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Interview Two with the Right Rev. Charles E. Bennison, Jr., by Clark Groome, Diocese of Pennsylvania Oral History Project, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, December 6, 2016.
CLARK GROOME: Okay.  When we finished part one of the interview, you were talking—we stopped just after you’d been elected as bishop of Pennsylvania, and you came to Philadelphia, and you visited, at Allen Bartlett’s request, with members of the staff, and you stopped in to see him.  This was when you were in Camden (actually it was Haddonfield),  New Jersey for a totally non-related event.  And you felt tension right away with the staff.  And you felt, as you said in the preceding interview, that some of that might have had to do with the disappointment that members of the staff had that their colleague John Midwood had not been the person who was going to get the job, but that somebody that they didn’t know—

CHARLES BENNISON:  Right.

CG:
—from outside.  How tough was that for you, to feel that tension when you were really just sort of at the top of your game, and a very important part of your career had just been acknowledged, and you’d been elected to this really nifty, and big, job, which your father had also held?  Did that cause tension for you, or disappointment?  How did you feel about that?

CB:
I just observed it as a fact.  I didn’t feel any shock, or surprise, or disappointment in it.  I just thought that they were understandably anxious about the change, because they didn’t know what would happen next to their own jobs, or to the direction the diocese would take.  I also felt that—

CG:
So, they just didn’t know who Bennison was? 
CB:
Exactly, but I also felt as time went on that spring, when I joined the staff and went to weekly Thursday staff meetings, that there also was a kind of fortress mentality at Church House, that there was always incoming, that we were on the defensive, that we were putting out fires, that we were solving problems.  That we were in a reactive mode, and not in a proactive mode.

CG:
Okay.  Was that unique to the Diocese of Pennsylvania, do you think, or was it the times?  Because you were elected in ’96, and consecrated in early ’97.

CB:
Right.

CG:
General Convention was coming to Philadelphia, so there was a lot going on, so people were busy and anxious, I would imagine, that we staged a good—a good General Convention.

CB:
Right.  Right.
CG:
But was the Diocese of Pennsylvania unique at that time?  Weren’t there issues in the Church that were affecting a number of dioceses—women priests primarily in those days, I would guess?

CB:
I think part of it was attributable to the fact that the diocese, being an eastern, East Coast diocese, and having had congregations that preceded the formation of the diocese itself, tended to be more congregational.  And so, the role of the diocese, vis à vis its parishes and mission churches was to attend to their problems rather than to something that the diocese as a whole would be doing together.  And so, every Thursday morning staff meeting, most of our time was taken up with attending to one, two, four, five problems with parishes or clergy.  


That was most of what we were doing.  We weren’t talking about how the diocese itself could better come together, how it could move forward.  There was nothing, from what I could—there were some things, but as a whole the time was spent dealing with local parish problems that the diocese had some involvement or engagement with, usually conflict, usually a priest in trouble with his vestry, or with his parish, or a misconduct problem.
CG:
And that’s something that headquarters has to deal with, right?

CB:
It does, indeed.  But by the sixth or eighth month in my time as coadjutor I realized that we could be reactive—we had to be active, and by active I came to define that as what all bishops and dioceses do.  They file canonical reports.  They send bishops out to do visitations.  They do confirmations.  They ordain clergy.  They send them to seminary.  I define that as the active thing, and then I thought, “How can we become more proactive, as a diocese as a whole?”  


And I thought that part of the reason we were so reactive was because we were not proactive.  Had we had something that was drawing us as a whole completely as a diocese, it might mitigate some of the conflict problems that we were dealing with.  One problem we were dealing with was the number of retired clergy who stayed in place and continued to interfere in the life of the parishes they left.

CG:
Oh, really?

CB:
We were able to solve that within a couple of years, after I became diocesan.  

CG:
Did you, before you came, when you were in the process, wake up in the middle of the night like all people do?  Of course, when you wake up in the middle of the night, you usually get up and get to work.  But, did you have any specific goals in mind for the diocese before you got here?

CB:
I did not.  I was committed to trying to hear what was going on, and see where the Gospel was moving in this place, this unique place, and do whatever I could as a preacher, teacher, pastor, to name that, to announce it.
CG:
Did you know much about Pennsylvania, the Diocese of Pennsylvania, before you got here?
CB:
No.  I had been here only a couple of times.  My first time in—well, I had been here as a Boy Scout.

CG:
No, but I mean, you didn’t know the diocese?

CB:
I didn’t know.  I didn’t know it at all, except that I had been down; I preached at St. Paul’s Chestnut Hill when Dean Evans was the interim.  And I knew people in the diocese, of course.  I had students who were here.

CG:
Right.

CB:
As newly ordained priests.  And I knew people like Charles Carter.  So I probably knew—I knew so few people here that when it came to the electing convention, and someone on the floor of the convention had to put my name into nomination, and be seconded by two people, we couldn’t find two people.

CG:
Okay.  So, you were really an outsider?

CB:
We found one person, Peg Stevens.  And she seconded my nomination and made the requisite small speech on my behalf.  But we could not—and “we” was a small group of people that met, that were basically EDS trustees in the diocese, met at Peg Schneider’s house, maybe the weekend before the election, and sat around after—I guess we had dinner or something.  There might have been six or seven of us, myself and these mainly laypeople—and thought, well, who can possibly speak for him?  So, we really thought it was a hopeless—[laughs].
CG:
You thought the election was pretty much focused on electing John Midwood, I think?  A lot of people—

CB:
I’m not sure I knew that at the time.  I just didn’t think that it would be—I had a funny dual feeling.  I thought that it didn’t make any sense that I would be elected, and yet I kept feeling that I would be elected.  I had this odd intuitive feeling that for some reason, I think it was the response of people to me in the event at the Episcopal Academy.
CG:
The dog and pony show?

CB:
Yes.  That it was my interaction with various people.  Of course, I knew the other four candidates, because we spent that weekend together.

CG:
Sure.

CB:
And a couple of them I knew well.  One had been my seminary roommate, and another was a person, when we were both young priests in the Diocese of Los Angeles, with whom I’d worked extensively on Christian social relations, is what they called it.

CG:
Right.  Okay, so you’re here.  You’re consecrated; you’re the coadjutor; and you’re the host of General Convention.  What was it like?  I mean, you probably had been to General Conventions?

CB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
What was it like to all of a sudden have the General Convention and the whole bloody thing here, in a particularly important year when they were electing a new presiding bishop?  What was that like?  Was that a fun time?

CB:
Oh, it was.  It was exciting.  I had no work to do, because Allen was the host.

CG:
Right.

CB:
And so I had the best of all possible worlds.  I was here.  The only thing that Joan and I did that was exceptional was that we hosted a dinner for my bishop’s class here in this house, one night, and so we had all those bishops and spouses come here.
CG:
And they were all puppies in the Episcopate as well?

CB:
Yeah, right, right.
CG:
So you were all at the same place because you had just done that, been consecrated that year?

CB:
Right.  The most exciting part of that was, there’s a rule in House of Bishops that the last five bishops consecrated become the tellers and counters of the vote for presiding bishop.

CG:
Okay.

CB:
And the oldest of those five is the judge of elections, and that happened to be me.  
CG:
So there were four bishops consecrated after you?

CB:
After me, who served as my tellers, and I was the one who had to oversee the counting of the ballots for Frank Griswold’s election.  And the irony of that is I’m a very bad math student. [Laughs]

CG:
And also, you didn’t care about your own numbers, you said, so that was—

CB:
Right.  Yes.  But, and then there was a controversy.  In fact, I had to count all of the ballots for every election that convention.

CG:
In the House of Bishops?

CB:
Yeah.  And there was a controversy over some election.  I think it was to the board of General Seminary, or something like that, because it turned out that people were bullet voting.
CG:
What does that mean?

CB:
Bullet voting means you are supposed to name five out of the twelve who are on the ballot, and you only do one.

CG:
Oh, okay.

CB:
And so it weights the election in favor of that one.  And this was all around the negative bishops about all the issues.  They were bullet voting to get their person on the board of whatever it was.  And then the issue arose of whether or not that was canonical and those votes would even be counted.

CG:
Yeah, because in a lot of organizations if you don’t vote for the full number, the ballot’s tossed.

CB:
Right.  So, I was called into a meeting with [Presiding Bishop] Ed Browning and Jim Brown, the bishop of Louisiana, who was the parliamentarian in canonical authority in the House of Bishops at the time, over breakfast.  And Brown’s ruling was that these votes were not canonical, but that the presiding bishop would be wise to accept them, because it hadn’t made that much difference in the outcome.  This was behind the dais; behind these curtains I’m having this meeting with these people.  So that was an eye-opener for me as a young bishop.

CG:
That there were politics in the church?

CB:
Yes.

CG:
[Laughs] That was new?

CB:
[Laughs] Well, it was kind of interesting.

CG:
It must have been fascinating.

CB:
Yeah.

CG:
As you were preparing for your episcopate, and you had about, what, a year before you—

CB:
Fifteen months.

CG:
Fifteen months before Allen finally, and I don’t mean that as a pejorative, but until Allen resigned and turned the diocese over to his coadjutor.  How, as you were planning for your time as the diocesan, did your father’s style, method, personality come into play with yours?  Because here you were, a new bishop who had grown up with a man who, from the time you were sixteen, I think you told me, was a bishop.
CB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
What did you take, yea and nay, from your father’s time as bishop, and style?

CB:
I can’t say.  I’m sure there were things.  You know, I served under a lot of bishops, Frank Allen in Atlanta, and especially Robert Rusack.  I would say that Rusack was more of a mentor to me and all of the priests of my generation in Los Angeles who became bishops—Bill Persell, Gethin Hughes—that he was the model.  We learned things from him.  So, I can’t say what—I mean, I knew the culture of the Episcopal Church, I think, that I had grown up with.

CG:
But you never worked for your father as a priest?

CB:
No, no, no.  I was ordained in his diocese.

CG:
Yeah.

CB:
Which I think was probably—today would be problematic, but in those days it wasn’t.

CG:
Yes..

