
RELATIVES RESPOND 

Telling Our Story – Our Vision, Mission and Strategic Themes for 2014-2017 

Purpose 

This note is a response to the CVT strategy document, Telling Our Story, from a group of 

Delrow relatives and families who met on 11
th

 April 2014. It is intended as a backdrop to our 

meeting on April 26 at Delrow and a basis for more detailed discussion over the coming 

months. 

BACKGROUND  

CVT's strategic review takes place amidst a difficult regulatory environment. CVT has 

successfully dealt with numerous difficult challenges from the Charity Commission, the Care 

Quality Commission and local authorities. Feedback from these bodies has been positive.  

Camphill communities have faced problems in a changing world. In some cases these have 

been serious. But they have been largely limited in scope and emphatically not systemic. This 

is demonstrated by the fact that many Camphill communities in England and Scotland have 

introduced significant reforms, eliciting exemplary regulatory approval, while retaining the 

traditional co-worker-led Camphill model. It follows from this that addressing issues of 

governance compliance, safeguarding and care does not require root and branch change.  

The question is not whether CVT communities should be compliant, efficient or have proper 

safeguarding procedures for the beneficiaries at the heart of its policies. These principles are 

self-evident and incontestable. The crisis identified by the Groundswell Partnership report 

(2012) has largely been dealt with. This response seeks primarily to scrutinise the likely 

effect of future policies, as outlined in the strategic review, on the Camphill ethos; on 

whether the sweeping nature of CVT's review going forward is proportionate to the actual 

challenges it faces; and whether the radical changes likely to flow from this new strategy will 

so fundamentally alter the character of Delrow that it will no longer be accurate or 

meaningful to call it a Camphill community 

SUMMARY 

We recognise that a document that looks forward over a three-year period and seeks to 

identify and articulate strategic issues will necessarily be couched in general terms. Some 

aspects of the document are welcome. With few exceptions, however, these might have been 

drawn from the promotional literature of any number of other social and health care providers 

The document summarises the principles of Anthroposophy. But it does not clarify what CVT 

means by an Anthroposohical community or what value it places on the Camphill ethos by 

defining how it intends to preserve it in practice. It is conspicuously lacking in the specifics 

needed to define such a community. It does not help us to understand CVT's intended future 

direction. Our overall judgement is that it represents a missed opportunity and calls for 

further dialogue. 



THEMES AND PRIORITIES 

CVT’s strategic themes and key objectives are set out in seven points (page 8). Many are 

relevant. But they could apply equally as standing items on the management agenda of any 

business or non-profit organisation. The need for rigour is accepted. But it is very different in 

tone with the spirit of the worldwide Camphill movement.  

The document states that "controlling costs and maximising all income opportunities are the 

top priorities". (Our Changing World, page 5)   

This emphasis on means rather than ends is strongly echoed in Strategic Themes (Page 8). 

CVT’s first strategic priority (1) implies command and control management by the Board. 

Camphill communities work best where there is a sense of partnership based on mutual trust 

and of a life shared. This is of the essence.  

This is followed by "financially sustainable" (2) and "well resourced" (3). Items such as 

"developing our property portfolio," however important, have a higher priority in the key 

objectives than Anthroposophy, mentioned in item 4 merely as an "inspiration".  

This raises a central question: does CVT regard Anthroposophy as a driving principle with 

practical applications, or does it cite it merely as a vague acknowledgement of its distant 

origins?  

The description of Rudolf Steiner's and Karl König’s philosophy on Page 4 is welcome. But 

the document fails to translate the fundamentals of the Camphill ideals and practice into a 

distinctive and imaginative form. This suggests a reluctance clearly to grasp and embrace the 

living reality of Camphill; how the Camphill approach is different from the alternatives; why 

it is the model of choice of its beneficiaries and their relatives; and what makes Camphill a 

unique and thriving model of social care, even though, or perhaps because, it is not part of the 

mainstream.  

We note the reference to Rudolf Steiner (page 4). But who was he, and why do his ideas 

remain pivotal and relevant to Camphill today? The document does not address these 

questions.  

