICRC and the Federation.” In the next breath, however, he went on to assert that 
the notion of the Red Cross as a Movement does not really touch upon the daily work of 
the vast majority of volunteers and staff in the societies. His latter comment helps 
explain why Geneva-based officials have a certain apprehension about their national 
counterparts.

This twin reality formed a recurring theme of the team’s conversations with ICRC and 
Federation staff in Geneva: the central importance of the societies and yet their evident 
unevenness and weakness. Again and again, issues of autonomy and integrity were raised 
as factors limiting the extent to which the societies can fully play their intended roles. 
Understanding and implementing what it means to be an “autonomous organization” 
today and devising how the integrity of the Movement as a whole is to be increased and 
monitored is critical to its future.

For their part, the ICRC and the Federation’s Secretariat in Geneva are not parallel 
organizations. Managerially they are very different. In the words of one ICRC official 
charged with implementing Action 17 on the private sector, “7 have no counterpart in the 
Federation. I know they have financial constraints but it makes it very difficult to develop 
a common approach if I have no one to dialogue with.” Indeed, one of the factors 
limiting the speed of implementation of the Strategy has been the difficulty of finding 
opposite institutional numbers with whom to interface.

Interviews in both the Secretariat and the ICRC highlight the very real constraints 
imposed upon the Secretariat by its funding regime and related structural changes. As the 
Federation seeks to move authority out of Geneva into its regional offices, those regional 
offices may find their working relationships with their ICRC counterparts getting harder, 
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given the still quite centralized nature of ICRC decision-making. At the same time, 
moving resources out of Geneva will lead to fewer people and resources in the Secretariat 
in Geneva and inevitably to more of the structural mismatches at the headquarters level 
illustrated above.

For its part, the ICRC also faces a continuing challenge of retaining its funding base 
while keeping its funders, mostly governments, at arm’s length from micromanaging its 
activities through earmarking and other such devices. At the same time, the ICRC needs 
to evolve a new way of working with national societies, more collegial than contractual, 
more akin to a partnership than a top-down model. Ironically, at a time when the 
Federation’s secretariat is being challenged to play a more assertive role in integrity and 
other “standards” issues, ICRC is having to learn a more discursive and collegial role in 
its dealings with its northern and southern partners.

As noted earlier, national civil society organizations in crisis countries themselves are 
playing increasingly visible and vocal roles in international political discourse and action. 
National Red Cross and Red Crescent societies, like other such organizations in other 
sectors, are receiving new attention. Within the Movement, however, the Geneva-based 
agencies have traditionally been the gatekeepers for national society participation in 
international discussions and institutions. New levels of collaboration are thus needed if 
the Movement is to speak throughout with a consistent voice. At a time when national 
institutions want to speak for themselves on the international stage, collaborative 
arrangements need to be nurtured so that on the one hand, national societies do not “do 
their own thing” or, on the other, the ICRC and Federation Secretariat frustrate the 
legitimate interest of the societies in being heard.

In sum, the Movement is not a machine, well-oiled or otherwise. “The nature of the 
institutions itself will ... often produce a different way of handling issues, but their 
actions should be aligned with the strategy of the Movement.” In reality, the Movement 
is an ever-evolving community of disparate organizations and individuals, united around 
a common set of principles and actions. It is that “community” which needs to be 
empowered to implement the Strategy. There is ample evidence to indicate that effective 
empowerment requires much more than conference resolutions and headquarters work 
plans and needs to engage the full panoply of players in each institution. It is to those 
players and groups of players that we now turn.

Senior management in Geneva

Senior management has been perhaps the major driving force involved in implementing 
the Strategy for the Movement. This force has been orchestrated through senior 
management meetings every six weeks or so, with key executives from both the ICRC 
and the Federation gathering for a full day, usually away from Geneva. The group 
generally has on its agenda a report circulated in advance, followed by a discussion, 
covering the implementation of one of the particular action points in the Strategy. During 
the discussion, follow-up responsibility for further implementation and reporting is 
assigned. The role of Senior Management Meetings in discussing and implementing 
specific action points has already been noted.
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The team was impressed by the extensive nature of interagency preparation for such 
meetings, the detailed write-ups of the discussions, and the attention to institutional 
follow-up. In late October 2002, senior managers reviewed relations between the 
Movement and political and military actors (Action 15), reflecting the reality that “the 
political and extremely ambiguous dimension of the role of National Societies as 
auxiliaries to their armed forces is also becoming increasingly evident.” The meeting 
agreed on actions mentioned earlier that would lead to approval later in the year of policy 
by the Council of Delegates. The Jan. 31, 2003 session reviewed external trends (Action 
6) with a view to improving strategic planning across the Movement.

