Letter to the Editor of “News for Members”

To the Editor:

As a member of tHaving theChristmas Conference/Gelebte Weihnachtstaguogp, | would like to
bring more focus to Joan Almon’s article “Legal iset Against the General Anthroposophical Society”
(NfM 2006/2). Focusing closely @il events, issues, and sources important to anthoppasal life is
what we are all about, and this is vital to beimgsponsible Society member capable of making
meaningful decisions.

First, though, an outcome not availabfemwJoan Almon'’s article went to press: The attemmde
on July 11 to settle the new lawsuit out of comdex inconclusively. Bodo von Plato, who was
representing the Council there this time (Paul Mgokas traveling) did not feel able to accept the
plaintiffs’ proposal, yet did not suggest changea oounterproposal, either. The case has beerdrastil
fall. There is still hope that it might be settleat of court, if dialogue becomes possible.

Joan Almon merely mentions that the LCC wandase against the Council. Yes, it did — the pabi
case and also the Council’s appeal. Members shkoaal why two courts decreed the Council’s
constitution plans unlawful. As succinctly as pbksi The Council claimed that our existing societs
not the true and complete successor of the sofdatyded in December of 1923, but that a hitheréaziive
and unknown second society was the true succegbimt) the Council reactivated and called the “Gaher
Anthroposophical Society (Christmas Conferencelie Tourts declared (as many members had suspected)
that, no, our present GASin full succession of the 1923 society, and that€ouncil's claimed dormant
second society lacked any legal basis, and therelidrnot exist. The court records and other docuisne
relating to the suit were first and most fully mamelic by the LCC and never sufficiently made kmow
and discussed in the Society at large.

Joan Almon writes that the LCC fills “meetingi&h their own motions with the result that otlesrk
cannot be accomplished.” Perhaps, since now twasbave sided with the LCC against the Council, we
should consider the possibility that those LCC owiweren’t simply “their own” but objectively and
vitally important to all Anthroposophists, and papb, if the rejected motions asking to discussctaify
the constitution issue in advance had been coresigert of the “work ... [to] be accomplished”, this very
costly and divisive lawsuit of 2004 and 2005 cdudde been avoided. Plenty of members knew the
Council’s constitution plans lacked a legal baaig] could not commit to the Council’s planned new
society, but they were not heard. They were, i Beprived of their member’s right to vote at the
December 2002 meeting.

One of the motions not accepted for the Aprheeting, Joan Almon says, “implies that the Cduras
not been acting according to the law.” It ifaat that the Society is not abiding by Swiss law. Téeson
Paul Mackay gave for not hearing that motion anmdesof the others is that the Council is automdjical
required to act according to Swiss law, so thatudisions or votes on this would be pointless. Bait t
completely bypasses the real issue: The starting [ the Councilsn't abiding by Swiss law, and don’t
the members have a right to hear, discuss, andovotieat issue?

Regarding responsibility for the costs of ld@suit — it is set down in black and white in ttaaurt
judgment (which, again, could have been made mwesaible) that the six Council members are

* The right of members to hear, discuss, and votiaein motions is guaranteed in Article 67, Parabrapf the Swiss Book of Civil
Law. The Council’s obligation to hold meetings in @aance with the way they are announced so thatbees may prepare in
advance is set forth in Article 67, Paragraph 3e(€ktraordinary meeting of April 8, 2006 was anre&ehin writing to members as
being for the express treatment of the previouslyied motions; yet at the meeting they were netéctat all, but simply all downed
by the Council’s countermotions — no discussioavedid).



responsible, and not because the LCC or anyonevelststhem to be, but because Swiss Epecifieghat
they are, as losers in the lawsuit. The Counciligppsed society, the GAS(CC) cannot pay becaukmeig
not exist. The members who expressed their beligfis society by vote in December of 2002 canmot b
made responsible, because we no longer know exahbtiythey were; many did not vote that way, and
most Anthroposophists by far weren’t even at theting; many had never heard about the issue. Tyus,
court decree and logically, responsibility for thessts passes to the six Council members whaoealltge
existence of the nonexistent society, and had dyread members vote them its executive council

Joan Almon writes that the proposition that the @ilupay court costs out of its own pocket “haseieed
very little member support.” But member support hadearing on this at all, since the cailgtreedhat
the Council members must pay.

The past lawsuit had to be brought becaus€tumcil could not be persuaded in any other wayith
was following an illegal course. This current lawssi brought for similar reasons. The wholesale
suppression of member motions is not lawful, naenpsychologically and not worthy of Anthroposophy.
All six of the suppressed motions were reques@aoncil members that they abide by the law, amsl it
well known that when troubling issues are not opeldalt with, they fester. Leaders need to be tabtkeal
with diversity of opinion; they need to welcome nieminterest ireveryphase of Society life.

| say together with Joan Almon that “Beciety’s freedom and life are at risk”, though diifferent
reasons. It is currently at risk because we hayevarning body that seems to see no need to apitiens
and rules, to inform fully, and to engage in heafiive-and-take wittall members, all of which is essential
not only to the practice of Anthroposophy, buttte tonduct of any responsible group.

Joan Almon says that she “cannot discern wieat [the LCC] really want.” | refer her and other
readers tavww.888GOYA.org which includes English pages. In these you mag, falong with
background information, the entire court rulingddhe six motions central to the new lawsuit. Iroél
this, the LCC clearly sets out what we “really wanthamely the open, democratic society Rudolfr&iei
had in mind in December of 1923, in which the esotnd exoteric (the former movement and former
society) are one. The LCC is sometimes accusedgstivity, but this is a positive goal! Yes -- rsile
principles, and bylaws have esoteric dimensiond,disregarding them is no mere technicality, amlysa
hampers esoteric work.

I will be glad to answer questions on theiesfRRudolf Steiner calls on us to make our own foelgts.
We can only do that when we are fully informed.

Christiane Marksdbmarks@taconic.nget Copake Falls, New York August 7, 2006

2 The February 24, 2005 judgment of the SolothurghHEourt, points 4 and 5, lists the Dorneck-Thsrst
Court and Solothurn Court costs together as 497&(ks, the damages due the first court and thersec
court together as 51,000 franks. In both instaitcgtates Virginia Sease, Heinz Zimmermann, Paul
Mackay, Bodo von Plato, Sergej Prokofieff, and @tiurs Pietzner are jointly responsible for the payin
[of these sums]”.