CB:
So, and it made it more difficult than easy, coming through the Diocese of Western Michigan.  The standing committee was much more—

CG:
Tougher on the boss’s kid?

CB:
Yeah.  They made me write an extra paper about theology, and da-da-da-da-da.

CG:
And that makes sense, because then it doesn’t—it frees you from the—

CB:
Right, right.

CG:
—“He got it because,” and you actually got it because you did all of the things you were supposed to do, plus.

CB:
Right.  The one thing I’m sure that I learned from my father and from my family, and from the church in which I grew up, was that you honor the work of your predecessor, and you do everything possible to make the church a little bit better.  And then you stay out of the way of your successor, that you’re only there for a short time, and then you move on and you do not return.  And so I’ve never gone back to any place I’ve ever served.  I’ve been invited back.  Atlanta invited me to preach three times after I left there.  I went back three times to be a guest preacher.
CG:
And you were talking earlier about the fact that some priests meddled after they had retired, or resigned, or whatever.

CB:
Yeah.

CG:
And that that was a problem.  So you were—

CB:
We published, in my first year as bishop, a little brochure entitled, “How to Make a Good Leave-Taking.”  And there were sort of 10 commandments on it. [Laughs] You know, it had an impact.  We gave it to—in transitions, we gave it to all of the vestries that were in transition, looking for a new person.  So they knew what the diocesan’s policy, what the bishop’s authority, the diocesan authority behind a certain policy—and actually, that problem stopped quickly in the diocese.  And one of the things I have to say about the priests who had been hanging around is that they themselves became supportive of it.  I won’t name them, but in a very gracious, loving way, they saw the wisdom of it, and in a way, it freed them up, too.

CG:
Interesting, because I have heard people complain about people looking over their shoulders—
CB:
Right.

CG:
—when they were hired.  It didn’t happen at my parish or the parishes around me that I know the best, but I’ve heard it talked about often.  So, you came in.  

What were some of the—other than being a fireman, putting out problems, what were some of the issues that you felt, or what were some of the programs that you wanted to initiate?  Now, you mentioned again, in part one, the problem of the flying bishops, of somebody coming in who was not a diocesan, a diocese-related bishop, to minister, and confirm, and make Episcopal visits to parishes that didn’t want the diocesan who supported women priests in those days, and then later, gay priests, gay and lesbian priests, or clergy.  What issues did you need to address and work on that began to cause some of the tension in the diocese that existed during part of your episcopate?
CB:
Well, the main thing I wanted to do was to hear what the diocese wanted to do, and that’s why, in May of, May 15th of 1998, when Allen at the Cathedral handed me the crozier, and I became diocesan, that service ended with someone carrying a candle out, now, in the middle aisle of the Cathedral.  And they took the candle to the Church House.  We had invited all priests and all laity in the diocese to come together to plan what the diocese wanted to do.  And we had 435 people who participated, and they came to five meetings—and they came to four meetings over four weeks at Church House.  Some were at 7:30 in the morning, some were at 9 in the morning, some were over lunch, some were late afternoon, some were over dinner, and some were in the evening.

CG:
Just so different people could get there at different times?

CB:
Five paid consultants, led by Cliff Nesbitt, and Carroll Sheppard was one of the key people, and then we had Elizabeth Beach Hacking, and I forget the other two consultants.  But they did this process, and they were to give a report to me, and to the standing committee, about what the diocese wanted to do.  I thought it was a good process.  What it did do, though, is that it brought everyone down to Church House, which was probably antithetical, looking back on it, to the congregational spirit of the diocese.  But it was to bring everyone together.  Of the 435 people that participated, only 100 were priests, and another 100 that were active, because we have 425 clergy in the diocese, approximately, half of whom are retired, so you had about approximately 200 active priests.

CG:
Right.

CB:
Only half of the active priests were interested in participating.

CG:
Participating?

CB:
And one person told me that he heard another priest say, “Well, the new bishop, he can draw up all of these plans with everyone else, and we will just wait until we see them fail.”  So there was that pushback in the diocese under the surface that I wasn’t really aware of.  The consultants came to me sort of the third week of the four weeks of that process, and they said, “You’ve asked the diocese to plan for its future.”  Because I had this theological understanding in my mind that comes from Jürgen Moltman.
CG:
Who?

CB:
Jürgen Moltman, the German theologian.

CG:
Could you spell that for our—

CB:
M-O-L-T-M-A-N-N.

CG:
Okay.

CB:
And, J-U-umlaut-R-G-E-N.

CG:
Okay.

CB:
So, Jürgen Moltmann who was the theologian of hope, that’s how he is known, a German prisoner of war camp intern who gets out and becomes a theologian, and still alive, still influential.  His earliest book, 1972, was entitled, Planning and Hope.  And in that book he says, “Those who have no hope never plan, and those who never plan have no hope.”  So, planning and hoping go together.

CG:
It’s a two-sided coin.

CB:
Yes.  And I thought after 15 months in the diocese, and I saw all this sort of, I wouldn’t say that it was tension, though there was tension, it was fear.  It was a fear at Church House, about what the hell was going to happen next out in this place.

CG:
Yeah.

CB:
And a constant expenditure of our labors on—and I also knew the diocese was in decline, numerical decline.
CG:
Which wasn’t unique to Pennsylvania.

CB:
No, not at all.

CG:
That was happening throughout all of the mainline denominations.

CB:
Yeah, it wasn’t unique to Pennsylvania, but it was characteristic of the Northeast.

CG:
Yes.

CB:
Yeah, and especially in the Episcopal Church.  And so I had a commitment to try to turn that around.  And I thought, “We’re never going to turn this around unless we become more hopeful, and unless parishes actually plan, have a strategic plan for how they’re going to move forward in their ministry.”  And the consultants came to me after about three weeks, and they said, “You know, people in this diocese as a whole have no idea even what a plan is.”  So Frank Turner and I sat down, because Frank was intimately involved with this whole process, and I have to say, he was very—

CG:
He was your assistant.

CB:
Yeah, he was a suffragan.

CG:
He was a suffragan.

CB:
Yeah.  And he was—I would say Frank was extremely excited about this.  At one point he said to me, he said—I’ll tell you the story a little bit later, but he said, “You know, unless the parishes themselves plan for their own future, it makes no sense to plan just for the diocese.  So at that point we decided we needed to help parishes plan, and we offered the same consultants free to every parish to do a plan.  And St. Paul’s Chestnut Hill did a plan.
CG:
I remember that.

CB:
And we came up with this clever idea that we would publish a cookbook called Recipes for the Future.  And we did that. It’s published.  It has in it the parish’s favorite parish dinner recipe, and then their plan, on every page, and a small word about the parish’s history.  I would say that probably seven-eighths of the parishes in the diocese did it.

CG:
How many parishes were there when you started, do you remember?

CB:
One-sixty.

CG:
One-sixty, and there are now what, about 135, something like that?

CB:
Well, there were 140 when I stopped.

CG:
Okay, I think there are a few fewer than that now.

CB:
Yes. Yes.

CG:
Because that’s been what, four years, three years ago.

CB:
You know, in 1900 the diocese had the same number of parishes it had in 2000, and in 1950 it had 220.  And the history of the diocese is almost a perfect bell-shaped curve through the 20th century, of losing a parish every eighteen months.

CG:
Some through mergers, and some through just disappearance?

CB:
Disappearance.  And you know, I would go on visitations and there would be twelve people in church.

CG:
That would be a good Sunday because the bishop was there.  Until there was a—

CB:
It could be they stayed away because he was there. [Laughs]

CG:
Well, there was that, and we’ve got to get into these controversies in a moment.

CB:
Right.  But, even, you know, there were people who will never go when the bishop comes because the service takes too long, all those confirmations and baptisms.

CG:
[Laughs]

CB:
No, it’s true.

CG:
No! [Laughs]  This was a time in the church’s history, as I remember it, and as others in this process have explained it to me, when not only the Diocese of Pennsylvania, but the Episcopal Church, was going through a tremendous number of—dealing with a tremendous number of important issues.  Women priests were more or less settled, but not completely.  The issue of gay and lesbian priests was exploding, even though in this diocese there had been a number of gay priests in parishes.  People knew they were gay for years without any problem, but there were also some parishes that were very resistive.  You came in, and as I remember it, you were an advocate for diversity.  


And there were some people that wanted the flying bishop to continue.  I’m talking about, Good Shepherd Rosemont was one parish particularly, and St. James the Less, and there were some others, St. John’s Huntington Valley.  What did you inherit, and how did you change it, in terms of, “I’m the bishop; I’m going to come visit you?”
CB:
Well, what I inherited was the Pennsylvania Plan that Bishop Bartlett had put in place in order to really create a bridge to the parishes that were so opposed, especially to gay, lesbian clergy being open, out, all that, but also women priests.  And some were still resistant about the Prayer Book.  So, he had created the Pennsylvania Plan, which meant that a parish, if it paid its diocesan assessment, could have a bishop of his choosing who was of their liking.
CG:
Of Allen’s choosing?

CB:
Yeah.  And that plan was to expire with the General Convention of 1997.

CG:
Okay, so—

CB:
So, when it expired, I really—the other thing that played a factor for me was that the canons require that the bishop diocesan visit every parish every three years.

CG:
Right.  Are those the diocesan canons, or the National Church’s?

CB:
National Church canons.  They may have been changed since I—I don’t know, because they obviously created controversy.  And the National Church itself was not upholding them.  It did not enforce—I mean, it would never come after a bishop who did not do it.  But I felt that I didn’t want to be in that position, personally.  


And at one point I actually called up Allen, and he was home, and I went over to his house and asked him, “What should I do?”  You’d have to ask him exactly what he said, but what I took from that conversation was that his effort had been a goodwill effort to create a bridge with those parishes, on the hope that over time, reconciliation unity would be enhanced, and it had not happened.  And he said to me—I remember him kind of going like, “I think you’d better not continue that practice.  You need to do the hard work of just upholding.”  


So I did that.  I decided that I would not more than every three years, but every three years, those parishes—well, we put them on the regular visitation schedule, is what we did, which meant every 18—it meant that I was doing 80 visitations a year, with 160 parishes, so I was seeing every parish every two years.