Given the lack of significant additional resources available for, or committed by, the 
ICRC and the Federation to the implementation of the Strategy, the high-level energy 
applied by senior management has been essential to generating institutional momentum. 
Senior management functions as the Strategy’s “change champion,” although the absence 
of entrusting that overall mission to specific individuals has also drawn some criticism. 
The Federation has allocated less staff time to implementation of the Strategy than to 
earlier such efforts but has found additional funds for upgrading its electronic 
communications. Also under pressure to keep headquarters expenses down, the ICRC 
has shifted resources to allow augmented funding for managing civil-military relations 
(Action 15).

The ICRC

For both the ICRC and the Federation, the implementation of the Strategy has taken place 
“within available resources” - that is, with no net additional funds. While funding is 
clearly not a solution to all problems, the difficulties of promoting institutional change at 
a time of budgetary retrenchment are well known, whatever the institution or sector.

That said, the team detected in interviews with ICRC officials an understanding that the 
Strategy has definite value despite the lack of new resources to give it operational 
traction. In keeping with her organization’s down-to-earth pragmatism, one senior ICRC 
manager commented, “Z was surprised to see the Strategy come out as a publication, but 
I realize that really it is a message of intent. It shows what is possible, not what is 
necessary. We need artifacts, tokens, and fetishes to make this Movement work.”

The Federation

The Federation - or, more accurately, its secretariat - is a partner both of the ICRC and 
of the national societies. As a partner of the ICRC, it shares the international stage, 
particularly in Geneva and New York. At the country level, most Federation delegations 
recognize the absolute necessity of working with the ICRC as well as with the national 
society. As an entity comprised of national societies, the Federation has the lead 
responsibility for strengthening their capacities and of linking them together as an 
effective force.

At this time of deepening partnerships, however, the Federation is also pursuing its own 
internal change process. Following a decision taken in 2002, the programmatic activities 
of the Federation are being reduced. Priority is being given instead to the work of the 
Secretariat in facilitating the development of the member societies, in coordination during 
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emergencies, and in promoting the ethos and views of the members on the world stage. 
During the period 2000-03, the Federation will have cut a total of 80 posts.

This steep reduction reflects a falling off of financial contributions from members and 
also questions about the value-added element in Federation programming. Yet the 
present period of austerity also provides an opportunity for a tighter and more results- 
oriented division of labor, particularly between the Federation and the societies. The 
2004-05 budget includes a limited amount of additionality for implementation of the 
Strategy.

The national societies

The national societies are a key element in the implementation of the Strategy and, in a 
broader sense, in the future of the Movement itself. This is sometimes expressed 
negatively (“Geneva is a prisoner of the societies”) but more often positively, in the sense 
of the proverbial chain that is as strong as its weakest link. For their part, the societies 
have ambivalent feelings toward the Strategy and its promoters. Some, like the Jamaican 
Red Cross, have worked the Strategy into board meetings, staff retreats, and training 
sessions. Others have chosen not to mainstream its provisions in their work or even to 
share them widely outside of the international division. Officials at the Federation 
acknowledge that the plethora of strategies mentioned earlier poses a particular problem 
for the societies.

Many societies view the Strategy as the latest in a series of top-down, headquarters- 
driven demarches aimed at the societies but not really bringing them into the consultative 
process. A number of societies feel greater familiarity with and allegiance to the Seville 
Agreement or Strategy 2010. Some express a sense of double jeopardy. First, they are 
the real unsung workhorses of the Movement, taken for granted by the ICRC and the 
Federation. Second, they are civil society organizations in their own right, only a small 
portion of whose time and energy is devoted to international issues. In this sense, they 
may be stronger in their own contexts than their international partners credit them with 
being.

Yet there may also be some truth to the proposition that when contrasted with the now- 
strengthened ICRC and Federation Secretariat, national societies may indeed be the 
weakest link in the evolving partnership. Some societies are struggling with basic issues 
of resource mobilization and management; others have taken positions that complicate 
the work of their Geneva counterparts. On occasion, a Society has barred access by the 
ICRC to a given crisis, suggesting to some in Geneva not only blatant politicization but 
also active malevolence. The ICRC occasionally has intervened when a Society’s 
corruption is viewed as undercutting its own credibility. One ICRC official speaks 
opaquely of the danger of national societies becoming too international, narrowing the 
ICRC’s space accordingly. Some in the Federation complain that the societies are critical 
of the Federation when it is weak and disorganized, but also when it is strong and 
directive.

In any event, the societies are a diffuse lot, their diversity underscored by their absence of 
direct ongoing representation in Geneva. Thus while selected national societies are 
members of the Standing Commission, the Expert Group, and the Federation’s governing
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board, many feel marginalized or taken for granted. National society executives lament 
their lack of involvement in the Strategy, only to acknowledge when pressed that they 
have indeed been represented on the various committees that shaped the document.

