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BULLITT


Interview with William C. Bullitt, Esquire, by Clark Groome, Episcopal Diocese of Pennsylvania Oral History Project, Narberth, Pennsylvania, January 30, 2015.
CLARK GROOME:  All right, here we are.  First of all, tell me when and where you were born, and tell me a little bit about your background, and your education and stuff.
WILLIAM BULLITT:  I was born in Bryn Mawr hospital on June 9, 1946.  My parents were from Philadelphia.  One grew up on the Chestnut Hill side of the river; one grew up on the Main Line side of the river.  We always lived on the Main Line side of the river because my father worked for the DuPont Company, and was either working in Wilmington or at the old Grays Ferry DuPont paint facility.

CG:
So this was more convenient as far as, logistically?
WB:
I think he said it was like 40 minutes either way.  

CG:
Right.

WB:
Wherever we lived, and we lived in, I’ve been told—I don’t remember the house, that the first house when I was born, when you come out of the Merion Cricket Club driveway and cross Montgomery Avenue, there are three little houses on the left-hand side.

CG:
And one of those was yours?

WB:
And apparently the middle one was ours.  And then we moved to Swarthmore, and then we moved to what was an eleven-acre farm in Newtown Square that is now covered with houses on quarter-acre lots.  And then, when I was about twelve years old, moved out to a road called Twinbrook Road, out what’s now in the direction of the Waynesboro Country Club.

CG:
Were you an Episcopalian from forever?
WB:
Oh, I think so.  I mean, my parents were.  My parents, my growing up—I’ll just tell you briefly, I spent twelve years at The Haverford School.  We used to go to Church of the Redeemer for many years, because my mother’s mother and father lived in Haverford and they went to the Church of the Redeemer, and that’s where we went.  When my Grandfather Thayer died in ’54, and my grandmother remarried in, I don’t know,’58 or ’50-something, she married a guy named Bill Reeves who had a beautiful place out on the Phoenixville Reservoir.  And they started going to the Valley Forge Chapel, and that’s where we started going to church, the Valley Forge Chapel, because that’s where my grandmother went to church.  

CG:
Were you an active participant as a kid?

WB:
My recollection as a kid was that—no, I was not at all active, but my recollection as a kid was going to, at the Church of the Redeemer, going to their Christmas pageant, and going a few times in between.  They had the scariest wise men when they did their Christmas Eve pageant.

CG:
The Magi were scary?

WB:
They were these big guys with booming, deep voices, and they were all in costume, and they were all very dark, and they were swinging the stuff, the stuff as they came up, and so [laughs]—

CG:
[Laughs]

WB:
All of that being scary.  And I remember years later going on an ECS Sunday, Episcopal Community Services Sunday.
CG:
Episcopal Community Services Sunday.

WB:
That was my church service before becoming chancellor.  I remember going on an ECS Sunday and delivering the, I guess it was the sermon, whatever they had laypeople do.  It’s not really called a sermon; it’s something or other.
CG:
Whatever.

WB:
And starting out with a statement that I had gone to Redeemer, as I remember at Christmas and Easter, and maybe a few times in between. [Laughs] But I was confirmed at Valley Forge Chapel.
CG:
By whom, do you remember?

WB:
I don’t.  The name that sticks—
CG:
It was probably Armstrong or Hart.

WB:
It was Hart, and I remember the confirmation—we never went to Sunday school.  The confirmation class I think was six Sundays for about an hour a day, for six Sundays.  And we got confirmed, and I got a little, I think a little prayer book at confirmation, something like that.  Never got seriously involved in the church.  And I guess what happened was that, go to college, get married, started work at Drinker Biddle.
CG:
Slow down a little bit.  Where did you go to college?

WB:
Harvard.  I went to Haverford School, went to Harvard College, Penn Law School.

CG:
What was your Harvard major?

WB:
Political Science—Government, they called it.

CG:
Yeah, in our day they did call it Government, didn’t they, because that’s what it was at F & M too.

WB:
Okay.  It was Government, and I remember concentrating in International Relations, and spending a lot of time learning about the Organization for African Unity, which you don’t hear about much. [Laughs]
CG:
Yeah.

WB:
I’ve never heard about it.  I learned a lot about contemporary issues going on.  One of the most interesting experiences I had was in a course dealing with Latin America, and they spent a lot of time on land reform issues.  And I remember writing a paper saying that instead of breaking up these huge, very efficient operations, what they should do is essentially turn them into what you would call in this country a limited partnership, and have the farmers begin to earn interest in the partnership, so they become part owners, but you still have this huge facility.  And I got a comment back from the paper, from the teaching fellow who was teaching and saying, “Great idea, but incredibly naïve.” [Laughs]

CG:
[Laughs] Then after Harvard was Penn Law?

WB:
Then after Harvard it was Penn Law.

CG:
And then Drinker Biddle?

WB:
And then Drinker Biddle.
CG:
You’ve been there forever, right?  I mean, that’s been the one—

WB:
That’s the one place.

CG:
—the one place.  When did you start there?  Do you remember?

WB:
Sure do—August 16, 1971.  Now, if you’ve really got a mind like that in history, a rather momentous thing took effect on the morning of August 16, 1971, and that was President Nixon’s wage and price freeze.  He went on the television Sunday night the 15th of August, saying we’re going to freeze wages and prices for 90 days, and then we’re going to have a system of regulations as to whether you can raise wages and raise prices.  And I walked into the office Monday morning, and I was the only lawyer with an empty desk, so they said, “Mr. Bullitt, you’re going to be our wage and price control expert.”

