
Camphill Families and Friends 
Discussion at an open meeting 28th June 2014 Birmingham 
 

CFF meeting with CVT 
 
Mary Pearson (chair) reported on the meeting held on the previous day between delegations of 
CFF trustees and CVT trustees (later joined by CVT management). There was considerable 
discussion among members as follows: 
 

1. CFF’s relationship with CVT 
 Mary reported that CFF had been seeking a meeting with CVT trustees for some 

time, that the meeting comprised a free, positive and cordial exchange of views, 
and that another meeting has been arranged for late July. It was hoped that 
subsequent meetings would follow. Various forms of contact were mentioned, 
such as having a regular liaison between smaller delegations of our two charities.  
We were assured that our request for an on-going dialogue with CVT would be 
very seriously considered.    

 Mary had made very clear at the combined meeting that what motivates CFF and 
its members is the best interest of their relatives, the CVT’s beneficiaries. There 
was general agreement about this. 

 Mary stated that the air had been cleared by our letter to CVT before the 
meeting: what is important to us is what co-workers or, for want of a better 
name, employed Camphill people with great experience in all aspects of 
community life, can contribute to the communities and to the lives of residents. 
This enabled the rest of the discussion to be focused on the future of Camphill 
and not on the past.  

 Mary had also made clear that CFF recognises and appreciates fully the 
extremely difficult and serious problems facing CVT and the great work and 
effort that has gone and is still ongoing into resolving these problems.  We also 
recognised that some communities which might not have survived now have a 
viable future thanks to the CVT. 

 Members expressed a range of views: 
 There were varying levels of acceptance of the current situation. All 

recognised the changes taking place towards a more modern form of 
Camphill, even though some did so with a very heavy heart and with 
considerable reservations about confusing or troubling developments 
that were taking place in their particular communities.  

 No extreme views were expressed about resisting the changes and there 
was an endorsement of CFF’s ongoing relationship with CVT.  

 Mary asked members to email us with specific points and questions for 
us to bring to our next meeting with CVT at the end of July.  

 



2. Shared living/shared lives 

 Mary reported that this topic had figured prominently at CFF’s meeting with CVT. 
CVT had made clear that the employed status of co-workers created many 
problems around shared living (employees sharing a house with people being 
supported).  A range of options are being looked at, from providing a separate 
entrance and living quarters, to co-housing and Shared Lives Plus.  

 Members made the following points:   
 Although they recognised that some people might want to live 

independently, all those present wanted a form of shared living.  
 Most members present felt that shared living (the possibility of 

employed co-workers sharing a home with our relatives) was 
immensely important, and that residents and their families should be 
fully consulted about being allowed to live in this way if they wish to do 
so. 

 

3. Camphill community life, spirituality, ethos etc 
 Mary reported that the central focus of CFF’s meeting with CVT was had been 

how to maintain the Camphill spirit within the context of modern compliance, 
management etc. where there are no longer experienced Camphill people living 
there.  Larchfield was one example. Another was St Albans where CFF welcomed 
the CVT’s decision to buy and renovate the Studio and rebuild the community 
hub building.  Being a community with sound management, and no fire-fighting, 
but no experienced co-workers and a sadly and inevitably decreasing sense of 
the Camphill impulse, St Albans presented the challenge of how to maintain or 
regenerate the main features of Camphill. The same challenge will apply to all 
communities once things become more settled. 

 Mary had asked CVT trustees what they felt made Camphill unique and different 
from other forms of good care.  CFF fully agreed with those aspects which 
trustees mentioned: Steiner’s approach to people with learning disabilities, 
anthroposophical values, festivals, community cultural and social activities, 
eurythmy, the Christian community and so on 

 CFF welcomed CVT’s intention to find ways of strengthening the Camphill 
impulse in communities: there are plans to appoint an anthroposophical trustee 
or adviser and trustees are considering a wide range of possibilities including 
training.  CFF stressed that experience has shown that these values cannot be 
imposed intellectually from outside. People with strong Camphill values are 
necessary to model and transmit the Camphill spirit and practices.  Such people 
could be employed to do this work and sustain the cultural, artistic and spiritual 
elements of community life which are so important to residents and their 
families.  

 Members raised many points about this issue: 



 There was much anxiety and concern that co-workers are leaving CVT 
communities, taking with them the knowledge and experience of all 
Camphill’s aspects that residents and families depend upon. 

 There was endorsement of CFF’s view that the ongoing employment of 
experienced co-workers in various capacities is crucial to maintaining 
Camphill values and community life, as well as schemes to train and 
inspire those without Camphill experience. 

 
4. Involving families  

 Mary reported to the CVT that family involvement was very important. We 
stressed that while we understand that CVT’s contact with families will be 
through their communities, CFF has a wider remit:  we are a voice for those who 
are reluctant to speak up directly for themselves, and we have an overview of 
the whole spectrum. It appeared to many families that their views, clearly 
expressed at the three regional family meetings last year, had not been taken 
into account.  At the level of the individual community, CFF reported that many 
families tell them that they are not informed about major changes until after the 
event. 

 CVT trustees urged us to lobby for funding.  We shall be looking ways of doing 
this and possibly linking with other groups in the future. 

 CFF welcomed the opportunity to meet and speak with Trustees.  A factsheet 
was sent to families by CVT later that day. 

 The combined meeting was very collaborative in that it was appreciated that 
providers and families are natural allies and have much to offer one another. CFF 
offered its help as a link between CVT and families 

 Members felt very strongly about the following matters: 
 At the local level, they simply did not know what was going on regarding 

the swiftly changing management and community life, resulting in much 
tension and anxiety. 

 They were not being involved in decisions about their relatives’ lives such 
as in reviews and person-centred planning. 

 Many families want to help their communities by co-operating with them 
in changes which they recognise as essential. 

 Mary encouraged families in communities to contact each other, find out 
what is happening and look for constructive ways forward together.   

 
                                                                             _   _   _   _   _    