More promising, however, is the growing realization among the societies of their 
responsibilities as members of an international Movement. “We can’t be the national 
society in this country, ” says the executive of a large and insular southern Society, 
“without affirming that international dimension.” One of the unfinished challenges that 
may be served by the Strategy, in his view, is that of helping major national societies “to 
understand our international responsibilities and opportunities.”

The Standins Commission & the Expert Group

The Standing Commission was formally tasked with driving forward the Strategy. 
However, its actual role was limited as a result of its position outside of the line 
management of the ICRC and Federation Secretariat and as an entrusted but not-so- 
empowered governance institution between International Conferences. The Commission 
has served well as the creator of the Strategy and as its initial promoter. However, for the 
Strategy to move forward, it needs to become the property of the Movement, not the 
preserve of the Commission.

That said, the Commission has an essential role to play in monitoring the implementation 
of the Strategy and promoting innovation. The Expert Group, which has been diligent in 
championing the Strategy and helpful in the conduct of this study, has proved effective 
and should be extended to play a role in the continuing monitoring and promoting of the 
Strategy.

Disconnects in implementation

The major disconnects which emerged from the interviews and other research involved 
those between the center, region, and field; between policy, management and action; and 
between the national societies, the Federation and the ICRC.

The ICRC and the Federation’s secretariat each have a field structure. The ICRC’s 
primary field presence is its country delegation, whether in countries affected by armed 
conflict or in countries where it requires representation for other reasons. The country 
delegation sits outside of the national society, both in terms of lines of authority and 
physical location, and views the government as its primary interlocutor. ICRC country 
delegations are in recent years more closely working with, informing, and consulting with 
the relevant national society. Yet they do not work for the Society or report to it. The 
ICRC also has regional delegations that provide pooled services for the country 
delegations and work with the governments and societies of those countries that have no 
country delegation. Both country and regional delegations are managed from Geneva, 
which augments their ranks (for example, with international law expertise or sectoral 
specialists) as situations warrant.

The Federation also has regional and country delegations, but of an increasingly different 
nature. The Federation is in the process of handing off to the regional offices much of the 
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authority and work previously retained in Geneva. The regional offices are in turn 
becoming the line managers of the country offices, which are almost all hosted within the 
national society and see the national society as their primary interlocutor. They exist to 
serve the national society. In addition, there is an increasing drive for Northern Societies 
who have separate country presence (for example, the American or the Swedish Red 
Cross) to bring their personnel and activities into the Federation’s country office. The 
office then becomes that of the Federation secretariat and its donor societies, yielding 
potentially major dividends in terms of coordination and coherence.

At the country level, where the pragmatics of operations, training programs, fund raising, 
and public relations dominate the daily round, cooperation within the Movement is easier 
to achieve (personalities aside). At the regional level, cooperation between the ICRC and 
the Federation has generally been good. Such cooperation may become more difficult, 
however, as the Federation’s structure changes and its regional offices become less and 
less like their ICRC counterparts.

In a larger and perhaps counterintuitive sense, Geneva is where the institutional change 
envisioned in the Strategy is perhaps hardest. It is where the power politics of the 
Movement are played out at their highest and most visible level. It is where the ICRC and 
the Federation jockey for the attention of UN institutions, permanent missions, and the 
media. Sitting where the two sets of institutional systems - their governance, 
management, logistics, and accounting - are based, headquarters officials seek to reflect 
and manage the big picture, aware of how difficult it is to change complex systems 
without breaking them.

Personnel in Geneva themselves tend to be older than those in the field. Most have made 
their way up through their respective system. In a positive sense, they represent a rich 
repository of institutional learning. More negatively, their experience may reflect more 
fully the realities of yesterday rather than of today or tomorrow. While committed to the 
future of their agency, they have “made it” on the back of the old system and thus a 
priori have less interest in change.

Yet as expressed to the team more than once, the situation is more dynamic than in many 
institutions in other sectors that are approaching the century mark or, in the case of the 
ICRC, have moved well beyond it. Veterans migrate to other agencies, retire, or 
sometimes even change, taking on field posts or being swayed by the compelling logic of 
the new challenges and approaches. The ICRC in particular has been applauded for 
ushering in a new generation of leaders less hidebound and more pluralistic in their 
attitudes. The Federation has, if anything, more radical changes under way, as noted 
earlier, though as yet the impact of these changes is uncertain.22

Reflecting the Seville Agreement, the Strategy for the Movement, and myriad other 
strategic planning processes and discussions, the Red Cross emphasis in recent years has 
shifted noticeably to the Movement as a whole from its component parts. The evolution 
is reflected at virtually every level of both organizations. A statement adopted by ICRC 
and Federation senior management, for example, states that “both institutions need to 
have a comprehensive understanding of the value of synergy and of the importance of the 
two institutions working together to maximize the delivery of results for both of them, 
jointly and separately.” 3
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It is clear from the foregoing that there are serious structural problems within each of the 
three components that require attention. The national societies are institutions rooted in 
their own national contexts but with shared international portfolios and collegial 
connections. The Federation is seeking to rein in its operational activities to free up its 
secretariat to facilitate improved working relations with the societies and the ICRC. The 
ICRC itself is increasingly challenged by trends and other actors, which question 
neutrality and other key principles.

