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Preface

Participation in the External Review of the IUCN during the first half of 1999,
gave me an inside picture of IUCN. For this reason, Mr. Frits Hesselink,
chairman of the Commission on Education and Communication (hereafter:
the CEC) asked me to review the Commission. Another reason was the
importance attached to an outsider's reflection on the CEC and its work.

B p’asking an outsider to hold up a mirror, the Steering Committee
deliberatel attempts to break through the inevitable group thinking.

Evperiencing the preparedness and often friendliness of the persons I spoke
to, sometimes it was hard to sustain the feeling of being an outsider.I am
grateful for the enthusiasm of those I met and interviewed. I especiall Pwish
to thank Wend p’Goldstein, Cecilia Niz70la and Frits Hesselink for their
openness and ver Pefficient support to this review. This enthusiasm, in
combination with the high degree of commitment and professionalism in
both the CEC and the overall IUCN-organisation, is the best starting point one

could wish for CEC in its process of further strengthening and re-orientation.

In response to all kinds of developments in both the overall IUCN-
organisation and in the outside world, CEC is faced with the challenge of
strategic and structural change. But isn't this what education and
communication is all about? CEC has to break barriers that prevent change
and it has to build bridges within the IUCN and between the IUCN and other
groups.I sincerelp’hope that mp’findings and recommendations will be

helpful in this process.

Bart Romijn ?

Bart Romijn, director of the non-profit consultanc p’AIDEnvironment, The Netherlands, is a
polic Pand institutional development specialist in the fields of nature, environment and

development.






Summary

Context

This review of the Commission on Education and Communication, CEC, covers
the period 1994 -1999, with emphasis on the last triennium. The beginning of
1994 marked a period of great uncertaint P*for CEC. The World Conservation
Congress directed CEC to re-organise itself. Since then, the IUCN climate for
CEC has been improving, mainl Fwith regard to communication. There has
been growing acknowledgement within the Union that internal and evternal
communication is fundamental in the pursuit of its mission and that CEC is a

ke Factor in this respect.

Leadership

In manp’respects, the CEC Chair, together with CEC Secretariat and a core
group within the CEC Steering Committee, have provided leadership. CEC has
set up a well-organised strategic planning discipline. The CEC Strateg Pand
Work Plan 1997-1999 present an accessible and concise programme.

These documents reflect a genuine effort to strengthen the regionalisation
and decentralisation process. CEC for itself also has established an efficient
communication s¥stem and an open, evaluative culture. For reasons of
effectiveness and efficienc p,’ stronger interaction with IUCN programmes and

further focussing is needed, especiall Wat the regional level.

Performance and achievements



Funding

Lack of financial resources, loose links between the volunteer members and
IUCN, and sometimes the thinning out of activities, form major constraints to
CEC's work in the regions and countries. A major weakness in CEC's
performance is that so far funding has not received enough attention.

A fundraising strateg Fshould be a priorit Ffor CEC, together with an
incentive sPstem stimulating volunteers to provide for professional services

within the contevt of IUCN's programme.

Lack of synergy at head Quarters

There is hard1#anco-ordination between CEC and the Communication
Division at Head Quarters. Neither does CEC have a position in the Task Team
on Knowledge, Informatics and Outreach. This dPsfunctional link between
CEC and Secretariat forms a serious constraint for CEC in efficientlp’serving
IUCN. Secretariat does not set a good evxample here in terms of propagating
increased s p’herg Fbetween itself and Commissions and Member
Organisations; which after all is the major distinction between the IUCN and
other organisations. Underlping factors are different perceptions on IUCN’s
corporate identit Pand confusion in terminolog p’(and related disciplines) and
subsequentlp’diverging perceptions about functions and tasks to manage and
market this identit¥ Communication and marketing are being dealt with as
two separate disciplines, while one would evpect an integrative, mutuall¥
reinforcing approach. Whatever the corporate identit p’chosen, there is an
important role for an efficient internal and e~xternal communication s Pstem
and capacit Penhancement in this respect, and thus also for CEC. Secretariat

at Head Quarters urgentlp‘needs to solve this matter.

Membership

Membership of CEC has continuouslPbeen growing, up to a current number
of 600. Both geographical coverage and gender balance have improved
significantl Fj also within the Steering Committee. The volume of activities
increased accordingl ¥ but further incentives to activate and focus members

within the scope of IUCN's mission are needed.



Learning and new media

New developments in information and communication technologies and in
knowledge management provide manp’opportunities for CEC and IUCN e.g. in
terms of mobilising people, organisational learning and remote education.
For IUCN, as a world wide union with a verp’diverse constituenc pf and for CEC
as IUCN’s major think tank on education and communication, there is quite
some challenge in further exploring these opportunities, in partnership with
organisations which are acting at the cutting edge of new media and

learning.

Conclusion

The overall conclusion of this review is that CEC has been and still is ver ¥
relevant to the organisation and work of IUCN. In order to keep this position,
it has to further focus and streamline its own programme in support to the
overall IUCN Programmes. A major new role for CEC is to help IUCN to master
the use of new media (such as for remote learning) and application of new
insights in organisational learning. What better challenge could there be for
CEC's new chairperson to lead CEC in such an e~ploration of a new niche

while simultaneouslp’strengthening its focus?
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Main recommendations

On the CEC programme

1 CEC should restrict its nevt strategic programming to support to and
interaction with the overall IUCN Programme, both at global and regional

level, with a main focus on the biodiversit p’programme of IUCN.