CG:
And Frank Turner was doing a similar number?

CB:
He was, and then when Edward Lee joined us he was doing visitations, and I think that was it.  I think those were the bishops doing the visitations.  
CG:
Borsch never did any, did he?

CB:
He would do the rare visitation if there was someone, some bishop got sick or something, but I don’t think he did more than three or four.

CG:
Fred Borsch
, from—
CB:
Yeah.

CG:
Yeah.  Let me just make sure that we’re still getting this.  

[End Part 1/Begin Part 2]
CG:
All right, so when you started requiring, or just following the canons, what kind of resistance, and I mean, from, “Don’t you dare come here,” to turning their back on you, what kind of resistance did you find at some of these parishes?  And how did that affect the diocese, the whole diocese, do you think?

CB:
Well, it’s hard to know.  I think that it’s impossible to know, actually, because it could have had a salutary effect, and that would have been that parishes that might have been more resistant to having the bishop come decided it wasn’t worth resisting.  
CG:
And you can’t tell that, right?

CB:
You can’t tell that.  But I do believe that that was the case.  I believe that there were parishes—you know, I had 11 parishes that were trying to pull out of the diocese, basically.  But there were three or four others that, had I not taken the stand I took, with the support of the standing committee, we might have had those other three or four in the same column of parishes that were really trying to leave the diocese.

CG:
Of the 11, how many reconciled?  Not because some action was taken, but because they decided, okay, we’ll stick with it?
CB:
Well, very few reconciled, but most remained part of the diocese, and the clergy left.  The clergy, what I always understood and what is the case is that a priest can leave the Episcopal Church, but he can’t take his parish and property with him.  And of course, when you leave, some of the parish, if not all of the parish, does indeed leave.  But we retained all of the property. 

CG:
Yes, and there were any number of legal things.

CB:
Yeah, yeah.

CG:
But you won them all, but the diocese won them all?
CB:
Right.  The only court case, really, was St. James the Less, and I think that sent a signal to others.  I’ll never forget when we had a—I came back from a visitation at St. Peter’s Third and Pine, and I came home and I was going to an afternoon visitation, but it was so close I walked home.  I got a cell phone call saying that that morning some renegade bishop from South Carolina had been at St. John’s Huntington Valley, and had received 300 members of that parish as members of his diocese.  And two days later, we had at Church House a meeting with the chancellor of the diocese, Bill Bullitt, and Phil Lyman, the rector of that parish, and maybe their warden, and Frank Turner.  Whoever was assisting the bishop at that point was probably there.  And there are like six or seven of us, and [Phil Lyman] offered to have us take sale of the parish for x millions, to be paid over 30 years.  And I said no.  And they said, “Well, then we’ll leave the parish.”  They gave up.  They left.

CG:
Well, they did it the right way.  In effect, they did it the right way, didn’t they?
CB:
They did, they did.  They left.  But that was a parish where before then, when I went there on a Sunday morning and sat in a pew, they would not give me communion.  When I went up to the altar rail, a Baptist minister wearing an Episcopal stole refused to give me communion.
CG:
It’s not funny, but it’s just so bizarre in retrospect, I guess.  The biggest fight, or the biggest fight publicly, anyway, was with Good Shepherd Rosemont and David Moyer.

CB:
Right.

CG:
How did that develop?  Because ultimately you defrocked him, I believe, if that’s the right term.  But there were other options; there were other actions you could have taken.  How did that all play out, and why was that symbolically such an important issue for you?
CB:
Well, it wasn’t an important issue for me.  It was important, but it wasn’t central to what I was doing in the diocese, by any means.  I would go out to Good Shepherd and meet with their vestry.  I would ask to see their books.  They would show me some books.  I was pretty convinced they weren’t the real books, or all the books. 


They were always extremely angry.  They would argue with me about theological issues.  I would write long, careful letters to them.  I would go there on my vacation, attend worship in the pew and talk to the people at coffee hour.  I would stand on the front lawn and drink lemonade with them.  And that went on for a long time.  And then one Saturday afternoon I was driving back from a diocesan council annual overnight retreat at Immaculata College, and I can see myself at a stoplight, about to get on the 202, and my phone rang.  And I think it was Pam Darling from the standing committee, saying that David Moyer has made himself a bishop.  What are we going to do?
CG:
[Laughs]

CB:
And I knew that that was it, and that I could not any longer allow for that.  

CG:
But as I understood it, he made himself a bishop, not of the Episcopal Church of the United States, but of—
CB:
TAC, Traditional Anglican Church.

CG:
—whatever the church du jour was for, the people who were resisting where ECUSA was.

CB:
Right.  So, I have many stories to tell about visits to Rosemont, including, we held a meeting at the parish hall of St. Christopher’s Gladwyne at one point, where 50 people from Rosemont attended.  And we had chairs arranged in a circle; we all sat there.  I remember it was summertime.  And all of those efforts at conversation—Frank Griswold and the House of Bishops kept saying, “You know, the word conversation and the word conversion have the same etymological root, so if we can just be in conversation with people, we can effect conversion.”
CG:
Right.

CB:
And I believe that, and I still believe that.  I think that’s key to any kind of life in community, but that wasn’t working when you had someone as rigid as David Moyer.  So after, I remember talking to Pam Darling, who was a wonderful member of the standing committee, and a very wise woman, very knowledgeable theologically, about taking some kind of action.  We had the same problem with St. James the Less in East Falls.  There, the rector kept asking me to depose him, David Ousley.  He’d, when we’d have lunch together, say, “Why don’t you depose me?”  “I don’t want to depose you, David.  I want us to learn.”  This went on for years. [Laughs]

CG:
Want us to learn to live together?
CB:
Yes.

CG:
Yeah.

CB:
And finally.

CG:
Did you hold that first meeting at—not that first meeting, but that meeting you just mentioned at St. Christopher’s in Gladwyne because Bill Wood was the chairman of the standing committee?

CB:
No, it was just a neutral place.  I forget exactly why we held it, but I know it was with the Good Shepherd people.  I think they were trying to go off site from—it was proximate, geographically proximate to Rosemont.

CG:
Okay, because I know that Bill Wood was a huge influence, and member, and friend of yours.

CB:
Yeah, yeah.

CG:
And was at one point president of the standing committee.

CB:
Yes.

CG:
And I didn’t know whether this was one of those times when you were working together?

CB:
Could have been, but I don’t remember that.

CG:
Okay.

CB:
Yeah, yeah.

CG:
So, what happened after you deposed him?  What was the reaction to the deposition of Moyer?

CB:
I don’t remember.  I really don’t remember what—I know that I—I have on my computer enormous numbers of letters that I composed, and went through many vettings with staff members and other people.  I did everything possible to inform the bishops of the Episcopal Church, the whole long list that you send out everything to when you need to inform everybody, as to why we took the action we took, and the history behind it, and so forth.  So, but I don’t remember exactly what the immediate reaction was.

CG:
Okay.  But the issues were primarily dealing with the gay and lesbians, and women.  That’s what caused a lot of the resistance?  Or was it a resistance of authority?

CB:
It was that, of course.  It was different.  You know, we had St. John’s in Huntington Valley, Atonement Morton, St. Paul’s Chester.  St. Paul’s Doylestown, to some extent, I was worried about.  I was certainly worried about Good Shepherd, Good Samaritan Paoli.  We had East Falls and Rosemont.  


My greatest disappointment was All Saints Wynnewood.  All Saints Wynnewood, of the 11 parishes that were trying to pull out, we dealt with all 10 of them and the standing committee, for reasons I will never understand, because I strongly suspect that there was something covert going on of which I was not aware, the standing committee itself refused to ever take disciplinary action with regard to Eddie Ricks and All Saints Wynnewood.  There had been sexual misconduct there, under a prior rector.  And they passed a resolution saying that the parish was in violation of the canons, that the rector was in violation of the canons, and but, that Bishop Bennison was prohibited from acting until given permission by the standing committee.  And to my last day as bishop, that standing committee protected All Saints Wynnewood.
CG:
That’s interesting, and that brings up another issue of your episcopate, which was the relationship between the bishop and the diocesan Standing Committee.  From what you said, again, in part one, Allen had had a fairly cordial relationship with the Standing Committee.

CB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
As it turned out, yours wasn’t quite that pleasant. [Laughs] What was some of the controversy?  What were some of the issues that caused the tension between the episcopate and the Standing Committee when you were the diocesan?

CB:
I have no idea.  I have no idea.  
CG:
There was some talk about finances.  
CB:
Well, I honored the diocesan canons.  One thing is I’m a canonical person, and probably overly canonical.  But I always figured that the canons are an extension of the Gospel, and if they’re not that we shouldn’t be following them, and that somehow they’re a far-away extension of the Gospel, but they’re still an extension of the Gospel itself, and they are there to help us form together a common life together in Christ.  And so I just honored the diocesan canons.  


And when I became bishop, the Standing Committee really was the only body in the diocese that had any real power.  And it had power because it had the money.  And so follow the money, and you end up with the Standing Committee and its power.  And the other bodies in the diocese met constantly, but were fairly, I wouldn’t say non-effectual, but they just didn’t have much to do, or they had very little authority, power.  So I went about the task of creating a strong chapter at the Cathedral, a strong council of deans that began to meet every month with me to advise me on what was happening with the parishes, the clergy.
CG:
Right.

CB:
And a strong Diocesan Council.  Those are the three main bodies that I follow the canons and try to also improve.  The usual Diocesan Council meeting when I became bishop was, we’d meet for up to six hours on a Saturday, three in the morning, have lunch, and then two in the afternoon.  And if you read the minutes, there were hardly any real votes. [Laughs] So, you know, I basically honored what had been set up by the diocese itself as a way it was to function.  


And I think that the Standing Committee felt that I was undercutting their authority.  That would be my—you’d have to ask its members.  It’s probably my great blindness and sin that I don’t understand better why that relationship deteriorated.  What I do know is I worked incredibly hard to honor everything they asked me to do.  I would write—they always wanted to know everything that was going on in the diocese.  And they wanted to have very great clarity on what I was asking of them for their approval.  And so, on that computer over there there are long, long, long reports every month.  They would run from two-and-a-half to 12 pages.
CG:
Yeah.