CG:
[Laughs]

WB:
Okay.  And I was, for a while.

CG:
And were you married at this point?

WB:
I was married at this point.  I got married right after college.

CG:
Okay.  And where were you living?

WB:
In law school we were living in town at 22nd and Aspen Street, right up by the Fairmount Prison.
CG:
Right.

WB:
And it was a very eye-opening experience for us, because right across the street from us on Aspen Street were really slum-type housing with African Americans living in them.  And on this side of us was all Ukrainian and Polish lower class.

CG:
So this was a little bit different?

WB:
My grandparents and my parents were sure we were all going to be murdered.  But one of the things we learned quickly was the only kids in the area we could trust were the African American kids across the street. 

CG:
Interesting.

WB:
And the real vandals were the Polish and Ukrainian kids.

CG:
Isn’t that interesting?  Okay, when did you start getting involved with the church?
WB:
When?  In 1976, I think.  So what happened was that, the timing of it was that Drinker had an office in London from 1970—’73 or ’74, or, well, ’73 to ’76.  I was sent over there in early ’74 with a two-year-old son who is now [laughs] he hates to admit it, but approaching, what is it, 43? [Laughs] And my daughter was born over there.
CG:
Okay.

WB:
And when we got back to Philadelphia, a number of things—we came back in January of ’76, and a number of kinds of things got us to living in Chestnut Hill as opposed to living in Main Line.
CG:
Was Fay from that part of the world?

WB:
Fay’s parents were from Lockport, New York, and Norfolk, Virginia.

CG:
So she had no connection to Chestnut Hill or the Main Line?
WB:
She went to the Shipley School.  She was a boarder when the Shipley School was boarding.

CG:
Okay.  

WB:
And, no, it was really that she didn’t really like to drive much, and the Chestnut Hill thing worked out.

CG:
Right.

WB:
And houses worked out.

CG:
Right.

WB:
And although we never—before we went to London we were living in a Woodward House in Mt. Airy, in one of those big quads they have, off of, near the Allens Lane train station—or no, not Allens Lane.  Yeah, we were at the Allens Lane train station.  And so, moving back to Chestnut Hill at that point was really a decision on my part. I was not a church person, and I was not terribly religious, and I had never been brought up with this notion of a drilled-in faith kind of thing.

CG:
Right.

WB:
But I said I got something out of it, and I think my kids ought to be exposed to it.  And the question was, Saint Paul’s or Saint Martin’s?  The thing about Saint Paul’s is—was at the time, it may still be, I don’t know—but the difference between them was if you went to Saint Martin’s, it was a much longer commitment on a Sunday morning, because they didn’t have—they had the Sunday school piece of it—I forget if it was before or after the service, but it was not during a service.

CG:
Right.

WB:
And at Saint Paul’s they had this particular process where the kids would start out in, and then leave.

CG:
And then leave.

WB:
And that made it much shorter. [Laughs]

CG:
Yeah.  For full disclosure, I also am a member of Saint Paul’s, and so have known Bill forever.  

WB:
Jim Moodey was the—?

CG:
Jim Moodey was just the rector there, because he came in ’76.

WB:
Okay.  And he had a big impact on both Fay—Fay was my first wife—Fay and me, he was just a wonderful fellow.
CG:
He was a terrific man.  I still am in touch with Penny, which has nothing to do with our interview, but it’s great folks.

WB:
I remember Fay saying one Easter service that we went to that when Jim processed in on Easter Sunday, he had the biggest smile on his face. 

CG:
Amazing, wasn’t he?

WB:
[Laughs] The biggest smile.  So anyway, somehow I got started, involved with the Sunday school, and teaching not the littlest kids, but at a higher level.  The more I got involved in Sunday school, the more I read about the history of the church, and the history of the Bible, and how the Bible came to be formed and created, and the early church and the evolution as it went along.  I had always approached—so for me it was a very intellectual exercise, including understanding the liturgy was a very intellectual exercise, because there was so much of it that for me was metaphorical, and not—I couldn’t take things literally true, which was shocking.  
I remember my father saying, because he didn’t really go to church a whole lot, he said he stopped going to church when he realized, and he was a generation older—he stopped going to church when he realized that most of the intelligent clergy thought of it as metaphor and not literally true, but they never preached that way, and it made him very mad. [Laughs]

CG:
Very interesting, isn’t it?  Were you on the vestry at Saint Paul’s?

WB:
I was on the vestry at Saint Paul’s for I think two terms.

CG:
In those days it was two terms, yeah.

WB:
I don’t remember what years they were on.

CG:
That we have.  I have that information
.

WB:
And so I was teaching the immediate preceding confirmation level, and then I think a couple of the years I taught the confirmation class level.  I remember thinking at one point—

CG:
So, sixth, seventh, eighth graders, those guys, middle school kids?

WB:
And one of the things I worried about is that—one of the things I tried to get these kids to think about at Christmas time was we have these stories in the Bible about the birth, and who was there taking notes?  There was no YouTube; there was no nobody sitting there taking notes.  And some 30-odd years—

CG:
But when you were teaching, you weren’t talking about YouTube either. [Laughs]

WB:
No, I wasn’t but I was talking about something—nobody—you’re absolutely correct. [Laughs] There was nobody taking notes.  Thirty years go by, and Jesus begins his ministry.  He’s executed, crucified, and another 50, 60, 70 years go by before somebody starts writing these gospels.

CG:
Yeah, “Q” the source was, whatever.

WB:
Whatever it was, whoever it was.  Where did it come from?

CG:
Yeah.  