The overall challenge is to make the management of the three institutions conducive to 
encouraging synergies among them. In the words of one African NS executive, “with the 
assistance and support of the Federation and the ICRC, the national society’s capacities 
are a lot greater than on its own.” As noted earlier, the converse is equally true.

In sum, the Strategy has begun to serve as a device for deepening partnerships among the 
institutions of the Movement, as well as for managing the various disconnects that exist. 
Approached sensitively by all concerned, the Strategy can function as a resource for 
enhancing dialogue without overloading any of the component parts. The team’s sense is 
that the experience of the initial sixteen-month implementation period offers a promising 
foundation for more accelerated and focused efforts.

5. Additional Recommendations

The overarching impression the team had after these several weeks of study is one of 
admiration and respect for the courage and pragmatism shown by the Movement in 
tackling the issue of institutional learning and change. That issue is often avoided by 
other sometimes better resourced organizations. Rather than lamenting the lack of 
precision in the formulation of action plans and the absence of universal buy-in to the 
Strategy, the Movement should credit itself for designing and beginning to implement a 
special approach to a particular mix of contextual and institutional problems. In the final 
analysis, the Movement is unique and must chart its own evolutionary course. The 
Movement now needs the sense that the Strategy is on the right track and the confidence 
to take it forward.

This study has already made a number of recommendations in regard to the various 
Action Items that the team was asked to review. The team concludes with a number of 
other more general proposals for discussion in the next phase of assessing and 
implementing the Strategy.

Recommendation 15:

Particularly for the benefit of the national societies, including their subnational 
branches, the ICRC and Federation Secretariat need to make a more explicit case for the 
relevance of the Movement as a whole. Material promoting the Movement and, along 
with it, the Strategy should be tailored accordingly. This may be a job for the regional 
delegations.
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Recommendation 16:

Promote the Movement; the Strategy will follow. Since the Strategy is something of blend 
of aspiration and pragmatic steps, its visionary-cum-practical nature should be 
emphasized. Instead of treating it as a planning document, officials should use it to 
promote pride in the Movement and responsibility for integrity, action, and dialogue.

Recommendation 17:

At a time when the world needs an independent humanitarian institution of global reach, 
the Movement has a duty to humanity to be something more than just another aid agency 
or family of aid agencies. The Movement should vigorously promote its uniqueness of 
approach and structure. Being principled stands out in an age of compromise and 
opportunism.

Taking actions that support the Strategy

Recommendation 18:

18: All staff in the ICRC, the Federation, and the national societies should be encouraged 
to see their work at contributing to the Strategy, with future job descriptions and terms of 
reference altered accordingly. The Strategy itself should be seen as a way of describing 
what they should do anyway, not as an additional task.

Recommendation 19.*

Staff in the ICRC and Federation Secretariat and particularly in the national societies 
should be encouraged to suggest additional joint actions to ground the Strategy more 
firmly in institutional reality. Gathering these new initiatives, vetting, and promoting 
them could be a role for the Standing Commission and the Expert Group and could lead 
to an evolution of the Strategy document itself.

Synergies with other vehicles for change.

Recommendation 20:

Since there is considerable confusion about the multiple strategies that exist, an 
addendum to the Strategy could show how the various plans such as the Seville 
Agreement, the ICRC’s Program of the Directorate, and the Federation’s Strategy 2010 
complement each other and reinforce the vision of the Strategy for the Movement.

Recommendation 21;

The success of the joint ICRC/Federation Senior Management Group in driving the 
implementation of the Strategy suggests that a similar regular meeting of the Governance 
of the ICRC and Federation - i.e., the International Committee and the Governing Board 
— might be useful in adding the influence of governance to championing the Strategy.
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Finally, the team is acutely aware that they have conducted a review - not an evaluation - 
and that this has been done at a very early stage in the process of implementing the 
Strategy. The Societies, the Federation and the ICRC have invested considerable time, 
effort and credibility in the Strategy. A more rigorous evaluation at a later date would 
seem to the team to be a necessity.

Recommendation 22:

The Standing Commission should commission a thorough Movement wide evaluation of 
the implementation of the strategy at a point in the future when tangible results from its 
implementation should be evident. Such an evaluation, possibly in 2005, should be done 
by an independent body and in a manner that allows for data-driven conclusions to be 
reached.

