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Why did Rudolf Steiner not give the General Anthroposophical 
Society a threefold juridical form? 
Some key thoughts developed by a group of French-speaking anthroposophists who came together to 
study the new draŌ statutes. 

Michel Laloux, Jérémy Langella, Stéphane Lejoly, Raphaël Mislin 

The Proposed Revised ConsƟtuƟon of the General Anthroposophical Society1 surprised us with its 
structure. To put it succinctly, we might say, ‘Why make it simple when you can make it complicated?’. 
But that would be to step over the quesƟon raised by this proposal, which is underpinned by a 
parƟcular vision of the General Anthroposophical Society – that of an organisaƟon endowed with a 
kind of threefold structure2. 

The result is a proposal consisƟng of three separate statutes to replace those of an associaƟon which 
is believed to be threefolded: 

A. Statutes of the Anthroposophical Society as a worldwide organisaƟon 
B. ConsƟtuƟon of the School of Spiritual Science 
C. Statutes of the AssociaƟon supporƟng the Goetheanum and the Anthroposophical Society 

If we were to carry out a comprehensive analysis of this proposal, we would need to examine every 
arƟcle of each of the three statutes. There would then be much to say, and we would have to highlight 
certain legal inconsistencies. It might be necessary to do so if this proposal were to reach the 
implementaƟon stage. 

It seems to us that, before entering into discussions on this project, the members of the General 
Anthroposophical Society should take a stance on the principle of a threefold organisaƟon of their 
associaƟon. Do we, or do we not, want a General Anthroposophical Society that is organised on a 
threefold basis? For some Ɵme now, arƟcles have been published here and there that claim to establish 
the basis for this threefold organisaƟon. The School of Spiritual Science and the Class would form the 
spiritual-cultural pole. The administraƟon of the Goetheanum and the Society would consƟtute the 
economic pole. The members of the General Anthroposophical Society would form the juridical pole. 
Indeed, the proposal we are discussing here is not explicitly presented in this form. But it must be noted 
that the three insƟtuƟons comprising the proposal correspond to the three components advocated by 
the supporters of a threefold structure as we have just described. The difference between the two lies 
in the fact that the laƩer envisage a threefold arƟculaƟon within a single juridical enƟty, whereas the 
draŌers of the proposal create two disƟnct juridical enƟƟes (as we shall show a liƩle further on) and a 
third (the School of Spiritual Science) which, from a juridical point of view, hovers between the two. 
Perhaps we ought to say that this consƟtutes a threefold fragmentaƟon rather than a threefold 
organizaƟon. 

Nevertheless, given the ambiguity, we feel it is necessary to menƟon two of Rudolf Steiner’s posiƟon 
statements: 

In his lecture of 14 April 1919, Rudolf Steiner said: ‘I was asked whether it might not be possible to 
implement the threefold social order within our society: economic life, juridical life and spiritual life. 
One can indeed express this in words, given that one is fully integrated into our movement and is 
commiƩed to it with sincerity and convicƟon. But it is as if, by making such statements, one had failed 
to grasp the very essence of our movement. One has understood absolutely nothing of what I have said 
about the social quesƟon if one thinks that our society here can be threefold, as a sect would do!’3 He 
then goes on to explain what he means by a sect: the act of cuƫng oneself off from economic life in 
general, or from the legal context. In the case of the new draŌ consƟtuƟon we are discussing here, the 
cut-off is not of the same nature. As we pointed out a liƩle earlier, it is the Anthroposophical Society 
itself that is being split up and fragmented by the creaƟon of two associaƟons. One is the AssociaƟon 
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supporƟng the Goetheanum and the Anthroposophical Society. It is governed by ArƟcles 60 to 79 of 
the Swiss Civil Code (SCC) and is registered in the Trade Register. It is therefore, in fact, a public body. 

The other associaƟon is the Anthroposophical Society. According to ArƟcle 1 of the draŌ of the new 
statutes, ‘The Anthroposophical Society is an associaƟon of people wishing to culƟvate the life of the 
soul in each individual and in society, based on a genuine understanding of the spiritual world.’ 
(emphasis by us). However, no reference is made to ArƟcles 60 to 79 of the Swiss Civil Code (SCC). To 
which legislaƟon does it refer? Does it float in the air above naƟons? If that were the intenƟon of the 
draŌers of this proposal, we would then be dealing with a cut-off from the legal order referred to by 
Rudolf Steiner later in the lecture quoted above, in which he likens an Anthroposophical Society 
organised in a threefold structure to a sect. In reality, any lawyer reading these statutes would say that 
this is an associaƟon governed by Swiss law. Indeed, the first paragraph of ArƟcle 60 of the Swiss Civil 
Code (CCS) states: ‘PoliƟcal, religious, scienƟfic, arƟsƟc, charitable, recreaƟonal or other associaƟons 
which do not pursue an economic purpose acquire legal personality as soon as they express in their 
statutes the intenƟon to be organised as a corporate body.’ (emphasis added). A reading of ArƟcle 1 of 
the draŌ arƟcles of associaƟon is consistent with the provisions of ArƟcle 60 of the Swiss Civil Code. It 
is indeed a de facto associaƟon and therefore has legal personality (under Swiss law). 