2 At the regional level the programmatic targets need to be reduced in number
and more focussed in order to increase their feasibilit¥in the light of
available resources and skills. Strategic plans should have due regard for
partners that can help to deliver and magnifp’IUCN's work, including the
media and the private sector. Plans also should be accompanied with a solid
fundraising strateg ¥ where possible to be integrated with that of IUCN

programmes the Paim to support.

3 In order to facilitate internal coherence, communication and assessment the
CEC should, in conjunction with overall IUCN-planning, decide on a uniform

logical framework for presenting the global and regional programmes.
On communication and marketing
4 On the basis of a clear terminolog 9{ CEC should advocate a comprehensive

communication strateg Fand polic Ffor IUCN. Herein, the envisaged

interaction between communication and marketing, and related functions



On learning

8 CEC should support IUCN in the evploration of potentials and implications for
capitalising on new media developments and modern insights in knowledge

management with respect to:
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Introduction

Ia

Terms of reference.

The Commission on Education and Communication, CEC, is one of the six
Commissions of IUCN. Under the mandate approved b Pthe World
Conservation Congresses, CEC operates on the basis of triennial strategic and

work plans and annual work plans.

This review of CEC covers the period 1994 -1999, with emphasis on the last
triennium. The Terms of Reference require an assessment of the effectiveness,
efficiencPand relevance (See Annew 1). This relates to the Commission's

vision, mandate and administrative structure and performance in terms of its

13
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I.3

Scope and premise

During the inception meeting it was agreed that the report would not present
an evhaustive list of strengths, weaknesses, threats and opportunities.
Instead, the report would focus on recommendations for consolidation of
successful elements in the work of CEC and on recommendations for further
improvements with regard to effectiveness, efficienc Pand relevance.

In addition, the report would highlight and recommend on constraints to be

overcome and signal challenging opportunities for CEC.

Picture 1 IUCN and CEC; the story of the Flower and the Bee
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I.g4

CEC's relevance depends on how it interacts with the overall IUCN, being the
mother organisation (the ‘internal client’) and other stakeholders (the
evternal clients). The picture above illustrates a strategic choice for CEC:
should it primaril Pfocus on TUCN itself, should it mainl Pdirect its services
and products to external stakeholders, or should it do both at the same time?
This review assesses the waPCEC is dealing with this question. It helps to
seek an answer to this question on the premise that CEC is a small
organisation in respect to its overall goal: that individuals and societies
internalise environment in their thinking and acting. CEC can onl 4 give
incentives and impulses, it can take initiatives and act as a catalbbt.

CEC needs to target strategic, intermediate organisations and make them to
develop a substantial momentum in order to magnif PCEC’s efforts on

education and communication, within the terms of IUCN mission.

IUCN context

During 80's, and up to 1994, IUCN did not provide a ver p’supportive
environment for the CEC. The General AssemblFin 1994 might well have been
a turning point for the Commission. A review of IUCN Commissions,
undertaken b¥Munro and Brussit, observed an unclear focus and operating
niche, and evpressed strong doubts about the added value of CEC to IUCN's
Programme. This review and a special task force recommended curtailing
CEC's global undertakings to a small advisor p’group, with a focus at IUCN's
environmental education programme. The General Assembl Pof 1994 however

15
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1999 Programme contains objectives as “Development of communication,
education and capacit p’-building components of national biodiversit b
strategies”, and “Communicate cutting-edge information on protected areas

and their role to sustainable development to relevant audiences”.

With the establishment of the Communication Division at Head Quarters
some Pears ago, interest for public relations and marketing grew, as was
manifested for evample during the soth Anniversar Fof TUCN.

Another initiative was the recent institution of Task Teams bFthe Director
General in order to streamline Secretariat’s management and the internal
organisational communication. One Task Team is on Knowledge, Informatics
and Outreach. Under the Communication Division, there is increasing
attention for building an electronic infrastructure for management of

information within IUCN and for public access to IUCN's know how.

Social gaps
While there is a wide appreciation within IUCN that the organisational
strength can onl¥be full¥capitalised under condition of a good sPherg¥
between Secretariat, Member Organisations and Commissions, it is also
widelp’acknowledged that in this respect man p’improvements can and have
to be made. Another insight gaining ground in (and outside) IUCN is that
IUCN is having difficulties with getting its message across. This relates to the
relativelPlow media profile of IUCN, despite some overwhelming successes,
such as with the World Commission on Dams and the Species and
Biodiversit p‘Programmes. It also relates to its programme and advocac Fwork.
There are several factors and constraints in this respect. IUCN is a Union, and
a lot of the “visible” work is done through the member organisations.
Predominant characteristics of IUCN's work are the predominant scientific
driven, technical orientation and its role as forum convenor. And the social
dimension is not IUCN’s major strength. Social instruments such as
communication are often onl p’tagged on if funds allow. Furthermore,
communicative skills are underdeveloped in Secretariat and Commissions.
In this respect, the Programme Committee of Council (and several regional
Programme Development Committees) recommended that communication
should be built into the programming process from the start of the planning
c¥tle. While information management and communication increasinglp‘get
more attention in IUCN, the approach regarding internal education, training

and learning in general remain rather ad hoc.

Generallp‘speaking the current practise of IUCN shows a major gap in terms
of involving intermediar Foutreach and change agents such as media and

private enterprise forerunners.