WB:
And I always worried the kids would go home and talk to their parents, and their parents would think that Bullitt was this heretic because he was suggesting the possibility that maybe this wasn’t literally true.  And they’re wonderful stories, and they create a wonderful image of Christmas and everything else as part of it.

CG:
It seems a bit—and maybe this is a little bit off topic, but it seems a bit that your questioning that stuff with your kids in the late ’70s is at the beginning of the whole new view about who is Jesus, and who is the—and how, what is the real Jesus, and all of these surveys.  And I don’t know what they’re called because I’m not savvy enough to know that.

WB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
But you were sort of at the beginning of a period of a lot of that questioning.

WB:
Mm-hm, mm-hm.

CG:
And some people say that part of the fundamentalist explosion was in reaction to those kinds of things.

WB:
Yeah.

CG:
Anyway, how did you get involved with the diocese?

WB:
In 1979 I think it was, ’78 or ’79, I was asked to become general counsel for Episcopal Community Services, and that came about because at that point ECS was represented by a wonderful lawyer named Ed Heins, who was probably in his 80s at the time.

CG:
Right.

WB:
And one of the partners at Drinker Biddle and Reath, J. Peter Williams, wonderful, wonderful fellow from Virginia, was involved in various things with the diocese on various committees, and there were other people at Drinker who were involved.  And I think Peter was the one who suggested me as a possibility for ECS because I was doing a lot of—at that point it was when I came back from London in January of ’76 that I got into what we then called our Orphan’s Court Group, our practice dealing with estates and trusts, and it just so happens, non-profit corporations.  And so I was doing a lot of work with nonprofit corporations.
CG:
Of which the church was one?

WB:
Well, it was ECS at that point.

CG:
Yeah.

WB:
And ECS, as you know, is a separate corporation.

CG:
Yep.  Who was the head of ECS when you were?  Was it Jerry Winterrowd? 

WB:
It was Jerry—well Jerry, yeah.  I think it must have been Jerry Winterrowd, because he preceded Gil Avery, I think.

CG:
That’s right.  Jerry also went to Saint Paul’s, because he lived in the ECS house that’s at the corner of Evergreen and Stenton—was at the corner of Evergreen and Stenton.

WB:
Well, one of the first things I did for ECS was that they had a—Montgomery County and [Springfield] Township wanted to impose a real estate tax on the Springfield Retirement Residence, which at that time was brand new, really quite new.  And they’d lost, ECS lost in the lower court.  And I came in and—I guess they’d lost before the tax people, the tax board.  And I came in and handled the appeal to the Montgomery County Court, and I got them a tax exemption.  

CG:
And the Springfield residence previously had been All Saints Home, which was a tubercular—
WB:
Well, the All Saints was just the hospital; it was at that point a rehab hospital.  It started out as a tubercular hospital back in the late 19th century, and then in the ’50s, with the development of penicillin and other things, tuberculosis treatment stopped, and they turned it into a rehab hospital.  Then they had the extra land, and there were a number of separately standing Episcopal old age homes that were all losing money.
CG:
So they were all going to be combined in Springfield?

WB:
And it was sell off this; sell off this.  There was the House for Rest for the Aged that Spencer Wright was very involved in, and if you knew Spencer he was a wonderful fellow.  Then there was the—well, I forget what the other ones were.  So they all consolidated and built Springfield Retirement Residence, which started out as just a retirement place, without any life care contracts involved.  And competition very early on led them to—this was before I got involved—led them to say, “We’ve got to make this one of these life care communities.”  
And that turned into a disaster, because they had these contracts that people came in, and they lived forever.  And the life care communities operate—you have to have a certain volume, and a certain expected turnover, because the—literally, because the entrance fees that people paid helped deal with debt service, and a lot of the other stuff the organization had.  And Springfield was too small, and people were living a very long time, and costs were going up.  So one of the major things that happened when I was at ECS was coming to a decision that ECS had to get rid of All Saints Rehab, that whole complex, the All Saints and Springfield complex.
CG:
Which also included the hospital?

WB:
It was the Skilled Nursing Facility.

CG:
Yeah, but did it also include the ECS director’s house?

WB:
I don’t know.  The ECS director I was not aware was living there.  Arnold Purdie may have lived there; I don’t know.  Whether Jerry lived there, I don’t know.
CG:
Jerry did live there.

WB:
Okay, if it was on that property then yes, it included the entire campus.

CG:
Right, okay.

WB:
And we managed to—I mean, you laugh!  There were times when we kept talking about the problems of these long-term health care, long-term life care contracts, and I said, “Well, maybe the next time I get the flu I’ll go over and visit a few people.” [Laughs] We were very, very kind of bad taste jokes about the whole thing.  How are we going to cut costs?  Just get the flu, and go over and see some people. [Laughs] We never did.  So anyway, we unloaded that to Chestnut Hill [Hospital], and if we hadn’t, it would have bankrupted ECS.  And that happened while I was there.  
So anyway, I was general counsel for ECS.  Also, one of the things ECS insisted was that their general counsel be on the board, the governing board, and my last four years on the board I was also chairman of the board, and realized that’s a position, lawyer and board chairman or president, I never want to get myself into again.  

CG:
When was that, again?  Do you remember the dates?

WB:
I think I was on that for eleven years, so it was up until 1990.  Because they had a 10-year term, board term, unless you were an officer of the board, and I served 11 years, because I was at the time the chairman of the board.

CG:
So you were chairman from 1986 to—?
WB:
I guess I was the president of the board.  The bishop was the chairman ex-officio.

CG:
Right.

WB:
At ECS, so I was on that board from ’79 to ’90.