The document prominently quotes the Think Local Act Personal review's observation that 

"there remains a long way to go to make personalisation real for everyone" (Page 5.)  But it 

fails to acknowledge that choice is inherent in the founding principles of the Camphill 

movement and that Camphill communities have always focused on helping individuals fulfil 

their aspirations. As Groundswell puts it, "The right strategy for CVT would be to engage 

with personalisation in a smart way, negotiating and finding ways that its elements can be 

integrated with and aligned with the work of the communities.” This implies engagement, 

negotiation and consensus. 

 



In their introduction, the Chair and Chief Executive state that "Historically our communities 

have developed organically, sometimes without a shared sense of direction". A glance at 

Camphill communities worldwide (A portrait of Camphill, Edited by Jan Martin Bang, Floris 

Books) powerfully and movingly contradicts this assertion.  

The final slogan - "We will continue to improve putting the people we support at the heart of 

all we do" - is of the kind used by any profit-seeking business, with the word "customer" 

replacing "people we support." 

The Chair and Chief Executive also state, on Page 3: "We must not stand still but respond 

flexibly to our changing world." This is a goal we all share. Camphill communities in Britain 

and worldwide have been rising to this challenge without compromising their principles. We 

share this desire for renewal but feel it would be best served by drawing primarily on the 

wealth of Camphill experience rather than by means of costly outsourcing. 

Co-workers 

“We met many skilled and highly motivated people supporting people with disabilities in the 

communities – this is a resource that needs to be nurtured and can form the basis of a 

strong future.” In Control Review October 2012 

What families with people living at Delrow can clearly see, from the overwhelmingly 

positive experience of their relatives (confirmed by the Groundswell review,) is that the co-

worker household model manifests the underlying principles on which Camphill's 

exceptional approach to care is based.  The model must of course remain relevant and adapt 

to changing needs. Co-workers cannot be immune to fresh ideas. They need support workers 

to help them in their task. These things are acknowledged.  

However, all this is best achieved by genuinely involving and supporting co-workers in the 

process of change. It must be emphasised that the stability, continuity and authentic 

community life offered by the Camphill model is a crucial part of its defining and distinctive 

approach. This is the basis of the "service," or more properly the life opportunity, which led 

us and our relatives to choose Camphill rather than other care providers. It is not disputed that 

many excellent alternative models of care exist. But they are not Camphill. This point is 

fundamental. 

Concerns that commissioners may reject a properly accountable co-worker model, in our 

view, are alarmist not least because such a model delivers consistently high levels of care and 

is manifestly cheaper than the alternative. Groundswell suggests CVT explores the widely 

operated Shared Lives formula. In this arrangement, disabled persons live a family life with “ 

shared life carers”. The cost, like that of the co-worker model, is modest, and it is widely 

accepted by commissioners. The issue is complex. The way forward is not easy. That should 

not deter CVT from taking a flexible and imaginative approach. 

It seems to us that, at a time of change, a golden opportunity has been missed confidently to 

articulate a fresh and meaningful Camphill vision for the future, rooted in its founding 

principles, one which can set a proud example to the rest of the care world.  



Particular Points Arising    

Several points require clarification in order to establish whether the document indicates a 

significant departure from current largely successful arrangements, based on over 70 years of 

experience by a movement which continues to provide outstanding care in 20 countries. 

Plans 

In its Introduction (page 3,) the document is presented as CVT’s first "Strategic Plan."  It 

does not however constitute a real plan, since it lacks clearly defined policies, a statement of 

resources and a timetable for achieving its stated aims. 

The document states that each community will be asked to develop a Local Action Plan. We 

welcome this. But will Delrow enjoy the genuine freedom to shape its own practices, 

appropriate to its own needs? Will its management and co-workers be trusted to implement 

them? Groundswell emphasizes the need to “retain as much local community decision-

making as possible”. The coming weeks will provide an opportunity to judge CVT's 

intentions in this regard, and an opportunity to involve Delrow families in the process. 

Local  

The introduction states that there will be engagement with commissioners and communities 

and that local "needs" will be assessed.  What does this mean?  Is it envisaged that Camphill 

communities will feel obliged to undertake assessment of social and health needs in the 

locality in which they operate, and if so for what purpose? Is the intention for Camphill 

communities to become explicitly local "providers" to meet "local needs," and if so what 

effect will this have on existing residents? 