An important feature of IUCN is that it houses both governmental and non-
governmental organisations, with hardl Fan p’presence of the private sector.
It is generall p’recognised that IUCN should focus much more on this sector, as
it determines to a large evtent the state of the environment and because
partnerships might provide IUCN with more financial resources.

However efforts to link IUCN with the private sector remain scarce and

rudimentar ¥

Picture 2 Barriers and Gaps in the organisation and work of IUCN
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I Programme

I1.a Mandate, strategic plans and work plans

Under the mandate approved b Fthe World Conservation Congresses, CEC
operates on the basis of triennial strategic and work plans and on annual

work plans.
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When going through the mandates and strategic plans of CEC and other CEC
documentation, one gets confused b p’the man p’different terms used: vision,
mission, purpose, function, objectives, terms of reference, spearheads, core
competencies. If considered altogether, it is hard to identif Fa logical and
hierarchical coherence. However, the two last triennial strategic plans as such
provide for progressive clarit ¥ EspeciallFthe CEC Strateghand Work Plan
1997-1999 presents an accessible and concise strateg Pand programme. It is
supplemented bp‘chapters on the organisational setting, issues and

challenges and definitions of environmental education.

The Strategp’and Work Plan contain a global and regional (sometimes
national) component. The Plan clearlPreflects a genuine effort to strengthen
the regionalisation and decentralisation processes, while maintaining global
presence at the central level. The global component is organised in a logical
framework. Under the heading of rather broad objectives of advocac pf capacit 4

building and networking it describes activities, targets and performance

19



II.2

In general, the CEC Programme fits well in with the main thrust of IUCN's
overall programme: conservation and sustainable use of biodiversit b
Nevertheless, at manWPoccasions the objectives and wordings point at a much
broader orientation of environment and sustainable development issues.
The Global Programme refers to different IUCN programmes such as on
species, protected areas and wetlands. However, these references are
unevenlFif the overall IUCN Programme is taken into account. On the
regional level, interaction between the CEC plans and the overall IUCN

Programme often is rather ad hoc.

Most remarkable is the marginal attention for funding both at the global and
regional level. Also noteworth Pis that, among the regions, important issues
like involving media, new information, communication technologies and

strategic partners, are not well addressed.

Implementation

Biodiversity
CEC has been most instrumental in the elaboration of the education and
awareness provisions of the Convention on Biological Diversit p (Article 13).
It did so in close collaboration with IUCN's Biodiversit p‘Programme and IUCN
governmental and non-governmental members. It mobilised inputs through
electronic communication, workshops during the Conference of Parties in
1998 and the preceding Global Biodiversit PForum. Thus, it could well build
upon the insights of its members from grassroots, NGO and governmental
organisations. It also could draw from earlier lessons, such as comprised in

some noteworth p’publications, which could be distributed at the meetings.

Picture 3 Mobilisation and ey



The Conference paper reflected manWof CEC's recommendations, such as on
supporting capacit p’building, funding for communication and
communication as a polic Finstrument. CEC not onl¥demonstrated efficient
and effective networking, its network is now activelPused as a conduit to
feedback recommendations to national governments and organisations (with

some immediate results in Argentina and Canada). The effective and

21
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Another noteworthFactivitPis CEC's involvement in a rather solid
programme for environmental education capacit p’building in Asia, in co-
operation with its Asia ke Pmember organisation Centre for Environmental
Education (India) and the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF).
This programme is one of the evamples where CEC works in the wider area of
environment and sustainable development. Other examples are
collaborations with:
UNESCO, in organising regional workshops on lessons learned in
managing governments’ education and communication strategies
(Europe, Asia, Latin America);
the German Agenc Pfor Technical Co-operation (GTZ) on guidelines for
environmental communication for the Development Assistance
Committee of the OECD;
the Southern African network of countries, on environmental education;
and
the European Commission, in the evaluation of the environmental

education programme of the European Union.

Conservation and sustainable development and focussing
Should CEC be heavilFinvolved in the wider field of environment and
sustainable development, which is much broader than just conservation and
sustainable use of biodiversit¥? Of course, it enables CEC to strengthen its
presence and knowledge. It also brings in a working relationship with
strategic partners. Furthermore, the wider contevt of sustainable
development alwa¥% has to be taken into account. National offices, being in
closer contacts with local stakeholders than others, are ver p’prone to getting
involved in all kinds of issues as at this level there is a clear need for
education and communication support regarding sustainable development.
This partlp’ev‘(plains the lesser degree of focus in the regional and national
CEC Programmes. Which in its turn partlp‘ev‘{plains wh p‘CEC, in its own
performance assessments, scores much better at a global level than at the
regional level. In fact, quite some programmatic initiatives did not get off the
ground at the regional level. The focus problem is aggravated b Plack of

resources (and sometimes skills) at the regional and national levels.
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IIT Organisational structure and management

III.a

CEC is a network of professionals with interest in environmental education
and communication. The Chair, appointed b Pithe World Conservation
Congress, heads the Steering Committee which, in addition to the Chair and
Deput p‘Chair, consists of 12 Regional Chairs, one representative from UNESCO
and, as a special advisor, one representative of the Dutch government. The
Steering Committee decides upon the CEC global and regional programme.
The Regional Chairs manage regional programmes of CEC. So-called focal
points (often one of manPduties designated to one staff member) operate
from within the regional and national offices. The CEC is supported b Pa cEC-
Secretariat at IUCN Head Quarters, consisting of the Head of Environmental
Education and Communication (EE&C) Programme and a part-time assistant.

