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Thoughts About Governance 
Inspired by John Bloom’s Workshop 

 

Scope 
I have written down some of my thoughts arising from the Governance workshop with John Bloom (14-
15 September 2012 in Thornhill), and I hope these thoughts will stimulate further discussion and follow-
up.  (I have been inspired by John, but please don’t hold him accountable for my inadequacies! –MM) 
 
Freeing up capacities 
It is sometimes said that the Board functions as the ego of an organization, and this is certainly the case 
with many organizations.  In a truly modern organization, however, one can say that the ego is 
expressed in a matrix of agreements.  John Bloom’s definition of governance follows from this: 
Governance is ‘freeing up capacities in a context of agreements.’ 
 
Covenants 
Contracts are a small part of a relationship.  A complete relationship needs a covenant.  A covenantal 
relationship rests on a shared commitment to ideas, to issues, to values, to goals, and to management 
processes…Covenantal relationships reflect unity, grace and poise.  They are expressions of the sacred 
nature of relationships.  - Peter Senge 
 
A covenant describes how a leadership group (a Board for instance) wants to work together with other 
groups in the organization. This is in effect a policy document.  It can be modified, but the modifications 
apply to all the agreements.  Once the covenant is endorsed, it becomes much easier to make the 
secondary agreements that are necessary for legal and accounting compliance. 
 
 
The character of agreements 
 
This alone is healing: 
When in the mirror of the human soul, 
the whole community finds its reflection. 
And when, in the community, 
the strength of each individual is living. 
- Rudolf Steiner 
 
This verse by Rudolf Steiner can be seen as a meditation on governance.  How can we create 
agreements that free up individual capacities to serve our mission for social good?   
 
When we try to form such agreements, a ‘creative tension’ (Senge) arises.  We want to recognize the 
authority and spiritual identity of the other, and to work out of love and trust.  At the same time, we 
have the difficult task of holding each other accountable to our agreements, and ensuring that we all 
stay focused on our common purpose.  This calls for the development and training of new capacities.  
How do we learn to act freely in the context of our agreements? 
 
In biology, we learn that each organ is part of the whole, so the work of each organ contributes to the 
success of others.  This lesson about interdependence is very helpful in forming successful agreements.  
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So much more can be accomplished by working creatively with others.   Even when working with 
difficult partners (e.g. government regulators) we will do best to find a small piece of common ground 
and build on it.  The principle of interdependence applies here as well.   
 
Most agreements today still have a Roman character, and reinforce behaviours related to the 
Intellectual Soul.  How can we make agreements that are more modern, in the mood of the Spiritual 
Soul?  Here are some word pairs that point in the right direction. 
 

Intellectual Soul Spiritual Soul 

Power over Power with 

Controlling Supportive 

Restrictive Freeing 

Directive Empowering 

 
Reframing the term ‘delegation’ 
 The primary task of a Board is:  ‘Account to the public for the organization’s performance.’  This means 
that the operational work – the management of the actual activities of the organization – must be 
delegated to others.  In traditional organizational forms, delegation is seen as top-down and 
hierarchical.  The key words here are ‘direct and control.’  In the new forms that we are trying to create, 
delegation is more complete.  To be effective, the person delegated must have full responsibility AND 
authority AND accountability.  Delegation cannot be partial.  The Board can counsel and advise the 
person delegated but must leave it up to him or her to figure out how to get the job done.  Unless and 
until the Board decides to revoke the delegation, they need to stay in the background.   
 
Here is a modified diagram from the Bloom workshop: 
 
 

Public 
State1    State 2 

 
Corporation 

(Board) 
 

******* 
Activity 
(CEO) 

 
 
 
This approach to delegation can be extremely difficult (especially for organizations working with 
government partners who enforce Roman governance directives as a condition for funding).  As well as 
the daunting task of re-writing governance policies and bylaws, there is the deeper challenge of 
changing our behaviours and taking some risks with new forms of agreements.   
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Learning from Kindergarten 
In a Waldorf Kindergarten, the teacher establishes a regular rhythm and pattern of activity.  This gives 
the children a framework that guides their attention through the day.  And, when it’s time to play, they 
really PLAY!  Nothing else is on their minds: a space has been created for really free play. 
 
This is a model of good governance.  Once the Chair has established a regular rhythm and pattern for 
conducting the Board’s business, there are fewer surprises, and the attention of Board members can 
then be guided into productive work.  Administrative matters are kept in their proper place, and a 
sacred space for decision-making emerges.  In this way, the Board can begin to feel more confident 
about its primary mandates: LOYALTY (to what end?), and CARE (at what cost?). 
 
Case study: Anthroposophical Society in North America 
 
The Anthroposophical Society is to be an association of people whose will it is to nurture the life of the 
soul, both in the individual and in human society, on the basis of a true knowledge of the spiritual world. 
(Principle # 1 of the General Anthroposophical Society) 
 
Since the founding of the Society in 1923, much has been accomplished and there is enthusiasm for the 
development of further work.  At the same time, there is a sense that somehow we are falling short of 
expectations, and that the world is “passing us by”.  One underlying issue, I think, is the sorry state of 
our infrastructure.  Although we spend countless hours in meetings (there are 100s if not 1000s of 
anthroposophical organizations in North America), we don’t seem to be very good at governance.   
 
Taking the diagram below as starting point, we can ask two questions: 
- What is the character of the agreements represented by the connecting lines?   
- Are there other lines that could be drawn (e.g. ASC – Chapters, ASC – ASA?  What would be the 
character of such agreements? 
 
Once we develop a stronger (not necessarily larger!) infrastructure, we will be in a better position to 
support the healthy governance and development of institutions in the anthroposophical movement. 
 
        Sections 

SCHOOL 
(N.A.Collegium) 

     
   

GAS 
(Executive Council) 

       Chapters 
ASC    ASA 

    (National Council)  (General Council) 
 
 

CAO 
 


