Service is A Key
By: Marcia G.
PRACTICAL APPLICATION OF CONCEPTS I, II, AND III

When I was asked to write an article about A.A.’s Concepts I, II, and III, I thought “quite the
challenge!” It would have been easy for me to write about our Twelve Steps, as they are part of my
entire being: almost from the very beginning of my sobriety I learned that to stay sober, I needed to
embrace and live by the 12 Steps. It also would have been easy for me to write about our Twelve
Traditions, as I came to realize how necessary they are in ensuring that A.A. will continue to be there
for me and for all who wish to get and stay sober.
The Concepts, on the other hand, are something else: the very word “Concept” means an abstract or
generic idea generalized from particular instances. In A.A.’s case, those “particular instances” were
both the challenges that our early A.A. groups faced, coupled with Bill W’s and Dr. Bob’s recognizing
that there needed to be “checks and balances” governing major decisions affecting A.A. as a whole.
The Conference Charter states: “The Conference will act for A.A, in the perpetuation and guidance of
its world services, and it will also be the vehicle by which the AA movement can express its views
upon all matters of vital AA policy and all hazardous deviations from A.A. Tradition. Delegates should
be free to vote as their conscience dictates; they should also be free to decide what questions should
be taken to the group level, whether for information, discussion, or their own direct instruction.”
Now, let’s discuss the “practical application” of Concepts I, II, and III.
Concept I states: “Final responsibility and ultimate authority for A.A. world services should always
reside in the collective conscience of our whole Fellowship.” Without this defined relationship, A.A.
could be run by just one or a handful of power-grabbers who could refuse to hand over any
authorities to others or to Groups.
Concept II states that the General Service Conference is the actual voice and the collective conscience
of our whole Fellowship.” Our leaders are but trusted servants: they do not govern.
And Concept III states that A.A. Groups, the A.A. Conference, and the General Service Board and its
staffs and committees have the “Right of Decision:” every service entity, regardless of its level, has the
right to decide which issues they can deal with themselves and which issues need to be referred to
others for advice and action.
To discuss the “practical applications” of the first three Concepts, I could have written about how
they work at the Group, District or Area level. Or I could have discussed what they don’t mean (for
example, Concept III, the “Right of Decision,” does NOT mean that someone in service can make on
their own a decision that affects other individuals or Groups). Instead, here are some of my thoughts
about the first three Concepts and the General Service Conferences that I attended.
Area 59 blessed me with the opportunity to represent Eastern Pennsylvania at the General Service
Conference back in 1991 and 1992, and I got to see how all three of these Concepts actually worked.
Back then, I loved controversy, and what happened played right into my hands. In those days,
Delegates did not receive information about Conference Agenda items ahead of time. This, in and of
itself, was not in keeping with either Concept I or II, as it precluded the Groups from having any input

into issues the Conference was considering. But besides that major shortcoming, the issues
themselves turned out to be highly controversial.
The first issue – one that came up during my first Conference -- was a footnote that was added to the
A.A. Service Manual that stated that pay raises for GSO Staff members would be based on their
performance. The principle of pay for performance was not new. But the footnote was controversial
both because there had been no input from the Delegates and most other Conference members, and
because it appeared that the Board had overstepped its authority by deciding that it had the power to
unilaterally implement the pay for performance process. The Delegates and GSO Staff members were
“up in arms” about the footnote and the way it was added to the Service Manual without any
discussion or consensus. Needless to say, the footnote was subsequently removed, and the Delegates
had been given a valuable lesson about Concepts I, II, and III.
For my second Conference, it appeared that the General Service Board (and other service entities)
had also benefitted from the lesson of the previous Conference. This time, Delegates received some
information about Conference Agenda items before the Conference. And an organizational change at
our Headquarters was presented to the Conference as a proposal by the General Service Board. It
appeared that the Board had determined that an organizational change was not within their purview
to decide and that only the Conference itself, as the conscience of A.A., could make such a decision.
Panel 41 Delegates were still a little skeptical, having participated in the previous Conference, but all
seemed pleased to be given the opportunity to discuss the Board’s proposal. And what a discussion
ensued! Boiled down, the proposal was to add a layer of supervision between the General Service
Office Manager and the Board of Directors. All previous Managers had reported directly to the Board.
A new Manager, who had served as a Delegate and later as the Pacific Regional Trustee, had been
hired, and it appeared to many of us simply that the Board had doubts about the new Manager’s
ability to run the General Service Office. Much to the Board’s surprise, the proposal was ultimately
rejected. But I and my fellow Delegates left that year with the realization that our Concepts, in concert
with our Twelve Traditions, really work, and that the future of A.A. was in good hands.
Every Conference and every year thereafter have reinforced that realization. The Internet,
technology, service events such as NERAASA, Concept workgroups, and so many other
communications innovations, continue to enhance A.A. members’ understanding of our service
structure and how things get done in this wonderful Fellowship of ours.
Marcia G.
Past Delegate, Area 59, Panel 41

Treatment and Accessibilities Committee Spotlight
The Treatment and Accessibilities committee is made up of five District Committee Members from
Area 59. At the beginning of Panel 71, we were given recommendations for our committee from the
new Delegate. As a group, we decided to meet once or twice a month on zoom. During our monthly
zoom meetings, we chose to focus on discussions regarding Bridging the Gap. When making
decisions on how to further the efficiency of the Bridging the Gap program, committee members
worked closely with the Corrections committee, Bridging the Gap coordinator, and our committee
advisor the Alternate Delegate for Area 59.
Part of the work we have started, to achieve a more efficient program, involves contacting the
DCMs of every district in Area 59 to make them aware of the first annual Bridging the Gap workshop