The responsibilities and tasks of most of the ke p’positions are defined.

Leadership
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Internallv,’ leadership is related to, among others, providing direction,
inspiration and active support to the CEC network, strategic planning,
organisational development, regionalisation and membership development.
In keeping up with IUCN's decision to strengthen the regional operations and
decentralise management, CEC has made substantial progress with
regionalisation. The number of CEC focal points in regional and national
offices is graduallp’increasing and close interaction between the Steering

Committee and the focal points has been pursued.

The Chair constructivel p’participates in organisational and programming
matters of IUCN. Management of CEC also shows leadership through having

established an evring

25



Ewternallp,’ the Chair, Secretariat and several ke p’members of the Steering
Committee individuall¥and as a group, have pla Fd an instrumental role in
the implementation of CEC's programme. As is common in large volunteer
organisations, the success of CEC to a large degree depends on a small group,
making the Commission vulnerable. At the same time, the dp‘namics of the

core group and its learning culture form a good basis to cope with changes in



Further aggravating the organisational obscurit Fin the Communication
Division at Head Quarters, and probabl p’the fundamental constraint factor,
are the different perceptions on IUCN’s corporate identit Fand subsequent
diverging evpectations about functions and tasks at Head Quarters to

manage and market this identit b

Need and function of communication
A judgement about IUCN’s vision, mission and profile is be Pond the remit of
this review. The External Review of IUCN, earlier this p{ear, has put forward
some suggestions. But, whatever the corporate identit P chosen bIUCN, this
identit p’needs to be established, nurtured and manifested. Internall p,‘ an
efficient communication s¥Fstem is a basic requirement in this respect.
Internal communication is defined here as a continuous process to establish
and manage mutual understanding. It is needed to promote consistenc b
between the desired corporate identit Fand attitudes, plans and acts. It is
needed as an integral part of knowledge management and learning. And it is
needed to promote internal s p’herg p,’ within Secretariat (including staff,
governing and management bodies, programmes, etc.), and between

Secretariat, Member Organisations and Commissions.

Despite the fundamental importance, IUCN has never made a comprehensive
assessment of the needs, constraints and strengths of current functioning,
and potential of the internal communication s Pstem of IUCN.

Regardless some promising initiatives, like the instalment of the Task Teams,
there is lots of further scope for improving internal communications, and
thus s p’nerg p,’ within IUCN. CEC could pla Pan important advising and

assisting role here.

E‘Yternallp,’ again communication is needed as a continuous process of
establishing and managing mutual understanding between IUCN and outside
stakeholders. One could think of donors, current and potential partner
organisations, advocac p"‘target groups”, and so on. External or outward
communication forms an integral component of stakeholder management.
CEC should continue and intensif¥its instrumental role in advising and
training staff in IUCN Secretariat, Member Organisations and Commissions
on developing communication plans and skills in the contevt of stakeholder
management. As the Secretariat and Commissions should mainlPact as a
service to Member Organisations (a premise of this review), the emphasis of

advice and training for Secretariat and Commissions should be more on

27



Integrating communication and marketing
However, having evternal stakeholders understanding IUCN's message is not
sufficient. IUCN also wants show its raison d’étre and its corporate identit Fto
the outside world. It needs a clear, visible and distinctive profile in order to be
heard and to be taken seriouslp’b p’current and new “clients” donors and
stakeholders, partners and target groups. What is needed to a large e~tent

comes down to managing the perception of outside stakeholders.



In fact communication and marketing should be integrated and designed and
implemented such that the PmutuallFreinforce each other. This is not to sa¥*

that CEC should also adopt marketing as a discipline. Its constituenc p’,’ mainl¥
volunteers to IUCN, has other main interests. Marketing should be the full

responsibilit p’of Secretariat, as it is at the moment. At the same time, those

29



an effort to make it compatible with the envisioned IUCN information
network. This is one of the indicators that IUCN internallis not operating at
the leading edge of information and communication technolog b However, it
seems that the Communication Division is graduall p’making up the

organisations’ arrears.

The CEC Secretariat with not more than 1.7 staff positions at Head Quarters,
should not underestimate the maintenance of the web site which can be
rather cumbersome. Moreover, in addition to CEC work, the Head of

Programme also has to devote time to general management at Head Quarters.

Internal marketing of CEC
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assessment of potential relations with media could be undertaken.
It is highl Padvisable for IUCN to include a ke *CEC-member in the Task Team
on Knowledge, Informatics and Outreach and to substantiall p’involve CECin

preparations of World and Regional Conservation Congresses.

Funding

The CEC programme overhead, stable at about 380.000 SFra p{aar, is mainlp’
financed b¥Denmark (DANIDA). DANIDA also provides the funds for the
Commission Operation Fund, which are under the responsibilit Pof the CEC
Chair. These funds, approw.imatelp’175.ooo SFra péar, are mainlPused for
supporting regional initiatives, and to a lesser e~xtent for meetings.

The Netherlands (Ministr Fof Agriculture, Nature Management and Fisheries)
and Norwa p’(Ministr Fof Environment) support CEC mainl p’through specific
project funds. Additional funding is acquired on an ad hoc basis from
different sources at the global (e.g. UNESCO, UNEP), regional and national
level. Furthermore, manPthematic and geographic programmes of IUCN,
funded bPother donors, contain a certain education or communication

aspect.