CG:
The last four years of which you were chairman?

WB:
I was president.  Allen Bartlett was the chairman.  And I don’t remember exactly when Allen came in, and whether he was—because I forget when he came.  And he would come to some meetings; he didn’t come to all of them.

CG:
’86 I think he came in, yeah.

WB:
So I don’t ever remember Lyman coming to a board meeting.  He may have and I just don’t remember.

CG:
Yeah, Lyman Ogilby, yeah.
WB:
Ogilby, yeah.  So anyway, my term on the ECS board ended in June, I think it was, of 1990.  And in August of 1990, Allen Bartlett called me up and asked me if I’d like to be chancellor. [Laughs] I said, “What does that mean?”  And I ultimately accepted the invitation.  He said one of my first jobs, one of the most important things, was the chancellor acted as parliamentarian at the Diocesan Convention.
CG:
So you had to learn canon law?

WB:
No, I had to learn parliamentary procedure!
CG:
Oh, Robert’s Rules.

WB:
Robert’s Rules, and that summer we went off to Canada for summer vacation, and I had the big, fat, full Robert’s Rules of Order.

CG:
Yup.

WB:
And I was taking notes all over the place and studying this stuff, because I was convinced that the clergy would know all—sometimes the clergy would know everything about Robert’s Rules of Order, and I didn’t want to get caught and tied up in a knot.  I learned not long—my first convention was kind of:  what happened?  Nothing happened, because the clergy didn’t understand. [Laughs] I mean, we didn’t get tied up in knots.  
And Allen knew enough about it that there were lots of times that at the convention the parliamentarian, the chancellor as parliamentarian, would sit right next to the chair of the convention, namely the bishop, and whisper, pass him notes, whisper things to him, keep him on the right track if he needed.  Allen didn’t need a whole lot.  But that, and then reading the canons.  And I read the canons of the diocese, the constitutional canons of the diocese, so I read the canons of—

CG:
National church.

WB:
—the national church.  And so much of what ended up from the canon process, from the canon perspective—a lot of it was just reading through things and trying to make sense of the different rules and the roles that people played there.

CG:
Right.

WB:
The chancellor—I don’t know if it’s been amended since then, but the diocese, the canons of the diocese said that the chancellor was a legal counsel for the bishop and standing committee.

CG:
That’s the specific tasks?

WB:
Yeah.  Legal, and then such other diocesan something-or-others as asked from time to time.

CG:
Right.

WB:
It was the counselor to the bishop and standing committee.  And so jumping way forward, if the bishop and the standing committee were at loggerheads, the role of the chancellor was a very difficult one.

CG:
Yes.  Well we will get there, won’t we?  

WB:
Yeah, yeah. [Laughs]
CG:
Because this diocese had that happen.  Okay, so now you’re chancellor, and you came in at a time when there had been basically an interim guy.  Duffield Ashmead had been there for about a year, John Harrison had stepped down because of some conflicts with some people in the diocese.  
WB:
Duff was my partner; Duff was a partner at Drinker. 
CG:
Yup.  And John Harrison had been the chancellor, and proposed something for General Convention about gay rights that everybody raised hell about, and then he decided that he was becoming a distraction to the bishop, and he resigned.

WB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
And then Duff took over for a year, and then there was Bullitt.  What were some of the—and you can do it any way you want, you can do it chronologically or you can do it by topic.

WB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
What were some of the major issues that you dealt with over your course as chancellor?

WB:
I remember dealing with issues of gays in the church, and meeting very early on when I was chancellor.  There was a resolution presented at a Diocesan Convention.  I guess the issue was that there was a man moving through the ordination process.

CG:
This was during Bartlett’s time?

WB:
Yes, during Bartlett’s time, [a candidate] who was gay, and who had a partner.  And there were these issues of the National Church bubbling up, and I think that the National Church had proposed that there be a commission appointed to study the issue.  And there was a resolution presented at the Diocesan Convention following the General Convention when that happened, that essentially was framed properly to ask the bishops in the diocese to delay any action on the ordination of gays who were living with other people of the same gender.

CG:
Non-celibate?

WB:
Non-celibate.  That’s one of the funny—I’ll tell you in a minute.  And when that resolution came before Diocesan Convention, I think the clergy called for a vote by orders, and that required—when you have a vote by orders, you have to pass—something has to be approved by a majority of the clergy, and then voting separately from the laity, and a majority of the laity.  The clergy vote was significantly against slowing down the process.

CG:
Right.

WB:
The lay vote was very significantly for.

CG:
So they were diametrically opposed to each other?
WB:
Yeah, and I remember that there was then a meeting of the bishop—I was there, the bishop, I think it was called the Commission on Ministry or the committee that was reviewing, and I think the standing committee as well, talking about how to proceed.  And there were two things I said to them.  One was I didn’t think there was anything in the canons that would prevent them from moving forward in the direction they were going.

CG:
Right.

WB:
And there was nothing.  Number two, not canon law, but listen to what the laity said; think about that lay vote.

CG:
Yeah.

WB:
And they didn’t. [Laughs] They didn’t think about the lay vote.

CG:
And Allen went ahead and did it?

WB:
Yeah.  It went ahead.  And Jim Robinson?
CG:
Jim Robertson.

WB:
At St. Asaph’s.
CG:
It was at St. Asaph’s, yeah.

WB:
And I remember going to the ordination service, and several people came forward to object to his ordination as a deacon.

CG:
The interesting thing is, and tell me what you remember of this, a bishop in Diocese of Newark, Walter Righter, had already ordained an openly gay, partnered person, and was eventually tried for that and found not guilty.