According to the draŌ proposal, the General Anthroposophical Society, as conceived by Rudolf Steiner 
at the 1923 Christmas Conference, would henceforth be divided into two associaƟons, to which must 
be added the School of Spiritual Science, ruled by a consƟtuƟon. 

However, in order to create unity between the two associaƟons, members of the first would pay their 
membership fees to the second, of which they would then automaƟcally become members4. 
Furthermore, the ExecuƟve CommiƩee of the second would also act as the ExecuƟve CommiƩee of the 
first. The general meeƟngs of the two associaƟons would therefore be one and the same. Could there 
be a more contrived arrangement? 

As for the third body, the School of Spiritual Science, it is governed by the College of SecƟon Leaders, 
which, together with the ExecuƟve CommiƩee of the AssociaƟon for the Support of the Goetheanum 
and the Anthroposophical Society, forms the management of the Goetheanum, which is a body of the 
said associaƟon (ArƟcle 12). Here too, this arƟficial separaƟon appears to be driven by ideological 
consideraƟons rather than by the realiƟes of life itself. 

This threefold division is therefore indeed a triple fragmentaƟon resulƟng from a concepƟon based on 
a misunderstanding of the threefold social order. Whenever one seeks to apply a form of threefold 
social order to a single insƟtuƟon, the result will be a structure that gradually becomes cut off from the 
overall life of the social organism. This way of viewing the threefold social order is, in itself, sectarian. 
Only the social organism, as a whole, can become threefold. And each insƟtuƟon is, at every given 
moment, simultaneously part of the cultural, the law and the economic spheres. The same applies to 
each individual. 

But let us now consider Rudolf Steiner’s second statement, referred to above. It was made at the third 
(29 June 1924) and fourth (8 February 1925) Extraordinary General MeeƟngs (EGM) of the 
Goetheanum AssociaƟon and the School of Spiritual Science. It should be noted that this associaƟon 
already existed long before the 1923 Christmas Conference and was registered in the Trade Register of 
the Canton of Solothurn, under whose jurisdicƟon the Goetheanum falls. 

For Rudolf Steiner and the new ExecuƟve CommiƩee formed at Christmas 1923, the task was to have 
the new General Anthroposophical Society, which had emerged from the Christmas Congress, legally 
registered. It is worth noƟng that, under ArƟcle 60 of the Swiss Civil Code (CCS) in force in 1924 and 
1925, an associaƟon was not required to be registered or declared to an official body as long as it did 
not pursue any commercial acƟvity for profit. It was, however, free to choose to be entered in the Trade 
Register (ArƟcle 61 of the CCS in force in 1924). 
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Rudolf Steiner would therefore have been in compliance with Swiss law as it then stood had he taken 
no further acƟon following the Christmas Conference. The statutes had been approved by the General 
Assembly and the CommiƩee had been appointed. The legal requirements were therefore met for the 
General Anthroposophical Society, which had emerged from the 1923 Christmas Conference, to have 
legal personality. 

Furthermore, all maƩers relaƟng to property ownership and the construcƟon of the new Goetheanum 
were managed by the Goetheanum and School for Spiritual Science AssociaƟon, which was itself 
registered in the Trade Register. A simple agreement or contract would have been sufficient to arrange 
for the rooms to be made available for use by the General Anthroposophical Society. 

We must quesƟon the reasons that led Rudolf Steiner not to opt for a structure comprising two 
associaƟons (the General Anthroposophical Society and the Goetheanum Society), but instead to move 
resolutely towards the creaƟon of a single organisaƟon. 

This took place in several steps. The process is not only complex but also rather enigmaƟc. Various 
obstacles arose; documents were lost; Rudolf Steiner himself was unable to aƩend the Extraordinary 
General MeeƟng of 8 February 1925, but was represented instead, due to his health. When one reads 
about the events as reported in Die KonsƟtuƟon (GA 260a), several quesƟons arise concerning the 
choices that were made and the way in which things unfolded. One may even find it disconcerƟng. 