6. POSTSCRIPT: WHAT THE WORLD NEEDS FROM THE MOVEMENT

The Strategy affirms the Movement’s '‘‘‘ambition to become the essential independent 
force for humanitarian action throughout the world." This may on first blush seem 
something of an overreach - in fact, several of those interviewed preferred the objective 
of becoming “a” rather than “the” essential independent humanitarian force.

The review team feels strongly that the Strategy’s existing wording identifies the 
Movement’s quintessential comparative advantage. Certainly, the structural impediments 
to the independence of other major humanitarian actors are well documented. These 
include the fundamentally state-centric nature of the UN’s humanitarian organizations 
and the erosion of the non-governmental nature of private agencies. Strengthening the 
Movement’s comparative advantage, however, will require higher priority attention to 
issues of integrity and basic principle.

Building on the Seville Agreement and addressing critical problems long identified in the 
functioning of the Movement, the Strategy represents a moment of opportunity. It is 
perhaps not hyperbolic to say that the Movement’s future will be determined by the 
extent to which its institutions successfully and promptly implement the Strategy. What 
one of the secretaries general of African national societies said of his country is true in a 
larger sense for the world as a whole: “In a country like ours, we ought to be able to 
speak with one voice. Everybody benefits from the Strategy’s success.""

The team does not agree with the fears expressed by some that “the Strategy may fail to 
ignite,” although one might wish for a shorter fuse. The team hopes that the importance 
of the Strategy to the future, confirmed in this independent review, will consolidate 
promising beginnings from the first sixteen months and accelerate the pace of change in 
the coming years.
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ANNEXI

Terms of Reference
Evaluation of the Implementation of the Strategy for the 
International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement ||

1. Background

The first ever Strategy for the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement was 
approved by the Council of Delegates in Geneva in November 2001. The Strategy aims 
to develop and improve the way national societies, the Federation and the ICRC work 
together. The intent is to optimise the capacity of the Movement to help victims, improve 
the lives of vulnerable people, and meet the ever-increasing humanitarian challenges.

The Strategy outlined three main strategic objectives:

1. Strengthening the components of the Movement;
2. Improving the Movement's effectiveness and efficiency through increased 

cooperation and coherence; and
3. Improving the Movement's image and its relation with governments and external

partners

To achieve the above objectives, the strategy sets out seventeen specific actions that need 
to be undertaken. In the Council’s Resolution regarding the Strategy, all the components 
of the Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement were called upon to promote knowledge 
and understanding of the Strategy and to implement its actions. The Resolution also 
called for the development of procedures for monitoring, evaluation and analysis of the 
progress made by the constituents of the Movement regarding the implementation of the 
Strategy.

In support of the above, an Expert Group was established with the responsibility for the 
coordination of the process associated with monitoring and evaluation of the Strategy. 
The Group is composed of the representatives from the national societies, Federation and 
ICRC and chaired by the Secretariat to the Standing Commission. The Expert Group is 
expected to submit a consolidated report on the implementation of the Strategy by all the 
components of the Movement at the 2003 Council of Delegates.

2. Primary Audience and Intended Use

The primary audience for the evaluation are the stakeholders in the Movement 
represented in the Council of Delegates, as well as the Standing Commission of the Red 
Cross and the Red Crescent Movement.

In terms of intended use, the conclusions, recommendations and lessons from this 
evaluation will be used as one of several inputs for updating the Movement Strategy.
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3. Evaluation Purpose

As an ongoing process, the overall principle behind the Strategy is to involve all 
components of the Movement. Each component is responsible for the implementation of 
the Strategy and there is ongoing interest in finding ways to best work together.

Thus, the overall orientation in the evaluation is centered around learning. Within this 
broad context, the emphasis is to single out areas for continuous improvement, identify 
best practice, highlight opportunities and enhance competencies. The general intent is to 
better understand how the strategy has made a change and/or stimulated efforts towards 
making a difference in the future.

More specifically, the objectives of the evaluation are:

1. To provide a review of the overall rationale, relevance, and appropriateness of the 
Strategy,

2. To assess the nature and the extent to which the Strategy has made a difference in 
terms of progress and performance; and

3. To identify lessons and propose recommendations for improving and making the 
Strategy more sustainable

It is also important to note that the evaluation will be conducted in such a manner as to 
take into account the time constraints associated with the implementation of the Strategy. 
As the time period will not exceed 15 months, from the adoption of the Strategy’ until the 
commencement of the evaluation processes, the potential impact of the strategy should 
not be overestimated.