As has been indicated before in this review, in most of the regions and
countries funding forms a major constraint, preventing the focal points (and
sometimes also the regional chairs) to devote adequate time to CEC's work.
This shortage of funds is partlp’due to the low priorit Feducation and
communication has on the agenda of IUCN and the funding agencies. IUCN
wants to change stakeholders and has to change itself continuousl¥ On the
premise that communication is the major agent mutual understanding,
learning and thus also for change, enhancement and integration of
communication in its programme should become one of the top priorities of

IUCN. If this is agreed, sufficient resources should be made available.
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The last triennial programme of CEC e~presses the intention to prepare and
implement a funding strateg Pin order to increase funding for projects b 4
20% over the previous triennium. onlPin April 1998 a decision was made to
prepare a fundraising strateg P Atits April 1999 meeting the Steering
Committee decided on the Terms of Reference and on the members of the
Task Force who are supposed to forward a draft b PDecember 1999. In other
words, progress has been evtremel p‘slow on this issue that is crucial to the
future of CEC.

31






contribute to IUCN’s objectives. IUCN at global, regional and national level
should intensif¥the exploration of possibilities for co-operation with
forerunners. For the sake of increasing the Commissions’ relevance for IUCN
and for its own funding, bridging the gap between IUCN and the private

sector is a major challenge for CEC.

Picture 6 Breaking barriers and bridging gaps

Recommendations

BFwaVof priorit¥ CEC should formulate a fundraising strategV

CEC should intensifits stakeholder analFses in order to identif¥
opportunities for strategic partnerships with forerunners in the private
sector.
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IILs

Members, professionals and volunteers

Membership of CEC under criteria defined bFthe Steering Committee has
grown steadil¥ in all regions and now totals about 600 members.

The regional balance has been deliberatel Frestored through building
memberships and programmes in formerl Pweak areas like Oceania, West
Africa and West Asia. CEC complies here with the request of the World
Conservation Congress that Commissions should increase their regional
diversit P{ In addition, in several regions and countries CEC is connected to
other networks.

It is interestingl Fto note that in line with the request of the Congress, the
relative number of male members has been decreasing in all regions.

The current balance between female and male is about 40-60%.
ManPresource persons referred to this trend as an indication that CEC is

definitelmoving awaFfrom its earlier stigma of “old bo¥% club”.

Secretariat could not provide the consultant with insight in the member's
professions and additional skills relevant to the activities of CEC. CEC has
stored these data in IUCN’s database, but has problems with evtracting
selections of data. This problem has not been further anal Psed bWFthis review.
Yet, all information indicates that b p’far the majorit p’of members are
environmental education specialists. In general, it has not become clear to the
consultant to which evtent CEC has made progress with its plan to include
more communication specialists and media practitioners (like journalists).

Several regions and countries have made an effort (e.g. Brazil).

In the frame of this review a quantitative assessment of the overall volunteer
network has not been made. One indicator could be the result of a rather well
designed CEC questionnaire, sent bFthe CEC Secretariat to about 580
members. The response was about 20%, which is not high.

Reported contributions b p"members, requests for specific information,
involvement of CEC-members in IUCN-programmes, etc. could be other

indicators.

Incentives
More important than composing a “retrospective activit p’indev\’.", is to think of
further incentives to mobilise professional contributions b Fthe volunteer
members for the IUCN mission. As members do not necessaril®have another
link to IUCN than just through CEC, it might be worthwhile to stimulate a
further affiliation (the “organisational familFfeeling”).

A well-designed vision could serve as such, inspiring volunteers to act in the
interests of [IUCN's mission. Several specific suggestions have come up during

this review. The main motivation for volunteers to become CEC member is to



be linked to a global professional network from which the Pcan learn, and, to
a less extent, which the p’can use to disseminate their own news. CEC
currentl¥is serving this interest quite well. Other improvements could be
made through further upgrading and integration of the information
networks of IUCN and CEC, and on a regional scale, through helping members
to get Internet access. Privileges in access to CEC- and IUCN information
(databases, lessons learned, etc.) might encourage further membership.
Benchmarking and highlighting good performance of members (and of
regional or countr p’offices) might encourage e~xchanges of lessons learned

and good practices.

Besides all this, one has to address funding, being a constraint for individuals
and organisations in all parts of the world. One possibilit Wis to include CEC
members as target groups of programmes if these provide assistance in
access to Internet (such as providing for technolog pf or training).

Another possibilit Fis to give preference to Commission members (individuals
or organisations) in assignment of programme tasks, consultancies and other
remunerable services. This also is in line with IUCN polic Pas recommended
bPthe last evternal review, to delegate its implementing activities as much as

possible to member organisations.

Recommendations

For the sake of 1) improving the function of provider of relevant expertise, 2)
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IV Learning and new media

IV.a

A facet of the current information and communication age is that the new
media are becoming more and more important in determining the publics’
perception and politics. When addressing the thinking, attitudes and
behaviour of people and organisations, IUCN can not overlook the role of

these developments.