CB:
Half— the first part were called reports, and I think you’d like to know all, you’d like to know this, paragraph after paragraph of what’s happening.  And then I had requests, and I would request their approval for all the funding matters that I needed their approval for.  Of course, ordinations and all those other canonical things I have to—the bishop had to have their approval for.  So, I tried everything possible I could do to communicate with them.  They wanted those things early so they could read them.  One thing I realized was that if I asked for more than one thing a month, I probably wouldn’t get anything, in terms of the way the Standing Committee was functioning, unless it was something very perfunctory, but if it was something that was—

CG:
Of significance.

CB:
Of significance.  One thing I did, which I’ve done at every place I’ve ever served, which I guess is just my nature and I’m even aware that I’m doing it, but I can’t seem to help myself, is I always heat up a cool system, by my own energy.  And I often—I don’t demand very much of other people, but I do demand a lot of myself, and that tends to make other people heated up.

CG:
Are you inflexible?

CB:
I’m canonical, but I’m not inflexible.  
CG:
And by that I mean, once you’ve made up your mind about something, regardless of what the other input is or whatever, is that where you stand?  Are you firm in your self-confidence and in your judgment, to the point that maybe somebody said, “He didn’t listen to me,” or she said, “Didn’t listen to me,” or, “He’s always doing it his way?”  I mean, these are some of the things that, as things unfolded during that middle part of your episcopacy, were talked about.  


And I remember particularly after—and we can get to Wapiti in a minute—but after the money numbers for how much it was going to cost to buy the campsite were public, and you made the first announcement of having made an arrangement with Wapiti at St. Paul’s Chestnut Hill,  when your interrogator today was the secretary of that vestry, people said you were using money that was not—that was supposed to go to something else.  And this was the beginning of bringing charges against you later.  How did you manage the finances in concert with the wishes of the donors, or the diocesan standing committee?

CB:
Very carefully.  Now, I think that, I’d have to go back and go through tons of minutes and so forth and look at what we did, but I think that there was no, absolutely no mismanagement of any money in the diocese, or any not-honoring of wills and bequests, and so forth.  The diocese does have a lot of money, and we kept getting more money as parishes closed and they sold their properties.  And so, we had a lot of real estate money.
CG:
Which was unspecified for its use.

CB:
Yes. Yes. Yes.
CG:
I mean, it was just general operating funds, or general capital funds.

CB:
Right.  But you know, the macroeconomical picture of the life of the diocese is that parishes were started without any diocesan plan, over 200 and 300 years, actually.

CG:
300 years, yeah.

CB:
300 years.  They just were started.  Only 10 percent of the parishes that were extant in the diocese when I was bishop had been founded by the diocese.  Thirty percent had been founded by individual priests; 30 percent had been founded by individual parishes that started a mission church; and 30 percent had been founded by laity who gathered together, formed a parish, then called a priest to serve them.  But only ten percent—
CG:
Like St. Martin’s in Chestnut Hill.

CB:
Yeah.  So there was a huge number of parishes that were founded, hence the large number of redundant parishes in the diocese, too many buildings for the number of potential Episcopalians in the geographic area.  So, there was an enormous amount of real estate, more than was needed to serve the needs of the Episcopal community, which over time kept getting sold.  And that money kept coming back to the diocese, because that was the canonical requirement, so that most of the $60, $70, $80 million the diocese had when I was bishop—and it fluctuated between those numbers depending on the market—had come, some of it from bequests, some of it like the Sayers Fund, at the time it was $6 million.  But there was also all this money coming in from our sale of property.  And so, it was basically fungible.  It could be spent at the discretion of the bishop and Standing Committee.

CG:
Did you have to, again, explain, if you wanted to spend $2 million on a program of some sort, whether it’s Wapiti or whatever, more training for postulants, or whatever it is?  Did you have to get permission, agreement, whatever the right word is, from the Standing Committee in order to do that?  Or how much autonomy did you have in spending money?  And was that some of, perhaps, where the tension lay?

CB:
Well, there was the bishop’s discretionary fund.

CG:
That’s a whole different ballgame, right?

CB:
Yeah, but the other money, some of it I had to go to the standing committee, they had oversight of most of it.  In the case of Wapiti, however, there had been, I forget the story, but there had been—there was money.

CG:
For a camp?
CB:
For a camp.  And had there been a camp in the diocese at one point?  Oh, yes.

CG:
Yes.

CB:
It was called—it was out in King of Prussia.

CG:
I can’t remember its name, yeah
.

CB:
King of Prussia.  

CG:
And it had closed.

CB:
It had closed, and it had been an old estate.  And it had closed, and interestingly enough, when it closed oversight of that money was given to Diocesan Council, not to the Standing Committee.  And it was given to the Diocesan Council to be used for programming for youth.  So, when the Wapiti purchase came along, and I knew we had that fund because my advisors on the money in Church House, probably Bill Powell at the time—could have been Chandler Joyner; I forget which one it was—said, “You know, you need to go to Diocesan Council if you’re going to use that money,” which I did.  


But the Standing Committee was not happy about that.  They felt that they should have been consulted.  And again, I honored what the diocese itself had set up.  I said, “Well, I’m interested in hearing your advice about that, but. . .”  When I became bishop there were three projects in play.  Allen Bartlett, in ’88 when he first became diocesan, had called for a church house, a cathedral, and a camp.  And when I came to the diocese we had all three.  And interestingly enough, when that process of planning in May and June of ’98 was taking place at Church House, in the third week Cliff Nesbitt, who was Pam Nesbitt’s husband and an active layperson out at Doylestown, said to me, “Everyone wants to hear what you think.  Can we make a video and show it to these?”  We had 38 separate groups meeting at Church House each week.  


So on the third week of that process, I stood against those bookshelves, like that, in the Church House, and they videotaped me speaking about my vision.  Well, my only vision was Bishop Bartlett’s vision.  I said, “I think what we already have we need to build on,” which is a camp, a cathedral, and a church house, and congregations.  We obviously needed to deal with congregations.  Well, when the final report came back from the consultants after four weeks, they said, “What we need is a camp, a cathedral, and congregational development.”  And some in the diocese, and on the standing committee, faulted me for having not listened to the people in that process, because their conclusion coincided with my video. [Laughs]  


So, you know, I later regretted I made the video, but I made it because I was being asked for my opinion.  People wanted to know what I thought.  And at that point what I thought was that I needed to honor the work of my predecessor, and build on what had taken place.  And the other factor that had taken place was that the very month that I became diocesan, Wayland Molton died at—

CG:
Who was that?

CB:
He was the dean of the Cathedral.

CG:
Oh, okay.  

CB:
He died of AIDS.  I called on him as he was dying at Pennsylvania Hospital, African American man.  And it was sad, because he and I had dreamed together about the development of the Cathedral.  He had come shortly before I arrived here.  He was a new dean of the Cathedral.  And the Cathedral itself was a mess.  It was a mess in terms of its physical fabric.  They had begun to take up pews in the front.  It was carpeted, so here were these holes where they’d taken out the pews.  They also had little pipes that came up to those pews, and people were tripping over the pipes.

CG:
Right.

CB:
So it was kind of a symbol of the problem.  The other thing that was a mess were the very bylaws of the Cathedral and how it was to function, vis à vis the diocese.  

CG:
Was this guy there before or after Jack Hardwick?

CB:
I think Jack became the interim dean after Wayland. 
CG:
Okay.

CB:
Yeah, I think that’s what happened.  But that’s when I called Richard Giles.  He came within a year or so.
CG:
Right.

CB:
I think Jack was the interim dean.  Jack may have been the dean before that and after that, both.  I can’t remember.

CG:
Yeah.  

CB:
But, so I faced that problem.  And then my first spring as bishop coadjutor, it’s like, in May there was this committee, and members of it were Maxine Maddox, and Bill Dornemann, and Jenny—I forget her last name (Schlicter), out at Christ Church, Pottstown.  They had found about a 90-acre plot of land out near Pottstown to purchase for a diocesan camp, which is part of the diocesan—so there was a camp property selection committee.  And they wanted to drive me out there to see it, because I was going to have to raise the money, they said, to build the camp on the property.

CG:
Right.

CB:
And I went out there and walked around with them one weekday afternoon.  And it was 45 acres like this, and 45 acres like that, an unbuildable hill.

CB:
Unbuildable hill.

CB:
And there was a small stream running.  And I went back to the library at Christ Church Pottstown, and we sat around this table.  There must have been 12 people there, and they said, “What do you think?”  They were all enthusiastic; they had found this land.  And I very gently tried to say, “You know, I appreciate your work,” da-da-da, da-da-da, “but I don’t think I’ll be able to raise money for that.  But I promise you that I will work very hard to find a suitable property and raise the money for it.”  So I made a commitment to that committee that I would do that, and I spent many a day off myself, driving around Pennsylvania looking for property.  I went up to Eaglesmere one day.  I got out a geodetic map of the entire five-county area and looked for wherever there was a body of water.  I drove out, [laughs] one day I drove out to what I thought was a body of water.  It was a gravel pit that had filled with water. [Laughs]
CG:
[Laughs]

CB:
And then through an amazing set of odd circumstances, we found this land in Maryland.  

CG:
Before we get to Maryland, one of the things that seemed to concern some members of the standing committee, from what I have read and heard, is that your desire—and everybody agreed that it was right, that there were more churches than we needed for the people we were doing—there was the NIMBY, not in my back yard problem, of sure, we agree, do it, just don’t do it to my church.  

CB:
Right.

CG:
There was also the feeling, I think, that parishes that were aided and were dealing with minorities were in your sights more, . . . less important to you, than some of the wealthier parishes.  What was your feeling about how you were going to approach this whole idea of closing, merging, reducing the number of parishes?
CB:
I wasn’t trying to—I did everything possible to keep every parish alive.

CG:
When you say you did everything possible, what was that that you did?