Similarly, because the time is limited, priority focus will be given in the evaluation to 
Actions 1, 3, 5, 7, 11 and 15 in the Strategy. These areas were selected by the Expert 
Group as having high importance and interest for Movement members. For more 
detailed information on the objectives, objectives and expected results associated with the 
areas listed below see http://www.redcross.int/EN/standcom/

Action 1: Movement approach to capacity building
Action 3: Integrity and compliance with fundamental principles
Action 5: Enhanced dialogue and consultations within the Movement
Action 7: Better Movement response and coordination in emergencies
Action 11: Building consistent and coherent image
Action 15: Relations with key military and political players

This emphasis on a limited subset of Actions will be the base for analysing progress 
towards the three strategic objectives. The focus for the evaluation should provide a 
point of reference and reflection on the Strategy from the perspective of:

1. Identification of strengths and success stories linked to the Strategy;
2. Feasibility, acceptability and commitment to the implementation of the Strategy 

as perceived by the components of the Movement;
3. Identification of weaknesses and constraints in implementation of the Strategy,
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4. Improvements in the cooperation between the components of the Movement 
resulting from the Strategy

5. Learning opportunities for making the Strategy more sustainable

4. Methodology

Data collection techniques will rely primarily on interviews and focus groups with the 
ICRC and Federation headquarters and field staff and with the national societies. The 
representatives of the other actors in the field of humanitarian action will be interviewed, 
in order to assess the extent to which change as been perceived outside of the Movement 
that can be readily attributed to the Strategy. The evaluation will be supplemented with 
the content analysis of existing secondary documents produced since the adoption of the 
Strategy, with an aim to gauge the degree to which they reflect the objectives and actions 
outlined n the Strategy. While data collection activities will take place in Geneva, and if 
possible, focus groups might be organized in Geneva with field-based staff. The nature 
and the extent of any field visits will be decided during the work-planning phase of the 
evaluation. To ensure a quick start, the Federation and the ICRC will have compiled the 
necessary documentation and key information in advance. The report will be produced 
by the Evaluation Team, selected and recruited jointly by the respective Federation and 
ICRC Evaluation units, and approved by the Expert Group.

5. Evaluation Team

With the aim of achieving maximum credibility and acceptance of the evaluation’s 
conclusions and recommendations, the selection of the appropriate evaluation team is 
critical. The team is to be selected so as to ensure a complementary set of skills of its 
members. Knowledge of the Movement, knowledge of strategic management, and skills 
in policy analysis and evaluation are crucial. Therefore, the evaluation team should be a 
mix of internal and external expertise. Evaluation team should consist of 1-2 persons 
with knowledge and understanding of strategic management, policy analysis and 
evaluation. They will be assisted by one person from the Movement itself, with some 
competencies and skills in the evaluation area (especially in the context of field studies). 
Additional persons may be assigned to the Evaluation Team (e.g. research assistant) if 
deemed necessary. Taken together, the intent is to maximize the objectivity of the 
evaluation, while maintaining a good knowledge of the structure and aims of the 
Movement.

Qualifications required of External Team Memberfs):
- Educational background in social sciences or business/public 

administration;
Demonstrated experience in working with international organisations, 
preferably the Red Cross or Red Crescent network;
Demonstrated knowledge of development, humanitarian and capacity 
building issues;
Demonstrated experience in managing organisational strategy and policy 
analysis;
Demonstrated experience in the conduct of corporate level evaluations; 
Good interview and interpersonal skills, along with an analytical capacity;
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Good communication skills (both verbal and writing)

Qualification required of the Movement Team Member
Demonstrated understanding of development, humanitarian and capacity 
building issues affecting the Movement;
Senior management experience with the Red Cross or Red Crescent, 
possessing a wide range of network contacts;
Some knowledge and experience in the conduct of evaluation;
Good communication skills (both verbal and writing)

6. Time Frame

The formal launch of the evaluation process is planned to take place by the second week 
of January 2003, and the evaluation report is expected to be finalised by May 15th, 2003. 
More detailed time schedule is outlined below.
2002 December 20 Selection and Contracting of Evaluation Team;
2003 January 6 Evaluation process launched

January 15 Evaluation Work Plan (outlining issues, methods, information 
requirements, process to be undertaken, organisation and 
timeframes) submitted to Expert Group for approval

January 22 Approval of Evaluation Work Plan by Expert Group
March 31 Data collection completed (documents, interviews, focus groups, 

field visits)
April 23 Draft evaluation report circulated to Expert Group and 

stakeholders
May 1 Feedback from Expert Group and stakeholders

May 15 Final evaluation report

7. Accountability

The Expert Group on Monitoring and Evaluation of the Movement Strategy is 
responsible for the co-ordination associated with the monitoring and evaluation of the 
Strategy.

ICRC will take the lead, in consultation with the Federation and Standing Commission 
Secretariat, to mobilise and oversee the implementation and completion of the evaluation 
process.