Information management and learning

Mobilisation
The revolutionar p’developments in information and communication
technologies have manp’repercussions for individuals and organisations.
It opens up manp’possibilities, but also poses additional and new
requirements to resources, skills, information management and
organisational thinking. Internet has given rise to the phenomena of new,
formal and informal and ad hoc organisations. The event of public protests
against the Multilateral Agreement on Investments forms an illustration of
how people can be mobilised through Internet. This draft agreement was
prepared under auspicious of OECD. Once this news “leaked out” through
Internet, it gave rise to a spontaneous, massive “virtual” uproar, with the
effect that the draft agreement was taken off the table. The lesson learned is
that Internet could enable CEC (and IUCN) not onlFto organise its own huge
and diverse networks, but also to externall Pmobilise ad hoc groups for

specific purposes.

Information and learning
Secretariat at Head Quarters reinforced its efforts to further design and
organise the Information Network. The emphasis is on codified information,
such as conservation and personal data, manuals, as well as on improving
interactive access to information and knowledge sources. This is of great
value to IUCN. However, part of the knowledge in IUCN can not easil Fbe
codified without loosing its special value as it is too much linked to specific
contevts and persons. Capitalising this kind of conte~tual and personalised
knowledge asks for a greater effort of Secretariat. Improving access to this
personalised knowledge b Paccessible databases on persons and evpertise is

one step.
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Organisational learning



CEC is involved in man p’co-operative educational and training programmes.

So are other parts of IUCN, for example the Environmental Law Programme.
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Recommendations

CEC, together with the Communication Division (mainl p’the Head of

Information) and the Task Force on Knowledge, Informatics and Outreach,

should evplore potentials and implications of capitalising on new

information and communication technologies and new media developments

with respect to:

1

B W N

new forms of mobilisation of internal and evternal actors,
organisational learning,

establishment of a remote learning discipline, and

establishment of a virtual World Conservation Universit¥ which would
preferablp‘function as a co-ordinating mechanism for evisting and new

courses of IUCN and partner organisations.

It is advised to involve external organisations in this e~ploration, mainl p‘from

the private sector working in the fields of information and communication,

learning organisations and management for change.



V  How to prepare for the near future?

Va

Prioritising within the scope of IUCN’s Programme

In order to be feasible recommendations have to be put in a realistic and
programmatic contevt. IUCN and CEC actuall Pare full p’engaged in the
process of preparing the nevt triennial programme. This will be decided upon
next Fear at the World Conservation Congress. The last external review of
IUCN strongl Frecommended IUCN to establish a framework providing for
stronger focus of the programme on the basis of the Union's distinctive core
competencies, and which should be served b Fdistinct knowledge

management areas.

The same applies to CEC. This review recommends CEC to exclusivel Pfocus its
work on those activities that arise from, and are full p’integrated with, IUCN
global and regional programmes. As it is unrealistic for CEC to cover all
programmes, it has to decide on IUCN priorit p’programmes. This means that
CEC has to participate where possible with the planning of the programmes

of its first choice.

New Chair

A new CEC Chair has to be presented to the World Conservation Congress.
The current Chair has not onl p’provided for and encouraged leadership, he
also has made significant contributions regarding education and
communication. He could do so on the basis of professional skills, but also
because he has been backed b¥his own organisation. Manp’people expressed
the need of such kind of a backing for the new Chair, either b Fan

organisation, or b Wsubstantial funding from a donor.

CEC has gained quite some credibilitF Yet it is not fullFrecognised as a ke
Commission bFall parts of the IUCN. Therefor CEC might need a Chair with a
well-established reputation in the conservation field. The new Chair would
not necessaril¥have to be an education or communication expert. The other
Vice-Chair and the Steering Committee Members could complement the Chair
with this knowledge and skills. But b PanPmeans the new Chair has to have
proven leadership, management, fundraising and communication (including
language) skills. Furthermore the person should be open for new
developments, especiall Fin the fields of information and communication

technolog Fand knowledge management. It would be a good additional
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qualit Fif the new chair has good evperience in dealing with the two major
stakeholders in the conservation education and communication field, being

the media and the private sector.

One can not expect the new Chair to ideall Pfulfil all qualities. As said, the
Steering Committee, and the Secretariat have pla Fed and can pla Fan
important role. It will be a major challenge for the new Chair to re-establish a
dphamic, coherent and dedicated core group in the Steering Committee, as
this Committee plap’s a pivotal role in maintaining the global coherence, as
well as in guiding and supporting the regions. Just as with the new Chair,
regional chairs should also have leadership capabilities. The Pwill have an
important role to bridge the national, regional and the global undertakings of
CEC, and to link the IUCN Programme and the CEC Programme. The current
Steering Committee includes some “external” members, and its meetings are
also attended b¥Fsome co-ordinators of other IUCN Programmes.

This certainlPneeds to be continued. It is important to keep a miv of
evpertise and backgrounds in the Committee. Depending on the main focus
of CEC's ne~t programme, one could think of inclusion of ke p’pla Pers of IUCN

programmes and some opinion leaders from media and the private sector.

Recommendation
In the current search for a new CEC-Chairperson, decisive factors could be:
commitment towards IUCN mission, proven team-leadership and open mind

for new media and non-conventional partners.



Annexes

Annex

Terms

I
of reference for CEC Review

Introduction
In response to Resolution 19.2 passed at the ICUN 1994 Buenos Aires General
Assemblp’recommending that “each Commission should be subject to a
triennial end-term review to be prepared b Pan independent evaluator” and
recognising that CEC has had to reformulate its work, structure, and
operations since 1994, it is proposed that a review of the Commission be

implemented this Fear.