But one thing became clear amidst the technical and legal trial and error: Rudolf Steiner showed great 
determinaƟon. He had a very clear aim that extended beyond the situaƟon’s many shortcomings. He 
wanted a single organisaƟon, one associaƟon that would bring together and strengthen the insƟtuƟons 
that would be part of it. And this organisaƟon would be the General Anthroposophical Society, led by 
its ExecuƟve CommiƩee, which had emerged from the 1923 Christmas Conference. This commiƩee 
would be the driving spirit behind the four departments that the registered General Anthroposophical 
Society would comprise: the administraƟon of the General Anthroposophical Society, the 
Philosophical-Anthroposophical PublicaƟons, the administraƟon of the Goetheanum, and the Clinical-
TherapeuƟc InsƟtute. 

The four departments do not represent a fourfold structure of the Society. They reflect the reality of 
the current situaƟon, within which Rudolf Steiner saw that it was possible to move forward. He 
explained this, and what he said should help us to understand the extent to which he wished to build 
with the human beings who were present and acƟve in the work, rather than on the basis of 
preconceived programmes unrelated to reality. Neither fourfold organisaƟon nor threefold 
organisaƟon! Rudolf Steiner did not think in those ways. Anything of a theoreƟcal or speculaƟve nature 
was alien to him. He had one aim: to give the General Anthroposophical Society a legal status that 
would place it fully in the public domain. To achieve this, the General Anthroposophical Society had to 
be entered in the Trade Register. It was on this condiƟon that he could bring to life the principle 
underlying the Christmas 1923 statutes, which is outlined at the beginning of ArƟcle 4: ‘The 
Anthroposophical Society is not a secret society; on the contrary, it is enƟrely public’5. 

Only if we understand that this is the theme running throughout Rudolf Steiner’s symphony of life – 
make public what was occult, that is to say, hidden – can we see the need he felt to let this theme 
resound once more, as a grand finale at the end of his earthly journey. 

For Rudolf Steiner, the most important thing was to register the General Anthroposophical Society in 
the Trade Register, even if this meant temporarily seƫng aside certain provisions of the statutes 
adopted at the 1923 Christmas Conference. As he told Günther Wachsmuth, referring to the statutes 
of 8 February 1925: ‘Yes, these statutes simply do not meet our requirements. They will have to be 
amended liƩle by liƩle. For us, it is the Principles that are decisive’6. 
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We can view these words as an encouragement to improve the exisƟng statutes, building on Rudolf 
Steiner’s original intenƟon and adding what is missing, but without arƟficially creaƟng a form that is 
alien to the very essence of what the 1923 Christmas Congress intended. Our group wishes to aƩempt 
to draŌ a proposal for new statutes that moves in this direcƟon7. 

 
1  Published in Anthroposophy Worldwide: hƩps://anthroposophie.org/en/news/proposed-revised-

consƟtuƟon-of-the-general-anthroposophical-society  
2  We do indeed mean ‘a kind of threefold structure’. For the new draŌ statutes are unclear on this point and, 

in the publicaƟon referred to in note 1 above, its draŌers gave no indicaƟon as to why they had adopted this 
very specific approach. There is therefore some ambiguity, and it is not certain whether some of the draŌers 
do not actually hold a threefold vision of the General Anthroposophical Society, as we explain a liƩle further 
on in the text. 

3  Rudolf Steiner, Past and Future Influences on Social Events, lecture 12 on 14.04.1919 - GA 190 (translated 
by the authors) 

4  The fact that members of one associaƟon are automaƟcally members of another associaƟon raises, first and 
foremost, an ethical issue that should be carefully considered. Furthermore, it is unclear on what legal 
grounds this provision of the arƟcles of associaƟon would be compaƟble with the legal personality that 
associaƟons under Swiss law possess. It could even be considered illegal. The same applies to the fact that 
an associaƟon sƟpulates in its statutes that its commiƩee must be that of another associaƟon. A judge could 
easily declare such a clause in the statutes to be null and void. 

5  It is significant that this sentence is absent from the draŌ of the new threefold consƟtuƟon we are 
discussing. This fact should indicate that we must first must make sure that we understand Rudolf Steiner’s 
intenƟons before undertaking a rewriƟng of the statutes. 

6  Die KonsƟtuƟon p. 22 – GA 260a - Preliminary Remarks by the Editor on the Second EdiƟon by Hella 
Wiesberger  

7  For further informaƟon, please contact us at: groupe.statuts@proton.me 