WB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
But as I understand it, Bishop Bartlett was next on the runway if Righter had been found guilty.  He really went out there, didn’t he?

WB:
Yeah, he really went out there.  And that case was a fascinating one, because Walter Righter was represented by Michael Rehill.

CG:
Spell that?

WB:
R-E-H-I-L-L.

CG:
Okay.

WB:
Michael Rehill—this is jumping way forward—when the standing committee refused to approve my reappointment as chancellor, and Bishop Bennison was, I forget the term—

CG:
Inhibited?

WB:
Inhibited from acting during the time of his trial, the standing committee hired Michael Rehill to be chancellor.  And he was paid $4,000 a month by the diocese to be chancellor.  He’s the only chancellor I think in the history of the diocese who was paid for that position. 

CG:
Oh.

WB:
[Laughs] So anyway, let’s go back.

CG:
We’ll come back to it.
WB:
Yeah, we’ll come back, because in the Righter trial, there was Michael Rehill and a group of five other lawyers, I think it was five other lawyers from their dioceses, of which I was one, formed a team to work on the Righter defense, and to do bits and pieces of the research, and to do different drafts of the brief, and all of that kind of stuff.  And the basic charge under the canons against Righter was that the ordination went against the doctrine of the church.  And I remember asking the question:  what is doctrine in the Episcopal Church?  And Bartlett had a number of books, and other people I got from the Stevick Library, and I think was talking to Dan Stevick at that point who was—was he at Swarthmore?  He lived in Swarthmore.

CG:
Yeah, he now lives in Cathedral Village.

WB:
Yeah, but anyway, spent a lot of time on doctrine, and so we all participated in the Righter defense.  

WB:
So, that was another major thing that I did during my tenure as chancellor.  It was a lot of fun.  I met chancellors from other dioceses.
CG:
It must have been very interesting.  Of course, times have changed now, but it was, again, it was at the beginning, as you were with so many things.  Go back before that, though, because one of the issues that was a hot topic in the diocese when you were starting was the ordination of women and some parishes’ refusal to accept the ordination of women.

WB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
And as a result, some parishes in the diocese refusing to accept the authority of the bishop if the bishop was going to, or had, or would accept an ordained woman.

WB:
Mm-hm.  Mm-hm.

CG:
So, how did that unfold?  And there were parishes that left, that tried to leave the diocese.  Tell us about that for a minute.

WB:
[Sighs] In the Diocesan Conventions there were a lot of debates and possible resolutions.  I can’t remember if there [were] resolutions dealing with this.  But at some point, I think it was with a Diocesan Convention resolution, there was something called the Unity Commission that was appointed, made up of lay and clergy representatives in this diocese, to try to figure out a way, to talk about ways in which we can continue to live together while disagreeing on these things.  And I was on that commission.  David Moyer was on that commission; Dan Sullivan was on it.  I don’t remember everyone who was on it.  Of course there were a couple of women who were on it, and it was—

CG:
David Moyer, of course, was one of the principal priests in the diocese who was opposed to this, at Good Shepherd Rosemont.

WB:
Absolutely, yeah.  And one of the things I remember about it—you know, you look back on things and say, “What if?”  I remember Dan, I think it was Dan Sullivan.  The commission was really focused on, started focusing on practicalities and saying—

CG:
Where was Sullivan?

WB:
I don’t remember.

CG:
Okay.

WB:
But I remember him saying, “We really need to spend time on the theology of the issues.”  And I didn’t think the theology of the issues was all that important, but I wonder if we would have made headway had we done that, because we never did.  I’m not sure the theology, as opposed to the—these are technical terms, there’s ecclesiology, which is all about the church.

CG:
Right.

WB:
And I think it was more ecclesiology than theology, but who knows?  And that never came; that never created unity.  Then there were the churches who—there were specific parishes that took differing positions when they opposed the bishop.  And they were saying, “We don’t want you to come because we think your hands are tainted if you’ve laid hands on a woman to ordain her, or laid hands on a gay man to ordain him.”

CG:
But initially it was women?

WB:
I think it was initially women.

CG:
Yeah.

WB:
It’s interesting.  One of the parishes was Saint John’s Huntingdon Valley.

CG:
Right.

WB:
Saint John’s—at the time there was an associate at Drinker, who’s now a very important partner at Drinker, who was a member of that parish.  And Saint John’s Huntingdon Valley, when they realized they were not going to be able to come to agreement with the bishop and the church, they simply left, and turned the keys over and the property over to the church.  They split.

CG:
Which seemed to be the right way to do it.

WB:
Was the right way to do it.  At Saint James the Less was another one, and David, David, David, David.  I forget the name of the priest who was involved there.  But anyway, he refused, and refused, and refused, and they tried essentially to take the property out of the church by merging.  They created a corporation that didn’t acknowledge, a church corporation that didn’t acknowledge the authority of the Episcopal Church—.
CG:
Right.

WB:
And went through a merger to merge with Saint James the Less.  Now, Saint James the Less was formed in 1854 as a corporation, and the articles of incorporation state, “This corporation belongs to the Episcopal Church of the United States of America, and this corporation will be governed by the national canons, and the Diocesan Canons,” and a whole lot of other stuff.

CG:
It was pretty clear, in other words?

WB:
It was damn clear!  And we ended up taking them to court, and they lost and had to leave.

CG:
And there have been a number of those both in the diocese and elsewhere, and they’ve all lost so far, haven’t they?

WB:
I think that is not the case.  I think that there was at least, there have been some cases—

CG:
Was it Virginia?