Purpose
The overall objective of the review will be to assess the effectiveness,
efficienc pf and relevance of CEC in relation to the Commission’s activities,

vision, mandate and administrative structure.
Speciﬁcallpfthe sub-objectives of the review will be to:

Assess the effectiveness, efficienc pf and relevance of CEC's programs, projects
and services and make an¥necessarFrecommendations for changes to CEC's

operational processes as a result of the review’s findings,

Assess the strengths and weaknesses of the working relationships that link
CEC to the rest of IUCN Programme, notablp’the Global and Regional,
membership structures and other Commissions and make anPnecessar¥
recommendations for changes to CEC's planning and operating procedures

and administrative structure as a result of the review's findings,

Assess the relevance of CEC’s current vision and mandate in relation to the
value that it adds to the IUCN vision and mission and to those of the regions
and make anPnecessar Frecommendations for the updating of CEC’s vision

and mandate from the review's findings,

Scope
In assessing the results of programs, projects and services we recognise that a
continuum of output assessment possibilities evist ranging from the
assessment of activities through to long-term impacts. Due to the limited

resources and data that will be available for this review, it is expected that
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the highest level at which it will be feasible to assess CEC's outputs will be at
the level of short-term results that are the logical consequence of completed

project or program activities.

Also due to the limited funds available for the implementation of this review,
it is anticipated that the data for it will be drawn from evisting reports,
telephone interviews, written questionnaires and possiblp’face to face
interviews administered to groups of ke Finformants in attendance at other

pre-planned meetings.

Roles
The review will be co-ordinated b p’the CEC secretariat,
AnPconsultants hired to conduct all or parts of the review will report to a
special committee of the CEC Steering Committee established to oversee the
review and receive draft reports, approve data collection instruments etc. on
behalf of the Steering Committee,
The CEC Secretariat and Steering Committee members will assess CEC's
results through a process of self-assessment.
CEC's administrative structures will be assessed b¥a team of independent
consultants, building, where possible, on the work of the IUCN organisational

review currentl Punderwab*

Time frame
The review will be implemented Ma 9’1999 and the final report will be

delivered to the Steering Committee b POctober 25,1999.

Review activities
Consider background material; such as (sub)programmes, progress reports,
reviews, Interviews with ke p’persons, both members of CEC, other relevant
IUCN staff, and certain external persons, such as donors and partner
organisations.
Meetings in different settings are foreseen with representatives of the CEC
Steering Committee, Chairman (Mr Hesselink) and Head Environmental
Education and Communication (Mrs Goldstein). PreferablFfour meetings:
(1) Inception phase: discussion on approach, time schedule, ke p’persons to be
interviewed and ke p’documents,
(2) reflection on major findings,
(3) on draft final report and
(4) post hoc meeting on issues not put on paper, but which are relevant to the
CEC.
A two-da p’stap’at Gland is foreseen, in order to interview HQ staff on

Education and Communication issues and the relation with CEC.



Reporting
Three papers will be presented:
A discussion paper (about 2 pages). This will serve as the basis for the
meeting during the inception phase.
A draft report, to be delivered electronicall Pin Word and in one hard cop Fto
and discussed with the CEC representation b p’September 17,1999.
A final report. In addition to the roughlp’zo pages report, some appendices
such as on (groups of) persons interviewed and some ke Pdocuments will be
attached. To be delivered electronicallp’to the chair of CEC, and Wendp’
Goldstein b¥October 25,1999.

Tentative contents of the report:
Evecutive summar¥ also including a summar Pof recommendations
Introduction, including aim, scope, focus and approach
The main bod¥of the report, where possible for each chapter organised under

two headings: A) findings and analVtis and B) recommendations
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Annex II
Reflections on the Terms or Reference and Approach

Abstract from the inception report, prepared for a meeting with Mr. Frits
Hesselink and Mrs. W. Goldstein.

The Purpose and sub-objectives of the Terms of Reference are clear.

Their wording seemingl p’eﬂ.press a dualitPin focus: the purpose refers to the
CEC in its own right and the sub-objectives refer to the CEC's link with, and
contribution to, the overall IUCN organisation. Seeminglpfbecause it is
assumed that Purpose refers to the mandate of the CEC as approved bFthe
World Conservation Congress in 1996. This mandate evident!Plinks the
objectives of CEC to the mission, Membership, Commissions and Secretariat of
IUCN. In this light, the review will consider the overall IUCN organisation as
both CEC's mother-organisation and organisational environment and an

important (internal) client.

The review will primaril Ffocus on recommendations for consolidation of
successful elements in the work of CEC and on recommendations for further
improvements with regard to effectiveness, efficienc Pand relevance. It will
highlight and recommend on weaknesses and constraints to be overcome and

signal challenges and opportunities for CEC.

The review will consist of the following activities:

1 Analbsis of evisting documentation
2 Interviews and meetings with ke p’pla Pers in and around CEC
3 Sp‘hthesis, and formulation of conclusions and recommendations.

Hopefull pf the review can build upon the findings of the self-assessment
currentlPundertaken b¥CEC (?).

Some eminent issues

Formalities and de facto operations



(i)

(iii)

(iv)

the reflection of formal commitments (mandate, strateg p’,’ plans, etc.) in
actual CEC programmes, projects and proposals thereto and internal and
evternal communication,

as under (ii), but related to the work of other IUCN-entities, such as
Secretariat and its distinct divisions, programmes and groups, other
Commissions, Members

effectiveness (focus, relevance, performance and, where possible, direct
results), coherence and efficienc p’of operations and deliver p’and

resources devoted to CEC's work.