CB:
I tried very hard to raise up minority clergy for ordination, and there was a resistance to that from some minority clergy.  That’s another whole long story.  I started a—I forget what the name of the group was, but I did have all the minority clergy to Wapiti, or the Maryland property, as we want to call it now, for a couple of retreats overnight, where we talked about the problem.  The truth was is that as many parishes, if you look at the long list of parishes that closed, as many not in communities of color as outside of it closed.  Most were small, struggling parishes in neighborhoods.  St. John’s Wissinoming, etcetera, St. John the Evangelist, All Souls Church for the Deaf.  But I think that that was part of the dynamic in the diocese, is that we had too many parishes close to each other, all trying to do their ministry in a faithful way, and to some extent survive, against a lot of difficulty, because the economic model didn’t make sense, does not make sense.

CG:
And most everybody agreed with that, again, as long as it wasn’t their parish that you were—?
CB:
Yeah, yeah.  Right, exactly.

CG:
That was being threatened.

CB:
I would have thought that had there been any tension, it was because I did not agree parishes could close, and I thought that many were closing because they didn’t have a plan for their ministry, and that if they would get a plan and have strong leadership, there was no reason for them to close.  

CG:
I see.

CB:
I would have thought that would have been the tension, because I was really pushing hard that parishes perform.  I’ll never forget going to St. Mary’s on Bainbridge Street, maybe three times, to say to them, “If you will put a sign outside your church, if you will do X, Y and Z, I will get the money for you to do it.  I will pay for it.  But you have to do it, because if you don’t do it, I’m not there on Sunday!  You have to be welcoming people.”  Nothing would happen.  We had one parish, Good Shepherd up off Frankford Avenue, and it was basically run by one family.  And I would go there time and again to meet with them.  I mean, how many evening meetings, weekday meetings I was there, trying to help them to learn how to—and finally they said to me, “We have an idea for attracting new people to our parish.”  I said, “What is that?”  Said, “We thought we could open our doors on Sunday morning.”

CG:
There’s a thought. [Laughs]

CB:
And I had been saying that to them.  And of course, they closed.  They closed.

CG:
Yeah.

CB:
So, I would have thought, because, I did believe, and I think I was naïve about this and overly optimistic, but that if we all worked hard enough and had a plan for these parishes, that there was certainly aching human need in their neighborhoods.  There were decaying schools, and we worked very hard on school, public schools, and we had that whole effort in Harrisburg and so on, of public education.  And gun violence, we worked on that—that we could really make those parishes centers of vital life, and the people would come. 

CG:
It would be safe spaces.

CB:
Yeah, yeah.  We had a number of parishes where the clergy—not a lot, but some—where the clergy I think were probably depressed, not feeling good about themselves or their ministries, not knowing where to go next, not having any opportunity to go anywhere else, who just were scared, and seeking to have the security of their income until they got to the church pension fund and could retire.

CG:
So they just were playing out the string?

CB:
Try Calvary Germantown.

CG:
Which was a noisy problem for you at one point. 
CB:
I would go to them and say, “I think that you cannot afford a full-time”— in the presence of the priest and the vestry, I’d say, “It’s obvious you cannot afford a full-time ministry.  You have 15 people in church.”  I said this at Christ Church and St. Michaels, in front of dear Jean Mather—

CG:
Jean Mather, yeah.

CB:
I said to the vestry, and I had Henry Carnes sitting with me, and we spent hours up there in the evenings with that vestry, with Magic Marker, and newsprint, and working out numbers, and participating and talking with each other.  It would be an incredibly long list of places, from St. Steven’s, Norwood, da-da-da-da-da, where we were dealing with conflict because the parish was running out of money, and it was operating on a model that was unsustainable.
CG:
Yeah, understandable.

CB:
And the priest was hanging on because, scared, and understandably so.  One thing about being an Episcopal priest is you start off in your ministry, and if you do well as an assistant in your first parish, then you become a small church rector, and maybe at a larger church, and so on.  But if at one point you fail, you don’t get asked anywhere else.

CG:
So there you are.

CB:
There’s a track to greater security, but one fail—

CG:
Like any other business.

CB:
Yes, one failure and you ought to be doing something other than ordained ministry, sir, or ma’am.

CG:
Yeah.

CB:
So my heart went out to the clergy in those situations, and I spent hours with them individually as well.  But it probably remains an unsustainable model to this day.

CG:
Yeah.  Okay, so, let’s go back to your own difficulties with the standing committee for a moment.  A lot of people believe that it was initially because of Wapiti and Wapiti being in Maryland, being expensive, and some people thought maybe you were spending money you shouldn’t have spent.  But what was your—tell me why you chose Wapiti, and where you think the diocesan people who were opposed to it were either mistaken, or didn’t give it enough of a chance, or whatever?  Let’s talk about the camp a little bit.

CB:
All right.  Well, we had a survey of the diocese made.  People expressed their views in a poll.  We had this long—we’ve had ten years, a decade, of camping in the summer with young people as part of the youth program.

CG:
Everybody agreed a camp was a good idea.

CB:
Yeah.  And we have had an effort to buy property for our own camp.  What would you want to see in the camp, was basically the question.  

CG:
Okay.

CB:
And what came back was it needs to be within two hours’ drive of every parish.  It need not be in Pennsylvania.  It needs to be on water.

CG:
Okay.

CB:
Those were the criteria.  We’d like to have it on water, and then as time went on, we’d also like to have a retreat center for clergy and parishes, as well as for young people.  So Wapiti met the criteria.

CG:
Describe Wapiti, just for the record.
CB:
Wapiti, when we purchased it, was 618 acres, with a mile-and-a-half of waterfront on the Elk River, which is a tributary of the Chesapeake, and had on it already a large house, a chapel, a large garage which was turned into a conference meeting room and office, and a summer outdoor party porch, which eventually accommodated six bedrooms.  So it came to have, I think, 11 rooms, enough for a vestry.

CG:
Okay.  How much did it cost?

CB:
It cost $7 million.  And the Conservation Fund in Washington, which is a national group that steps in to help purchase land that will be kept as a Forest Legacy property in perpetuity, agreed to put up $4 million.  I have to go back.  Somehow there was a donor involved, and he gave a million to the Conservation Fund, and not to us.  So what we owed back was $6 million, or it might have been $7.  We might have owed back $7, but we had a commitment through Barbara Mikulski, the Maryland Democratic senator in the U.S. Senate, and other people in Maryland, that when Maryland got its share of Forest Legacy monies in that federal budget in 2003, they would dedicate that money to the $4 million, and the diocese would owe only $3. 

CG:
Right, okay.

CB:
So we took title of it, we owed $7, and we had this verbal commitment that we would be the designee for the Federal Forest Legacy monies through the state of Maryland.  And what happened was that the Iraq War broke out.  All Forest Legacy monies, or a large portion—at any rate, whatever the story was, Maryland did not get—

CG:
Get its $4 mill.

CB:
And so we didn’t get the $4 mill, so we owed $7, or $6.  I forget how that went, but.

CG:
$6 is the number that’s in my brain, somehow.  I don’t remember why.

CB:
That could be the case.

CG:
Okay, so where was whatever portion of it—?
CB:
And we’d come up with $3.
CG:
That’s what I was going to ask.  Where did the $3 million come from?
CB:
Well, it came from this fund of the sale of the old camp of the diocese.
CG:
Oh, okay.

CB:
But not all of it, but most of it.  It was something like $2.5, or $2.6, or $2.7.

CG:
So, you were close.

CB:
It was close.  And where the other money came from, I don’t know if it was Bishop’s Discretionary Fund, or some other monies, or whatever, but anyway, that was easy.  That was there.  But then the crisis was, what do we do now?  And one thing that happened was that we were told that after our purchase of it, we had one year to do construction on the buildings that were already there, or we would not be able to construct them within something like 100 yards of the edge of the waterfront.  And if you know about what’s there now, the large house sits within ten yards of the edge of the water.  And so we had twelve months to either do construction or—we thought.  I think we could have probably gone to court and litigated, and all of that, but we thought we had a window of one year to actually carry out the construction on those buildings.  And so we did that.  We hired Mark Retz to be the director of the camp, and the whole program.

CG:
Retz, R-E?

CB:
T-Z.

CG:
T-Z.

CB:
He was the son of Commander Retz, Bill Retz, who was a vestry member at Christ Church, Media, and had joined the camp effort as a diocesan volunteer.  And he’d been in Iraq.  Mark was a Marine captain.  And we’d been praying for Mark for a year. When he came back, he did not want to go back to Aramark, where he’d been an MBA executive.  He wanted to do something other that was eleemosynary.  And he was an Episcopalian, and an incredibly talented young man.  So we hired Mark to—this all came together, the purchase of the camp, the need to do construction on the property within a year, Mark’s return from Iraq, Bill being on the committee, recommending his son.

CG:
Right.

CB:
So, that all fell into place.  So we then spent, I don’t know how much that cost, but maybe a million two, something like that, to do the construction on the property.  And then we started to use it.  We held summer camp there, and we were using it constantly. 

CG:
Were people resistant to the distance, even though they said within two hours of the furthest parish?  One of the things that I kept hearing is it’s too far away for most people.  

CB:
Well, that’s not true, but it was far away from Quakertown.  But it was within two hours of—it was within what people said they would do when we did the planning.

CG:
Right.

CB:
But we also knew that the major growth in the diocese is in Chester County.

CG:
Which is fairly close.

CB:
It’s half-an-hour from Advent, Kennett Square.

CG:
Yeah.

CB:
And so, sort of the demographic center of the diocese actually moving in that direction.

CG:
Moving southwest.

CB:
Yes.

CG:
Southeast.

CB:
But people that didn’t want to go there—but we held many events there.  We’d have 90, 100, 120 clergy come down for a day.  And the vestries started to use it.  We certainly used it for staff events, and so forth.

CG:
All right.  So in the early part of the 21st century, in around 2004 or ‘05, it was clear to a lot of people that there was a tremendous amount of tension between your office and the standing committee, that led to their call, in I think it was February of 2006, for your retirement, or resignation, or whatever you wanted to do.  Do you have any idea—you must have some sense—of what it was that was bugging them, and how you reacted to that?  Because obviously you didn’t resign.