WB:
—of California and the Carolinas, and maybe one in Virginia, where at least at the outset, the diocese lost because there wasn’t appropriate language in the governing documents.

CG:
But ultimately?

WB:
I don’t know where it’s ended up.

CG:
Okay.

WB:
I’ve lost track of these.

CG:
But for the most part, the parishes and the dioceses have won?
WB:
Yeah, I think that’s right, because the language in their governing documents, and in the canons of the national church, the national canons, state pretty clearly that property is kind of held for the benefit of the Episcopal Church, and courts cannot get into a decision of who’s the real Episcopal Church.  I mean, part of what the people, the withdrawing churches, have tried to do is to say, “The true Episcopal Church is one that doesn’t ordain women and doesn’t ordain gays, and therefore we should get the property, because we’re the true Episcopal Church.”  And the courts—

CG:
All won’t play that game?

WB:
The courts won’t play that game.  Something called the First Amendment that prevents them from doing that.

CG:
The First Amendment.

WB:
Yeah.

CG:
That’s a good thing.

WB:
And it’s very interesting the way the—so anyway, the next one was, and is still I think, somewhat separate, is the one right up here on Montgomery Avenue.

CG:
Something Wynnewood?

WB:
Yeah, All Saints, All Saints Wynnewood, wouldn’t let the bishop come.
CG:
Was that one of the issues, you would not let the bishop come?

WB:
Yeah.  That ended up—for all of them, they ended up saying: “We will not let the bishop come.”

CG:
And so what did Allen do about that when he was told that?

WB:
He worked out an arrangement.

CG:
Allen Bartlett.

WB:
Allen Bartlett, he worked out an arrangement and it was called the Parsons Plan, that he said when he put it into effect would last for three years.

CG:
That was Bishop Don Parsons?

WB:
Bishop Don Parsons, and Parsons was a good guy as far as conservative churches were concerned, and he could come and do the confirmations, and that sort of thing.  But the expectation was that the bishops would come, that the diocesan bishop would also be welcome at these churches.

CG:
And don’t the canons say that the diocesan has to visit each parish at least every three years?

WB:
Every three years.  And a bishop who does not do that for a particular parish, or refuses to do so, could actually be brought up on charges for not having done that.  So that was going to be in effect for three years, and toward the end of the three years, I think, was when, if I have this chronologically correct, Allen was retiring, and Charles had come in as the coadjutor.

CG:
Charles Bennison?

WB:
Charles Bennison had come in as the coadjutor.

CG:
That was 1997.

WB:
Okay.  That makes sense.  

CG:
Because that’s when General Convention was in Philadelphia.

WB:
Okay.  So Charles came in as coadjutor and those parishes had not—the expectation was that Parsons would be coming in, but these churches would participate more fully in the life of the diocese in terms of doing things with other churches, so that they would be more involved in the diocese.  And that didn’t happen.  And it is my understanding—

CG:
Did they withhold funds, too?

WB:
They may have; I think they probably did.  I remember at some point in this process they were not sending in their assessments for the episcopate.  That’s another issue I’ll get to.

CG:
Okay. 

WB:
That on the Parsons Plan, it didn’t seem to be working, and I understand, although I was not directly involved in conversations between Allen Bartlett and his successor Charles Bennison, I understand that Allen was having second thoughts about keeping it in force, and that Charles had said, “We’ll keep it in force, but I will come every three years.  I have to come every three years.”  And it was his insistence on coming every three years that ultimately led to the biggest confrontations with those churches, and led Saint James the Less to plan to withdraw, Good Shepherd tried to withdraw, so on and so forth. 
CG:
And they joined, or they tried to join, sort of splinter groups of conservative Episcopal parishes and dioceses.
WB:
Right, right.  That was one of those things where I would be talking to people from those parishes, and said, “Why don’t you just let the bishop come?  If two people show up from the congregation and the rest don’t want to be there, he’ll come and do his thing, and he’ll be satisfied.  Let him come.” 

CG:
He satisfied the rules.

WB:
He satisfied the rules.  Let him come!
CG:
Wouldn’t do it.

WB:
I think it was David, David Ousley at Saint James the Less, said, “If I let the bishop do that I’m going to have to reconsecrate the church.”  [Laughs]

CG:
Ousley was O-U-S-L-E-Y?

WB:
O-U-S-L-E-Y.  If we let Bishop Bennison come in and do that, we’d have to reconsecrate the church. [Laughs]

CG:
And our mutual friend Karl Spaeth was egging him on?

WB:
Karl Spaeth was the instigator, so to speak.  And I can tell you, off the record, an interesting story about our trial and that.

CG:
All right, well we can do that later.

WB:
But in any event, so there was a lot of stuff going on, and as those confrontations were increasing, I guess it was at Good Shepherd Rosemont with David Moyer, they were going to invite in a bishop or an archbishop from the Southern Cone; he was from Argentina. 

CG:
Yup, right.

WB:
And there was a lot of back and forth, and I was involved in helping Charles Bennison craft letters, and figure out how to deal with this bishop, who really was violating the rules of the Anglican Communion.

CG:
Which is:  you’ve got to have permission if you want to go into another’s territory.

WB:
Yes.  Yes.

CG:
Right.

WB:
So, Charles ended up, “I hear you’re coming.  I grant you permission.” [Laughs] “And by the way, I’d love to pay your bills while you’re here.”  They didn’t take him up on that. [Laughs] But he was very gracious about it.  So those fights were going on.  The other major issue—besides those kinds of problems, the big problem that arose during Bishop Bennison’s term, tenure, was related to money.  And he had come in, and he had a much more, I think, dynamic planning process, where he was trying to get the diocese to come together, and think about different aspects of mission to engage in, and came up with a document—I don’t remember the name of it—that people were kind of criticizing from the beginning, thinking it was Bishop Bennison rather than the committees that were producing this thing.
CG:
Was that pretty accurate, do you think?