An important rationale behind this twofold assessment is that discrepancies
between formal commitments and intentions and actual practice -the de
facto situation- often are at the basis of unnecessar p‘high transaction costs in
organisations. Another reason wh Fthe twofold analP&is is important is
because discrepancies do indicate deficiencies in the adequac Pof formal
decision making, communication, planning, programming, operational

implementation, monitoring, evaluation and feed back mechanisms

Learning organisation

IUCN is in the process of establishing a Knowledge network, mainlFbased on
Information and Communication Technolog ¥ What is the current and

potential role of CEC in this Network?

A ver p’significant part of IUCN's knowledge consists of personal knowledge
in Commissions, member organisations and Secretariat, which can not be
documented. What is CEC's role in managing this knowledge; in terms of
absorption, s p’nthesis, diffusion, and use? What is CEC doing, and what can be
CEC's role to support IUCN in becoming a learning organisation, not onl¥on
communication and technical substance (such as ecological, social,
economical and institutional sciences), but also on strategic, organisational,

cultural and operational matters?

How direct, effective and efficient is CEC's access to ke p’(networks of)
companies and institutions active or knowledgeable in the field of
communication, education and learning?

Is CEC acting as an interactive learning node between the local/national and
regional/global levels of IUCN's operations: does it draw lessons from
national experience and disseminate this to regional or global programmes
and does it draw lessons from global interventions (such on e.g. Global
Biodiversit PForum activities), which then are used to provide guidance to NO

and RCO’s? The same applies to Commissions. ProbablPeach Commission will
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have its own, distinct wa Pof internal and evternal communication. Is CEC
involved in assessment of these modes, and in providing guidance on

improvements and innovations?

Future plans of CEC

What are the major activities, products and services CEC foresees in future,
with regard to IUCN and with regard to external clients? What are current
and future major partners? How and b Pwho is CEC currentl¥funded. What
are the financial needs, forecasts and potentials? What kind of additional
evpertise or skills are needed in CEC?

What is the ambition of CEC: e.g. (i) being a service to IUCN and (ii)
becoming/being a high standing global network in its own right. What is the
support b PCEC members for this ambition. What is the support b FrucN
(management, global, regional and national parts of Secretariat and related
programmes, commissions, member organisations) and donors for this

ambition and related roles and tasks?

Programming in IUCN

How is CEC involved in the programming process for IUCN’s ne~t multi-
annual Programme, not onl p’through the newlPestablished Task Teams and
the Extended Programme Committee of Council, but also through interaction

with global programmes and Regional Conservation Offices?



Annex III
People contacted

Ahmad, Javed, Director Communication Division, Head Quarters, Switzerland
Alawne pf Zi pﬁd, CEC Regional Chair for W-Asia, Jordan

Barcena, Alicia, Vice Chair CEC, Chile

Belemlih, Abdehamid, Regional Chair for N-Africa, Morocco

Bos, Peter, Ministr p‘of Agriculture, Nature Management and Fisheries, The
Netherlands

Calvo,Susana, CEC W-Europe Representative, Spain

Chenje, Jacquie, CEC Focal Point Regional Office for Southern Africa,
Zimbabwe

Chileshe, Juliana, CEC Regional Chair for Southern Africa, Zambia

Conchena Rojas, Martha, Biodiversit p’Programme, Head Quarters, Switzerland
Dalamanian, Jeanne, UNESCO

Espinosa, Christina, Social Programme IUCN Head Quarters, Switzerland
Goldstein, Wend pf Head of Education and Communication Programme, CEC
Secretariat, Head Quarters, Switzerland

Hamu, Denise, CEC Regional Chair for S-America, Brazil

Hopkins, Liz, Director IUCN-Europe, The Netherlands

Humphre ¥ Linette, Species Survival Programme, Head Quarters, Switzerland
Ingles, Andrew, Regional Office S&SE-Asia, Thailand

Kabraji, Aban, Regional Director IUCN S&SE Asia, Pakistan

Kalinowska, Anna, CEC Regional Chair Eastern Europe, Poland

Katherere, Yemi, Regional Director IUCN Regional Office for Southern Africa,
Zimbabwe

Krogh, Christen, DANIDA-Ministr p‘of Foreign Affairs, Denmark

Lieschke, Monica, CEC Chair for W-Europe, Austria

Matindi, Susan, CEC focal point E-Africa, Kenpﬁ

Nizzo0la, Cecialia, Assistant Environmental Education and Communication
Programme and CEC Secretariat, Switzerland

Ofstad, S pivi, Ministr Pof Environment, Norwa p

Pupbl, Ana, CEC Steering Committee, Regional IUCN office for S-America,
Ecuador

Rietbergen, Simon, Forest Programme, Head Quarters, Switzerland

Sarabhai, Kartike pﬁ, CEE-India, CEC Regional Chair for SE-Asia

Shana, Kalpana, journalist The Hindu, former Council Member, India

Stuart, Simon, Species Survival Programme, Head Quarters, Switzerland
Thie, Jean, Communication Division, Head Quarters, Switzerland

Tukahirwa, Eldad, Regional Director IUCN Regional Office for E-Africa, Ken ph
Zupancic Vicar, Marija, World Commission on Protection of Parks-Europe,

Slovenia
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