The Expert Group is the acceptance authority for the final evaluation report on the 
implementation of the Movement Strategy.
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ANNEX II

Strategy for the Movement
Questions for National Societies in Telephone Interviews

Action 1: Movement approach to capacity building

Q1: Does your local ICRC delegation and Federation delegation work with you in 
developing a plan to help build your National Society’s capacity? Can you give some 
examples of joint activities to illustrate this?

Q2: How do you raise funds for your proposed capacity building? Is there a single 
budget toward which you, ICRC and the Federation raise funds?

Q3: What are the particular areas of development you emphasis in your present capacity 
building plan?

Q4: Compared with the situation 5 years ago, is your society more focused on capacity 
building, less focused or about the same?

Q5: Compared with the situation 5 years ago, is the help you get from the ICRC and the 
Federation more coherent and in line with your plans than it was, less coherent, about 
the same?

Action 3: Integrity and compliance with fundamental principles

Q6: Are what the Strategy calls “integrity issues” discussed in your NS? What do you 
consider an integrity issue?

Q7: Compared with 5 years ago, does you local ICRC delegation talk to you more about 
integrity, less or about the same?

Q8: Compared with 5 years ago, does you local Federation delegation talk to you more 
about integrity, less or about the same?

Action 5: Enhanced dialogue and consultations within the Movement

Q9: Do you sense an increased commitment to follow up the decisions taken at 
meetings of the Council of Delegates and the International Conference?

Q10: At the last regional meeting you attended, was the extent of the ICRC’s 
participation more, less, or about the same as at the previous meeting?

Q11: In your opinion, is the regional meeting you last attend organized by the host NS, 
the Federation delegation, the ICRC delegation, or jointly by all?
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Action 7: Better Movement response and coordination in emergencies

Q12: Does your national society have a disaster preparedness plan which integrates the 
roles of the Federation and the ICRC? Pls. provide examples of this integration in action.

Q13: If you have recently received assistance from the Federation or ICRC in an 
emergency operation or have assisted ICRC in its assistance work, have you noticed 
any changes in the way the ICRC and Federation work with each other in these 
situations? Can you give examples?

Action 11: Building a consistent and coherent image

Q14: Has your society developed a communications and press policy? If so, has the 
ICRC and/or Federation helped you in this?

Q15: Compared with 5 years ago, do the delegations of the ICRC and Federation 
consult you more, less or about the same when putting out local press releases or 
organizing public and regional events?

Action 15: Relations with key military and political players

Q16: Has your society been involved in any ICRC-led or other efforts to develop a 
common position for the Movement regarding relations with political and military 
players?

Q17: Does your society have any ongoing partnerships with political and military 
organizations and bodies outside of the Movement? If so, please list.

Q18: Has there ever been any discussion with the ICRC or the Federation over how 
these might affect your independence or public standing?
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ANNEX III

Quantitative Data from the National Societies *
Questions 4,5, 7-11, 15-16, 18

I

i

Northern Societies: Austria, Denmark, USA, Spain, Sweden, and Switzerland 
Southern Societies: Albania, Iran, Mozambique, Jamaica, Honduras, Panama, Cambodia,

Senegal, Namibia, Sierra Leone, Tunisia, Ethiopia, Mexico

(4) Compared with the situation 5 years ago, is your society more focused on capacity building, 
less focused or about the same?

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Southern 13

TOTAL 13

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Northern 4

TOTAL 4

(5) Compared with the situation 5 years ago, is the help you get from the ICRC and the 
Federation more coherent and in line with your plans than in was, less coherent, about the same?

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Northern 3

TOTAL 3

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Southern 12 1

TOTAL 12 1

(7) Compared with 5 years ago, does you local ICRC delegation talk to you more about integrity, 
less or about the same?

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Northern 1

TOTAL 1

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Southern 7 3 2

TOTAL 7 3 2

* Individual Elements from this Annex appear in Section 3 of the main narrative as appropriate.
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(8) Compared with 5 years ago, does you local Federation delegation talk to you more about 
integrity, less or about the same?

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Northern 2

TOTAL 2

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Southern 10 3

TOTAL 10 3

(9) Do you sense an increased commitment to follow up the decisions taken at meetings of the 
Council of Delegates and the International Conference?

YES NO

Northern 4

TOTAL 4

YES NO

Southern 12 1

TOTAL 12 1

(10) At the last regional meeting you attended, was the extent of the ICRC’s participation more, 
less, or about the same as at the previous meeting?

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Northern - 2

TOTAL 2 2

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Southern 4 7 1
TOTAL 4 7 1

(11) In your opinion, is the regional meeting you last attend organized by the host NS, the 
Federation delegation, the ICRC delegation, or jointly by all?