WB:
I don’t know.  I was not involved in the process.

CG:
Okay.

WB:
I was not involved in the process.

CG:
And Bennison became the diocesan sometime in early 1998.
WB:
’98 I think it was, yeah.  And one of the aspects of that plan was a real desire to have a diocesan camp.  And we didn’t have a diocesan camp.

CG:
Because the old one had closed.

WB:
The old one had closed.  And ultimately, this in many ways really incredible property became available in a structure that was supposed to be financially very easy to accomplish, assuming certain things took place.  And that was the acquisition of, or potential acquisition of, 600 acres down on the Chesapeake, and it became known as Camp Wapiti.  The plan was it was based on financing that was going to be coming from the State of Maryland, because it was right on the Chesapeake; it deserved to be protected.  There was part of it that was going to be made a part of a park adjacent to it on the Elk Neck Peninsula.  And they were proceeding down that path toward closing that transaction when the State of Maryland pulled out of it for political reasons, and took several million dollars off the table.

CG:
A church and state kind of problem, or—?

WB:
No, the problem was that—again, I haven’t gone back and looked at any of my stuff on this, but the general problem was that the conservation program in Maryland got caught up in controversy, because government money was used to acquire either an easement or ownership of some land that was closely connected to one of the governor’s major supporters.
  It was something like that, where suddenly doing this stuff became very politically visible.  It had nothing to do with the fact that the church was involved, because they were acquiring land—
CG:
It was a political problem?

WB:
It was a political problem that the money fell through, and the end result was that both the diocese—and there was a conservation organization that we were partnering with that was going to acquire a piece of this land we were acquiring—ended up both getting stuck with this property without getting the government money.  In the meantime, this was when—I think I wrote a memorandum and handed it out at Convention on this.  In the meantime, I remember as chancellor being asked by the essentially CFO of the diocese, Chandler Joyner, said, “We’ve got all these—“
CG:
J-O-Y-N-E-R?

WB:
I think that’s right.  “We’ve got all these unrestricted funds on the diocesan books.  Can we use those to build out stuff at Wapiti?”  And I said, “Are there really no restrictions on the use of those funds?”  And he said, “That’s right.”  And so I said, “Okay, I think you can do that.”  

UNIDENTIFIED WOMAN 2:  Hello.

WB:
And I didn’t know this.  Chandler was talking about unrestricted in the context—it was a Generally Accepted Accounting Principles; he had been an accountant and had all of this stuff.

CG:
Okay.

WB:
So, he was using, in generally accepted accounting principles, you look at the balance sheet of the diocese, and these were funds that were unrestricted.  That’s how the accounting profession characterized them.  In fact—

CG:
They weren’t.

WB:
In fact, most of them were ones that under the canons came in as unrestricted, for unrestricted purposes, but the bishop and standing committee had said, “Well, we’re going to use the income from this fund to support this mission in the city, and we’re going to use the income from this fund for—

CG:
To do that, yeah.

WB:
—these other purposes.”  So the income stream had been committed to those various places, and when the money started getting spent for the camp—

CG:
The camp.
WB:
—suddenly that income stream wasn’t there anymore.  Now, I think in terms of the decision-making process, it wasn’t just the bishop.  You had the finance committee; you had the diocesan council.  They were all involved in making decisions in authorizing spending the money down there, and nobody, as far as I knew, ever raised the question, said, “What are these funds in the diocese being used for now?  And in the long term, if we spend this money down, what else is getting hurt?

CG:
What are we going to lose?  Yeah.

WB:
What are we going to lose?  And it wasn’t until the money had been spent that—I think it wasn’t until the money had been spent that people started saying, “Well, we shouldn’t be building out Wapiti.”

CG:
Yeah.

WB:
Now again, I was totally on the periphery of all of that stuff.

CG:
Yeah.

WB:
If I had asked—I gave this advice to Chandler Joyner.  If I had known more about what those funds were, if I had asked more questions myself, the issue may have surfaced, and I am partly to blame for not having challenged him on that.  But the sense in the diocese was that this was all the bishop’s doing, and that these various committees and so on were just doing his bidding.

CG:
Yeah, and staying with Wapiti for a second.

WB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
There was a time after he was inhibited, and we’ve got to cover that whole piece in a minute.

WB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
But after he was inhibited he came back, and he wanted to keep Wapiti, and there was a whole group of people who wanted to sell it.  And bishop said at Convention, as I understand it, or he wrote somewhere, that as far as he was concerned, Convention, Diocesan Council, and the standing committee were naught but advisors to the bishop, and that he had the ultimate authority.  Does that match—if that’s an accurate statement, which I believe it is, does that match what the canons say about the relationship among those groups?

WB:
[Sighs] I don’t think it is.  I think that the canons require certain things to be done, certain actions to be taken with the consent of the bishop and the standing committee.  So I think that in connection with the sale of property, I think there is a requirement that it be done with the consent of the bishop and standing committee.

CG:
Both?

WB:
Both of them.  So in that sense, and I think I was no longer the chancellor when there was an amendment to the Diocesan Canons that said that this rule will not apply to Charles Bennison [laughs], or something like this, as long as Bishop Bennison is bishop, I think is what they passed.  And I was never in the position of having to advise on the constitutionality or appropriateness of that.
CG:
Okay, so what other than the misuse of funds that were otherwise being used—what else got the standing committee so clearly angry at the bishop that he was asked in February of 2006, or publicly it was announced that he had been unanimously urged to resign by the standing committee?  What was going on?