CB:
Well, I think that I don’t understand it completely.  And I think I don’t understand it [unclear].

CG:
Winter is here.

CB:
Well, so I actually ran back from the wine store to get to your car.  I got kind of heated up.  I think that there was a lot of conflict in the diocese itself, the level of conflict in the diocese itself around issues like the camp, also the Cathedral, because when we renovated the Cathedral we were front page in The Inquirer for a couple of days.

CG:
Oh, yeah.  Yeah, right.

CB:
There was that controversy.  There was certainly controversy around the lawsuits.
CG:
David Moyers, and those things. 

CB:
That.  So I think that the whole system was in such conflict, and what happens in any conflict is that at the beginning you’ll have five percent that are antagonists of the leader, and you’ll have five percent that are strong supporters of the leader.

CG:
And the rest are in—?
CB:
The rest just want their church, and go say their prayers, leave their envelope and go home, and go about their business, getting their kids raised, etcetera.

CG:
Right.

CB:
But the longer the conflict goes on, the less possible it is for those in that 90 percent in the middle to go about their business in peace.  The conflict itself, regardless of the issues, takes over.  And in a way, you get conflict about the conflict.  So the meaning of the word “standing” in Standing Committee means, comes from Latin, it’s “status,” meaning “health.”  And the role of the Standing Committee is to maintain the health, the wholeness, of the diocese.  That’s its basic role, and it does that by caring for two things, people and property.  That’s why it’s in charge of who gets ordained, and has canonical roles about depositions, and all that kind of thing, and why it has all that authority over the sale and purchase of property.

CG:
Right.

CB:
So I think the diocese itself, through the conflict, was becoming unhealthy.  And when that happens, the only way to solve and bring peace back to the troubled body is for the leader to go.

CG:
Did you ever seriously think about honoring their request?

CB:
Sure.  But—

CG:
Then why did—we’re into the tough part.
CB:
Yes.

CG:
You know, the liberal media, the hated liberal media is now getting into the tough part with the tough questions.

CB:
Yeah.

CG:
Why didn’t you?

CB:
Because I also believe that when you start a work you should finish it, because if you get halfway through it and then you quit, and there’s been controversy about it—and there always is some level of controversy in any change.

CG:
Oh, sure.  Oh, yeah.

CB:
But if you are a change agent, creating change, try to lead, if you do not complete the work you’ve begun and quit early, the whole system goes back further than it was when you started.  The regression is greater than the progression.

CG:
Okay.  And what is it that you still wanted to accomplish at that point?

CB:
I was trying to fulfill the goals set out in 1998.  I was honoring the strategic plan.

CG:
All right.  So, here you are.  You are asked to resign, and when you didn’t they brought up some financial things and sent them to the presiding bishops.  I say that because one was Frank Griswold.
CB:
Right.

CG:
And then the other one was Katharine Jefferts Schori.

CB:
Right.

CG:
Both of whom I understand may have counseled you to take whatever action they counseled you to take.  And when that didn’t work, they delved back into a long-ago incident that involved your brother in California, and that had to do with his sexual misconduct, I believe, when he was working on the same staff that you were rector of.  That got the attention of the presiding bishop, and she inhibited you.

CB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
Clearly, the Standing Committee wanted you to go away.

CB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
What was it like for you personally?  How did Charles feel when it was clear?  I mean, it had to have been very difficult for you, and for Joan, and for your kids.

CB:
Right. 
CG:
That all of this was going on.  And yet there was the diocese to be considered.  And from what you just said, part of what you were doing was fulfilling your pledge to accomplish A, B, C, and D, and not just A and B.  What was that all like for you, and what did you do during your period of inhibition, other than fight the trial and all of that?  But I mean, what were you doing when you were not serving as the diocesan?

CB:
Well, every day came and I went to the Eucharist every day.  Every morning I got up and I went to St. Clement’s, or St. Mark’s, the only two churches in the city that have daily Eucharist.  And then I would work out at the gym, which I do every day for an hour, and then I’d come home and I read.  I studied.  
CG:
Did you ever get angry?  I mean, really pissed off at this whole business? [Laughs]

CB:
I’m sure that I did, but I can’t say that I—I guess I just held it with sort of a stoic equanimity.

CG:
Just to play through the—?
CB:
I didn’t know where it was going to go.  At the beginning of the inhibition, Bill Bullitt, the chancellor, had gone with me to meet with the presiding bishop, Katharine Jefferts Schori.  And we were convinced that what actually was the case, and then was finally adjudicated to be the case, that there were no grounds for the presiding bishop’s action, that in fact she was in violation of the canons by doing what she did.  And that Bishop Griswold had been in violation of the canons by doing what he had done.
CG:
What had he done?

CB:
Well, he had initiated the—he had turned the matter over to the church courts, when there, in fact, was a statute of limitation against any action at all.  And that was the final adjudication after a long process that—

CG:
After a trial and then an appeal.

CB:
Yes.  But it was very clear from the canons that the time had expired, and nothing could be done by the National Church in this case.  So Bill Bullitt said—
CG:
Innocent or guilty, it had passed.

CB:
Yes.  It also had been dealt with.  It wasn’t just a matter that the case had never been discovered and dealt with, but could not be returned to because of the statute of limitation.  It was also the case that the whole thing had been adjudicated in 1976–77 by the National Church. 
CG:
How had that happened?

CB:
My brother was deposed.

CG:
Oh, okay.

CB:
I did not report him; that was true.  What I did do at the time, which was regarded as good pastoral practice, I told him that he had to report himself or I would report him.  And he reported himself.  So technically, I had not reported him.

CG:
Right.

CB:
But the whole thing had been dealt with, and he had been deposed, and then, as per the canons, the five neighboring bishops of the Diocese of Los Angeles had agreed that he could be restored, and the bishop restored him.  And it turned out, ironically, in the trial that the main person they brought forth to testify to the grievous nature of what he had done was David Richards, the bishop in charge at the time of the Office of Pastoral Development, that he himself had initiated the process with a letter, which we discovered.  He himself had initiated the process of restoring my brother.  So, when I began to contest the National Church action my supposition was, this won’t last very long.  They’ll figure out they can’t do this, and it’ll all be over.  But it went for 27 [33] months.
CG:
I was going to say, it was almost three years, wasn’t it?  Two-plus.

CB:
Wasn’t—what?  No, it went for 30 [33] months.  

CG:
Okay.

CB:
No, wait.  It went two years and three [nine] months.

CG:
Okay, yeah, that’s 27 [33].

CB:
Yeah.

CG:
So it was in the third year of your inhibition, and it was only after the first trial, it was upheld and then you appealed.  And the appeal trial, which, ironically, Clifton Daniel was the president of—

CB:
Right.

CG:
—because he came in later to be the interim.  Not the interim—whatever the term was.  That acknowledged, and the statute of limitations.  So you come back after two years and three months, or a little more, away.  What was that like?  How were you received when you came back?  There were some people that I’m sure were terrified that this horrible man is back, and there were other people who were delighted to have their old friend back.  But how was that like for you?

CB:
Well, it was lonely, for the most part.  Even some of my best friends said, “Don’t come back.  You’re not going to have a pleasant experience.”  They didn’t abandon me, but they just felt like if I was smart, I wouldn’t come back.  So, it was a lonely experience, for the most part.  But I thought that it was important, if in fact the court had finally reached this conclusion.  And the only reason I pursued the whole thing was to come back.  


I was committed to coming back because I was committed to finishing what I started.  And I realized soon after I came back that in fact, had I not come back, what I started would have been erased.  They would have sold the property in Maryland, and they would have not followed through on the Cathedral project.  Those were the two things that really made a difference in terms of the diocese as a whole.  The congregational things I’d worked so hard on would have continued, I’m sure, are continuing now, in terms of trying to maintain.  
CG:
It was also the diocesan history that was not going to be published by the standing committee because—

CB:
That’s true.

CG:
—they thought it was Charles’s book.

CB:
Yeah, yeah.

CG:
And it wasn’t, once people read it.  And you wanted that to be published, and it was. 

CB:
Right, yeah.  

CG:
And as a result, we’re here doing this. [Laughs]

CB:
Yeah.

CG:
You were the one who suggested at a meeting of the History Committee that we do an oral history project.  Are you sure it was a good suggestion now? [Laughs]

CB:
Absolutely.  No, I think it’s really important.

CG:
Now you’re a victim of it.

CB:
I’m about to do one with my mother, in fact.  

CG:
Are you really?

CB:
Yes, I just was with her this weekend.  My sister and I decided that she had so many darn stories that we’d never heard, that she told us this weekend we really need to do this with her.  Yup.

CG:
When you came back, and the diocese was clearly—and I think anybody pro- or con-Bennison would have felt this—did you ever feel that maybe the best thing to do would be just to get out of the way, and let the diocese move forward without you?

CB:
No.  No, the thing that I did feel, that I regretted, was that there were obviously people in the diocese who themselves had been touched by child sexual abuse, for whom I’d become a kind of iconic reminder of that, and that my presence here was negatively hurting them.  And so where I felt poorly about my return was at that level, because I was aware of that.  But you know, I went about—there’s only one parish where I made a visitation where no one showed up in church because I was there.  And they told me when they would all abandon if I came.  And I went anyway, and the priest and I—I think one other person showed up—celebrated the Eucharist in the choir of the church, and then I went home.  That was a very sad day.  
CG:
Where was that, or don’t you want to say?

CB:
It was Holy Apostles in Wynnewood.  Not Wynnewood—Holy Apostles, Remington Road.
CG:
Okay.

CB:
It’s just off of City Avenue, beyond Friends Select—is it Friends?  I forget.
CG:
Friends Central’s out there.  Friends Select is on the Parkway … here.

CB:
That’s right.  Exactly.  Friends—

CG:
Friends Central.