Federation and Host 
NS

Host NS

Northern 2 2
TOTAL 2 2
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Federation Host NS 
and 
Federation

Federation, 
ICRC and 
Host NS

Host 
NS

Southern 5 3 3 1

TOTAL 5 3 3 1

(15) Compared with 5 years ago, do the delegations of the ICRC and Federation consult you 
more, less or about the same when putting out local press releases or organizing public and 
regional events?

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Northern 2 2

2 2

MORE ABOUT THE SAME LESS

Southern 9 3

TOTAL 9 3

(16) Has your society been involved in any ICRC-led or other efforts to develop a common 
position for the Movement regarding relations with political and military players?

YES NO

Northern 3 1

TOTAL 3 1

YES NO

Southern 9 4

TOTAL 9 4

(18) Has there ever been any discussion with the ICRC or the Federation over how these might 
affect your independence or public standing?

YES NO

Northern 2 2

TOTAL 2 2

YES NO

Southern 7 5

TOTAL 7 5
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ANNEX IV

LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 
International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement

INTERN AtsONALXOMMlTTEE OF THE CROSS

Nancy Beaudouin, Private Sector Fundraising
Bruce Lorenz Biber, Director General
Jean-Luc Blondel, Personal Advisor to the President
Charlotte Lindsey Curtet, Deputy Head of Division, Policy and Cooperation within the Movement 
Yves Daccord, Communications Director
Sue Featherstone, Training Coordinator, Cooperation within the Movement
Jacques Forster, Vice President
Walter Fuelleman, Deputy Director of Operations
Pierre Gassman, Head of Project Assistance Policy
Marion Harroff-Tavel, Deputy Director for International Law and Cooperation within the Movement
Helena Korhonen, Secretariat Standing Commission
Peter Kung, Management Controller
Leslie Leach, Cooperation Programme Advisor, Division for Policy and Cooperation within

Movement
Wayne MacDonald, Head, Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation
Jean-Michel Monod, Director General
Doris Pfister, Director for Resources and Operational Support
Susanna Swan, Office of the Director General: Private Sector - Economist
Jean-Daniel Taux, Head, External Resources
Gregiore Tavernier, Deputy Director of Human Resources

INTERNATIONAL Federation OF THE RED CROSS

Ali Said Ali, Head, MENA Department
Victoria Bannon, Coordinator, International Disaster Response Law
John Burke, Director, Support Services
Didier Cherpitel, Secretary General
Stephan Davey, Director, Governance and Planning
Abbas Gullet, Director, Disaster Management and Coordination Division
Alistair Henley, Head, Coordination Department, Programme Coordination Division
Helena Korhonen, Standing Commission of the Red Cross and Red Crescent 
Christopher Lamb, Head, Humanitarian Advocacy Department
Bob McKerrow, Head of Regional Delegation, South Asia
Simon Missiri, Head, Asia/ Pacific Department
Frank Mohrhauer, Legal Officer, Governance Support and Legal Dept.
Malika Ait-Mohamed Parent, Head, Principles and Values Department
Ibrahim Osman, Director, Monitoring and Evaluation
Peter Rees-Gildea, Relationship Management Department
Matthias Schmale, Head, Organisational Development Department
Christopher E. Sorek, Head, Communication Department
Mathew Varghese, Head, Evaluation Department
Luc de Wever, Head, Governance Support & Legal Department
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NATIONAL SOCIETIES

Africa

Ethiopia 
Mozambique 
Namibia 
Rwanda 
Senegal 
Sierra Leone 
Tunisia

Shimelis Adugna, President
Fernanda Texeira, Secretary General 
Geniene Veii, Deputy Secretary General 
Alphonse Kalinganire, Secretary General 
Abdoul Aziz Diallo, Executive Secretary 
Muctarr A.S. Jalloh, National President 
Taher Cheniti, Secretary General

The Americas

Colombia Andrés Silva Sanchez, Executive Director General; Alberto Vejarano 
Laverde, President; Patricia De la Espriella, Director General for 
International Cooperation

Honduras
Jamaica
Mexico
Panama
United States

Doña Meneca de Mencia, President
Lois Hue, Deputy Director General; Yvonne Clarke, Director General 
José Antonio Fernández Arena, Director General
José Agusto Béliz Perez, Secretary General
Gerry Jones, Vice President for International Programs

Asia

Cambodia
Iran
Philippines

Chantinie Pum, Deputy Secretary General
Mostafa Mohaghegh, Director General, International Affairs Department 
Jelma de la Pena, Director of Operations

Europe

Albania 
Austria 
Denmark
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland

Zamir Muca, Secretary General
Yohannes Guger, Head, International Division
Hansen Perben, Deputy Secretary General
Leopold Perez Suarez, Secretary General
Bjorn Eder, Director, Disaster and Preparedness Department 
Hubert Bucher, Delegate International Relations
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