CVT Moving Forward (Page 7) 

Two pledges are made:  

- "Expanding our range of care and support."  It is unclear what the future implications of this 

might be for existing beneficiaries, the Camphill ethos and demands on scarce resources. 

- "Establishing a modern co-working model." As we have stated, co-workers are 

people with unrivalled expertise, the beating heart of Camphill. A parallel may be 

drawn with consultants in the NHS. This does not mean, any more than it would for 

NHS consultants, that co-workers should not be open to self-improvement. But if 

"modern" means business-model modernity driving cost reduction, such as out-

sourcing or zero hour contracts, it would not be helpful.  

"A focus on independent living" (On the Horizon Page 5.) How will this be 

interpreted? A gradual move to supported living within the village may be in some 

people’s best interests but is not suitable for all. This is something that Camphill 

communities have long provided.  Such a policy, however does entail a risk of stress 

and loneliness. Close consultation with beneficiaries, families and responsible co-

workers is required. 



The family or household model 

The family model, with live-in house coordinators, lies at the very heart of the Camphill idea.  

It would be a retrograde step to replace this exceptionally successful model across the board 

at Delrow, with co-workers who live out and a rotation of sleep-in support workers who come 

and go. It would pose a particular risk to the most vulnerable, who need this life-sharing 

warmth and dependable continuity to flourish. As such, under the Mental Capacity Act 

(2005) it would require a specific proposal to users and, in the case of those who lack the 

capacity fully to grasp the implications of such a move, to their families. Like other proposed 

changes this requires careful thought and extensive local consultation. 

The future: Induction and mentoring. We note that the document does not mention the 

imperative for a strong Camphill-led induction programme, with the precepts of Karl König 

and Rudolf Steiner at its heart. New ideas and practices should build on these principles. 

Such a custom-made programme, drawing on the acumen of senior co-workers as well as the 

broader Camphill movement, would anchor Delrow in the founding principles and ensure a 

dynamic, relevant and thriving community for future generations. Carefully selected elements 

of best current practice should be included in, but not replace, a Camphill induction model.  

Conclusion    

While some aspects of the document are welcome, Delrow families consider that, as a 

blueprint for modern Camphill communities, an opportunity has been missed to project a 

confident and grounded vision of the future. The document will not reassure those engaged 

with Camphill who are experiencing uncertainty about the future. On the contrary, it raises 

serious questions about CVT's real long-term intentions.  

Nor does it present Camphill's great achievements to those outside the Camphill movement. 

A related concern is that by diluting the Camphill “brand” future donors, both institutional 

and private, may wonder whether they are donating to an authentic Camphill movement. 

It has been suggested that commissioners may be reluctant to fund intentional communities 

such as Camphill. This is not supported by our own experience and seems to relate to the 

recent, now largely resolved, issues of compliance and accountability rather than any 

fundamental concerns about the model.  

If communication and dialogue with key stakeholders, including families, is to be 

meaningful, a more serious and purposeful stance should be adopted by CVT including the 

production and circulation of documents that can better assist discussion. 

To sum up: CVT has done well to face down important challenges. Its stance now should be 

should be epitomized by the slogan: “Proud to be Camphill”  

 

 



Assisting the Delrow Camphill Community 

As we say at the outset, we recognise that Delrow has experienced some organisational 

challenges. The imperative of ensuring externally regulated compliance coincides with 

personnel flux and operational changes within the community itself. We recognise CVT’s 

success in tackling these challenges. 

In this context, and with the intention of preserving and enhancing the community and the 

lives of all those who live there, those families that have met and discussed the evolving 

situation are committed to helping. This help could take different forms.  

The offer of help is intended not as interference in the proper management and operation of 

the community but, rather, as a resource available to those at Delrow responsible for its 

operation.   

Some family members have already rendered direct voluntary (and cost-free) help to 

Camphill communities in various ways. Additionally, cost-free consultancies were arranged 

through a leading British university for the fulfilment of briefs relating to cost accounting and 

fundraising.  

However, it is not only through direct individual efforts that can assistance can be given - a 

range of contacts with a range of skills and professional competences may be drawn on to 

fulfil specific and technical tasks. 

In short, families of people living at Delrow Camphill are committed to the community and 

want it to succeed in a form that benefits the people who live there.  In the spirit of 

reciprocity and dialogue, we are offering our assistance and await a response. 