CB:
Is not central, Friends Select is. [Laughs] That was my confusion.  That was my confusion, yeah.  No, but the priest, Dennis, the priest there was very kind to me, and sweet.  I knew it was difficult for him, too.  I knew the pain was all around the diocese, but I just felt that it was important.  I also felt that it was important to honor the canonical process of discipline that I’d been put into, because I thought it was wrongly done, and that it shouldn’t have been done, and it was done, and that if I just submitted to what the forces that were at play in the National Church were trying to do, it would not be healthy for them, and for the whole church.
CG:
Was there not a vote taken in the House of Bishops that encouraged you to retire?

CB:
Yes.  Yeah, yeah.

CG:
That must have all been terribly painful.

CB:
That was painful.  I had to go to the microphone.  I was invited to.  The presiding bishop made a speech, really accusing me of costing the church enormous amounts of money in litigation fees, when in fact, she had started it. [Laughs]

CG:
Right.

CB:
Yeah.  And then I was invited to go to the microphone.  And, you know, during the course of that meeting, when I first arrived at that House of Bishops meeting—I think it was in Phoenix.

CG:
I think that, yeah, I remember that, yeah.

CB:
One bishop, the vice president of the House of Bishops, Dean Wolfe, immediately asked if I could have dinner with him.  Well, at one point I’d preached at Trinity Church, Copley Square, when he was the assistant minister, and he’d hosted me, so I sort of knew Dean.  I thought, “That’s unusual.”  We sit down in this booth at this restaurant on Sunday night, the very night the House of Bishops meeting is opening, and he says, “You’re going to have to resign.  I’m here as the vice president of the House of Bishops to tell you that we all, you must resign now.”  And I just simply said, “Well, Dean, I appreciate what you’re trying to say, and I understand, but I can’t do that.  I’m not going to do that.”  And then various groups would take me aside at breaks, and including friends, saying, “You have to resign.”  They all felt I was guilty of terrible things in the 1970s.

CG:
Well, you had been found—and that’s what the court initially said.

CB:
Yeah, yeah.

CG:
And it was only overturned because of the statute of limitations.

CB:
Yeah, yeah.  But I understood that the statute of limitations is there for two reasons.  One is you cannot have a fair examination of anybody after a certain number of years.  And number two, we believe in sanctuary, based on Genesis 4, that after a certain amount of time, people that have done wrong can be free, that there is a place to go and you don’t hold on forever.  And then on both those grounds that it was—

CG:
And there’s the prodigal son, too, isn’t there?

CB:
Well, there’s that, but that wasn’t my case.

CG:
No, no.

CB:
That’s another case.  But not that I am without sin, I assure you.
CG:
[Laughs]

CB:
But not in this particular case.  But anyway, I thought it was important to just—you know, ultimately in life, you don’t have to live with anyone else, but you do have to live with yourself.  The only person we can’t escape is ourselves.

CG:
Is ourselves.
CB:
Human beings are two-in-one, there’s me and my soul.  And so I had to, in conscience, do what I could live with.  And that’s one thing, and then the other thing I believe is that it’s far better to suffer wrong than to do wrong.  I thought it would be wrong to resign.  
CG:
Why would it have been wrong to resign?

CB:
Because I thought it would not have honored the disciplinary process that I had been in.  The only reason I had done it was because—that I had gone through all of that, was to return and finish the work that I had begun.

CG:
Okay.  In hindsight, being 20-20 as it always is, going back to your early days as the bishop coadjutor-elect, to the time when they said, “Get out of town,” is there anything you would have, in retrospect, and you must have been thinking about it, because you do a lot of thinking, that you would have done differently?

CB:
[Pause]  It’s a really important question, because it’s the question:  Have I learned anything from the things that I went through, from my experience?
CG:
Yeah, I guess it is that question, isn’t it?

CB:
Yeah.  And it’s hard to know.  I think that what I’ve certainly learned is that I don’t understand a lot of things about what happened, and I probably never will.  There’s something about me personally that I’m not aware of, which is a problem.

CG:
For some people.

CB:
Yeah.  That was alienating, or—

CG:
Off-putting?

CB:
Off-putting, or whatever.  
CG:
I asked you before if you were stubborn or inflexible.  I wonder if sometimes, whether you were or not from your point of view, that might have been the way some people reacted.  

CB:
Well, I think that I do come across to some people as rigid, inflexible, determined, willful.

CG:
My way or the highway?  Not quite that.

CB:
Well, people have said that to me.  I guess what I believe is that when you are—I do think that I listened to this community, what it wanted or didn’t want. [Laughs]

CG:
[Laughs]

CB:
And I felt that once we had made up our minds about the direction we needed to take, that it was my job to try to get us there.  And because it never was clear, I also felt that people were, in the chaos, were throwing a lot of their weight around which they didn’t have, that there were people pushing and shoving, and trying to influence.  And there was a lot of effort to assure their own security and position, and money.  One thing that took place in the Standing Committee was allocating money to parishes, some of which were represented by people in the Standing Committee.  And at one point—

CG:
Sort of a conflict of interest, eh?

CB:
I refused to be in the room when it took place, and I kept saying to them, “You really can’t do this.”  And then what would happen was they would, when they faced a request for $50,000 for one of their own parishes or whatever, they’d ask that member to leave the room for 30 seconds.  They’d step out in the hall, and then they would vote, and they’d come back and say, “You’ve been approved.”  So there was a tremendous amount—I often thought, “Blessed are the poor.  The diocese has so much money.  If it was poor we would come together more, because we would need each other more.”  Instead there was all this competition over what funds existed.
CG:
Okay, so you come back in August of whatever year it was, 2009, or ‘08, and you continue on for a while.  The diocesan history gets published.  You have a rollout, and you resign.  What was it that ultimately—what convinced you that now is the time?

CB:
They changed the canons.  At the General Convention in Indianapolis in 2012, they voted a canon that there could be a dissolution of a pastoral relationship with a bishop.

CG:
As there could be with a parish and a priest.

CB:
Right, right.  And I voted for it.  And people at that convention, Bishop colleagues, called it “The Bennison Canon.”
CG:
Yeah, I know that.  Must have stung, too.

CB:
So when Ledlie Laughlin and Mac McCausland came into my office, and asked Mary Kohart to accompany them—

CG:
Who was she?

CB:
The chancellor; still is the chancellor, I believe.

CG:
Okay.

CB:
And they said, “If you don’t resign on the spot, we will send the following letter to the presiding bishop initiating that canonical process.”  And Mac McCausland was in tears.  He was shaking, literally.  The poor man.  I just leaned over and said, “I resign.”  I shook their hands, and—.

CG:
That was that.

CB:
That was that.

CG:
And what was the name of the chancellor?

CB:
Mary Kohart, K-O-H-A-R-T.

CG:
I didn’t know whether it was C or K.

CB:
Yeah.

CG:
All right.

CB:
She was there.  She came in ahead of time and said, “I’ve been asked to be here.  I knew about the meeting.  They called and made an appointment.”
CG:
Did you know what it was about?

CB:
No, but she came in there and she said, “I’m worried about this meeting.”  She didn’t—I don’t believe she knew.  Maybe she knew and was preparing me.  But at any rate, I decided after that, they decided to do that, I would resign, because, per the canons, I knew that was a futile effort to drag the diocese through another canonical process, and there was no ground for it.

CG:
Okay.  And so you did, and you played out the rest of that year, and I remember the service at the Cathedral.  So, what have you been doing since you retired?

CB:
[Laughs]

CG:
And I’ve got one more question after this, which is the one I’ve been waiting to ask for six weeks.
CB:
Well, I applied to the New School for Social Research, and I was admitted to the master’s program in philosophy.  And I have now taken the French and Greek language exams, the formal symbolic language exam.  I’ve completed 10 courses, and I’m writing my thesis.

CG:
And what happens—what will you receive when you are done with all of this?

CB:
I’ll get an M.A. in philosophy.

CG:
Good for you.  All right, here’s the big question.  Everywhere I have gone people have known you for a long time, you’ve been Chuck.  Everywhere that I have gone and people have known you for a short period of time, you’ve been Charles.  How do you determine which one you are where, and how did all of that happen?

CB:
Well, that’s, you know.

CG:
[Laughs]

CB:
I was always Chuck because my father was Charles.

CG:
Right.

CB:
And I always thought that Chuck was an ugly name.  But when I was in Atlanta, which is next to Carolina, it’s interesting that the Carolingian history of the American South is huge.  I had in that parish of 2,500 people, dozens, I mean dozens, of men named Charles, not one named Chuck.  And I went there and I was Chuck, and I had all of these troubles there.  And I thought, it was a superficial thing to think, but I thought—

CG:
Oh.

CB:
I thought, “You know, I should just call myself Charles.  It’s my name.”  And so when I was there I would introduce myself as Charles Bennison, and some people would call me Chuck and others would call me Charles.

CG:
That’s still the way it is now, right?

CB:
And when I’m in Michigan with my friends this weekend, I’m Chuck.

CG:
Joan calls you Chuck.

CB:
She does.  But you know, I don’t like it.  I wish I was just Charles, because I think it’s—it’s also my baptismal name, and one thing I really believe in is baptism.  Yeah.

CG:
Well, Edward Lee has said he got really angry—really frustrated, not angry.  Edward doesn’t get angry.

CB:
Right.

CG:
But frustrated after he became a bishop because nobody would call him Edward, because they—he says, “They stole my baptismal name.  Now I’m Bishop.”

CB:
Oh, right.

CG:
And he said, “No, I’m still Edward!”

CB:
Right.

CG:
So, you prefer Charles to Chuck, even though Chuck is the kid’s name.

CB:
I do.  I do, absolutely.  Yeah.  But if I write to my mother, I sign it Chuck, and my sister, and so forth.

CG:
And some of the people I know who are your friends, like the Caulks, C-A-U-L-K-S, know you as Chuck.

CB:
Exactly.  Right.  But the Endes, you know, Jack Ende always calls me Charles.  I’ll write him an email.  So, who knows?  But I think it’s confusing for people.  When I taught at EDS, the dean had three names.  He went by Deke to his wife, because he had been a deacon at one point.  He went by Otis to others.  And I forget his other name, but I thought that was very confusing.

CG:
This was Otis Charles?

CB:
Yeah, yeah. [Laughs] Now a blessed memory, as are most of my friends becoming.

CG:
Oh, dear.

CB:
You know Fred is very sick right now.

CG:
I didn’t know that.  Fred Borsch.

CB:
He’s in critical care at Jefferson, Fred Borsch.  Breaks my heart to think about him.  He’s 81 years old.

CG:
That seems younger every day, doesn’t it?

CB:
It does.

CG:
One of the things that I’m curious about, and I forgot to ask during the main part of the interview, was when you were inhibited, they hired, not to be the bishop but just to do the Episcopal functions, Rodney Michel, who was basically filling in for you when you were laying hands on people.  When you came back, you kept him on staff.  What was that relationship like?

CB:
Well, you know, we were old friends.

CG:
Rodney’s a lovely man.

CB:
Yeah.  We were in the same class, the class of ’97 of bishops.

CG:
Oh, okay, so you were in the same class?

CB:
I was one of the consecrators at his consecration in Long Island.  So I was glad to have him as a colleague, absolutely.  We have a neighbor at our cottage in Michigan who has been a top—he’s a Wharton graduate; he’s in his late 80s right now, he’s not in good health.  He’s been the executive of a number of major American corporations—the Drackett Corporation.  He was number two at RCA.  And he’s an Episcopalian.  He used to be on the Chapter of St. Paul’s Cathedral in Buffalo.  When I was elected bishop, Wil Larson said, “Be sure to keep your staff.”  He said, “You’ll need those people.”  He said, “I learned as an executive, always keep your whole staff.  Don’t terminate anyone.  In time. you can figure out what to do.”  So when I came here I kept the whole staff.

CG:
Right.

CB:
And part of the problem with the, I would say, the fear factor at Church House was to calm them down, so at one point I called them all in and I assured them they would all have a job.

CG:
Yeah.

CB:
Because I thought their anxiety was about their own personal futures.  
CG:
And it probably partially was.  

CB:
But when I came back to the diocese after being inhibited, I kept the changed staff, and I would have kept Paul Mottl, but in anger he resigned because I had come back.  
CG:
And what was his role?

CB:
He was the canon to the ordinary.

CG:
Okay.

CB:
Rod Michel was a personal friend of his.  And he, in anger, submitted a letter of resignation to me.  And I took it because I couldn’t—I thought, “Well, I’m not going to beg him to come back.”  But had he not done that, I would have welcomed him and found a place for him.  And he would have been a good person, but I couldn’t keep him with that kind of reaction to my return.

CG:
No.  And then—
CB:
I kept Andrew Kellner.  He turned out to be a great employee.  Some changes had taken place.  I kept Linda Hollingsworth and made her my—she’d become Rod’s secretary.  I kept her.  She was terrific; still is terrific, I think.

CG:
Yeah, and she was terrific when Daniel was the provisional.

CB:
Yes.  But Rod was more than laying on of hands.  He was the bishop provisional.  You remember, when I first was inhibited, for one year Allen came back.

CG:
Right.

CB:
And I got calls from clergy who were trying to triangulate me with Allen.  One man called me up and said, “What the hell is Allen Bartlett doing returning to the diocese?”  And I said, “I know Allen very well.  I’m sure he’s doing it out of love and concern for our diocese, his and mine.”  That’s where I dropped it.
CG:
And I think that’s what he was doing.

CB:
Absolutely, absolutely.  But Rod was a great colleague.  And I’ll tell you, after the vote at the Phoenix House of Bishops meeting, Rod and I went to dinner together at a nice, old, sloppy Mexican restaurant somewhere in Phoenix, and he was a counselor and a friend to me, yes.
CG:
He’s older than you, or he’s a week—he’s ten days younger than I am.

CB:
Oh, wow. [Laughs] I’m surprised he’s still breathing.

CG:
[Laughs] The other thing is, it must have been strange when the president of the appeals court became the bishop provisional after you retired.  And I know that you and Clifton Daniel are friends.

CB:
Right.

CG:
But it’s a small club, isn’t it, ultimately in the Episcopal Church, particularly at the upper levels?
CB:
That’s true, but I—

CG:
I don’t mean club in a flippant way.

CB:
I actually had forgotten he was on the appeals court.  But I was thrilled when they hired Dan Daniel.  Ledlie Laughlin was kind enough to call me, to inform me, as soon as they were about to announce it.  I immediately called Dan in East Carolina and just said, “I couldn’t be more thankful,” and told him he was perfect for this job and he’d be in my prayers.  And we saw each other a few times during—we had lunch a couple of times.  And the last time we had lunch was last spring, and I had to ask him if he was on that appeals court.

CG:
Oh, okay.

CB:
I’d forgotten who was on it.  I thought he’d been the chair of it.  
CG:
The appeals court’s all bishops; the other one is not, yeah.
CB:
And he said yes.  I said, “Well, you know, I just—.”  I needed to ask him something.  I said, “You know, when the court reversed itself,” I thought the reason was that a few months earlier we were down in Florida for a week on vacation, and a strange thing happened.  A priest called me up and asked if I could meet him in Sarasota, Florida, in the city park.  I knew the priest.  I preached in his parish once up in New England.  And in fact, he had been an intern in my parish in Atlanta.  When he was on sabbatical he had come and spent time in an urban setting.  


So I met this priest, and he said, “I need to tell you that I find the whole trial you’ve been through a total absurdity, because in my parish there is a bishop who is functioning, who was placed there by the former presiding bishop, and no one knows that he actually himself abused children and was removed from his diocese.”  So I then told my lawyer, Jim Pabarue, and he wrote a letter to the presiding bishop just before the court reversed decision.  And so I thought—I asked Dan Daniel, said, “I just had this supposition that it was this turnaround at the National Church level, that they weren’t about to have me bring charges against the National Church over their behavior with this bishop.”  He said, “That had no role in our decision.”  He said, “We had a lawyer’s letter summarizing your entire case, which I read, and I thought it made no sense.  And before I could do anything about it, I kept getting calls from other members of the court saying it made no sense.  And so I demanded that we meet again.”

CG:
Yeah, that’s what he told me when we did the oral history with him.

CB:
So he told you this story?

CG:
Basically, yeah.  He said that they originally had agreed to uphold the conviction.

CB:
Right, right.

CG:
And then nobody was comfortable with that, so they changed it.

CB:
Yup, right.

CG:
And reversed it.

CB:
Right.

CG:
Is there anything more that Charles/Chuck wants to say for the record, for the oral history, so that people 50 years from now, when we’re in our real dotage, are writing a history of the diocese, or something?

CB:
The only other things I would say is that I think that the establishment of the chair at Lutheran Seminary was a highlight of the time that I was bishop.

CG:
Tell me about that.
CB:
Anna Werner died.  She was a member of the parish up in Rhawnhurst, All Saints Rhawnhurst, a 92-year-old, widowed, childless, retired Philadelphia school teacher who in her retirement, not trusting banks, put her monthly Philadelphia School District retirement check into twelve different banks, allowed herself no luxuries except a fan in the summer, and left $2.2 million to the bishop for theological education.  And at the time, the Lutheran Seminary was asking for our help, and I went to Amanda Smoot on the standing committee, who was on the fundraising committee for the Lutheran Seminary, and asked her if we shouldn’t give part of the Werner gift to the Seminary.  And she said—it was $2.2 million.  She said, “What are you thinking about, like $700,000?”  I said, “No, the whole amount.”  “What?”  I said, “Let’s establish a chair of Anglican Studies so that our students here can go.”  This was just after we had approved (The) Call to Common Mission with the Lutheran Church.
CG:
That’s something we didn’t talk about.  I want to ask you one more question about that when we’re done with this.

CB:
But between that and the Servant Year Program, which we started with the Lutherans, and our relationship between the synod and the diocese, we became a model of ecumenical relations.

CG:
We were sort of the first one to really do that.  Who was the bishop? 

CB:
Almquist.

CG:
Almquist.

CB:
Who is now the rector at Washington Memorial Chapel.

CG:
Yeah.  And he was the interim at St. Peter’s in the Great Valley.

CB:
And Karl Kruger, who just retired from the seminary, is now his assistant at the chapel.  And we also created good relations with the Roman Catholics.  When I first came to the diocese, I found real anti-Catholic hostility in the diocese.

CG:
Not surprising me.

CB:
And one of the things I became very much aware of dealing with the breakaway parishes is that the Anglican Communion itself is a breakaway group.  How the Pope must have felt when the King of England took all of his parishes out.

CG:
[Laughs] Yeah, which is what he did.

CB:
And so the scandal of our division, and its witness to the world came really clear to me.  And I spent a lot of time with, especially Justin Rigali. And during all of my troubles I must say that not a Christmas or Easter went by but what, in the middle of the morning on Christmas Day, Easter afternoon, Cardinal Rigali would call me and say, “You’re in my prayers.  I’ve been thinking about you,” etcetera, etcetera.  I didn’t have that kind of relationship with Chaput because we overlapped only a few months.  I did go to see him in his office my last month as bishop.  I think on the level of the Pennsylvania Council of Church’s local ecumenical work, we did really good work.  And I hope it continues.  I think it’s easy for us not to do that because we’re all struggling.
CG:
While you were in office, while you were a bishop early in your episcopate, we didn’t merge, but we had a full communion with the Lutherans, a full communion with the Moravians.

CB:
Right.

CG:
We’re trying to recover the Methodists at the moment.

CB:
Right, right.

CG:
So there’s a whole lot of that going on.  And Frank Griswold was a big advocate of ecumenicism and rejoining stuff.

CB:
Yes. Yes.  Right.

CG:
When he was PB.

CB:
Yes. Yes.

CG:
Anyway, anything else, or shall I—?

CB:
I think that’s it.  I think there’s so much more to say, but this is enough for history.

CG:
Okay.

[End of Interview]
� When the Standing Committeee and Bishop Bennison gave $2.2 million to the the Lutheran Theological Seminary at Philadelphia to create the Anglican Studies program, Bishop Fred Borsch became its first chairman. 


� Denby. The money from its sales was called “The Denby Fund.”


� From November 4, 2007, to August 4, 2010.