WB:
I think there probably were lots of power issues.  Money and power were driving control of money, and the authority or power that goes with that was driving members of the standing committee and members of the diocese.  I think it was driving a lot of the fights.  I think the place that, the biggest other—I think there were issues that I was tangentially aware of, but not involved in at all, in the decision-making process about budgeting issues, and about approving this and approving that, that required the parish consent.  There were all kinds of things that I was not asked about, not paying any attention to, because I was practicing law, doing other stuff.  The other big one was dealing with David Moyer.  David Moyer was the rector at Good Shepherd Rosemont.

CG:
Right.  Probably the most visible opponent of the bishop’s.

WB:
The most visible—and every time something, an effort, was made to try to be less confrontational, he would increase the confrontation level; at least that’s my perspective on it.  He, I’m sure, thought it was the other way around.

CG:
Of course.

WB:
And at some point the decision was made to use canonical processes to remove him, either force him to obey, or to remove him.  And there were two procedures that could be followed in the canons, one of which would have led to pressing charges, a presentment against him, an ecclesiastical trial, and a number of steps of that sort.  The other would be a process in which he would be advised by, told by the bishop that, “Because you have violated the canons, you are inhibited from acting, or I will at the end of six months inhibit you from acting, and essentially remove you from your position in the church.”  And that process, that canon, did not lead to a full-blown trial, ecclesiastical trial.

CG:
He basically just defrocked him.

WB:
He defrocked him.  But he defrocked him in a process that said you’ve got six months to—
CG:
Shape up.

WB:
—to shape up, and if you don’t, then we’ll defrock you.  At one point, now this is again jumping ahead, a thing that ultimately led to my break with the standing committee, I think—at least, it was what they raised as a major issue—when Bishop Bennison first—there were a lot of discussions before that process, which was known as the Canon Ten Process, was used, a lot of discussions both with the bishop and standing committee, and the bishop would talk to me, and we’d have discussions with the standing committee.  But at one point I advised the bishop that I didn’t think, I wasn’t sure, that that canon was the right way to go.  And he then gave me a lot of other stuff to read, and I read up on it.
CG:
He being Bishop Bennison?

WB:
Bishop Bennison.  And we talked about it, and [talking in background]—is that going to be heard?

CG:
It’s all right, it’s all right.

WB:
And eventually I came around to thinking that it really was a good way to go.

CG:
Well, it certainly gets the job done, doesn’t it?

WB:
Yeah, yeah.  And ultimately we had a meeting of the bishop and the standing committee, I think it was a regular standing committee meeting, and I advised them it was an okay way to go.  And they found out at a later date that earlier I had suggested to the bishop it might not be the right way to go.  And they found out at a point where, as you may recall it would be reflected in the history, he, Moyer, was inhibited; he was defrocked, and then lawsuits started.  And it was at a point when the lawsuits had started—

CG:
And this wasn’t a new—this wasn’t a short-term issue?
WB:
No.

CG:
This had been going on for ages.

WB:
For years, yeah.  And basically it was based on a finding that he had abandoned the communion of the church by—

CG:
Which is a defrockable offense?

WB:
A defrockable offense.  And so I think it was after the litigation had started, he sued in civil court to set aside the defrocking.

CG:
In Montgomery County.

WB:
In Montgomery County.  And it went on a lot longer than it should have.  The lawsuit was not dismissed right away, as it should have been, in my view.  But the standing committee was upset that I had not told them that I ever had a question about using Canon Ten.  But, you know, my response was we had a thorough airing of the use of Canon Ten before it was used, and I told you my opinion at that point.  And you’re right; at one point I wasn’t sure, but by the time it got to the meeting where you were asked were you going to do this, you asked my opinion.  I said yes you can do it, and lawyers do change their minds.

CG:
Really? [Laughs]

WB:
And they felt that I should have told them earlier.  And I said, “Look, there are lots of things.” at that point I said, “You have to know that there are lots of things Bishop Bennison will talk to me about that I won’t talk to you about, unless it’s something that requires your action and advice, and so on.  And there are lots of times I say no to Bishop Bennison, you can’t do that.”  Whatever it is he asked me about, I said, “No, that’s not how it works under the canons; you can’t do it,” and he would follow my advice.
CG:
He would?

WB:
Yes.

CG:
Good. [Laughs]

WB:
[Laughs] I said, “There are times I tell the standing committee that’s not the way to go.”  The difference is the standing committee, you always tell them in a big meeting, so it’s open.  And if you’re talking to the bishop, you might be in his office, or you might be on the telephone.

CG:
You might be on the telephone.

WB:
On the telephone.  But anyway, they decided they wanted to get rid of me.  And I think it took at least a year, maybe a year and a half, before they figured out who they might have succeed me.  

CG:
And then they went and paid somebody?

WB:
No, first it was Steve Chawaga, who was a former—

CG:
Can you spell Chawaga?

WB:
C-H-A-W-A-G-A.  He was a member of Saint Asaph’s.  He used to be an associate; he used to be a lawyer at Drinker Biddle and Reath.  And he went over there, and he served as chancellor I think for about a year, and he kept telling the standing committee, “No, you can’t do this.  No, you can’t do that.”  And so they didn’t like him.  
CG:
This was the point when the standing committee was the ecclesiastical authority, because Mr. Bennison was inhibited.

WB:
Inhibited.  Right.  Right.  And I mean, that whole thing, that was the biggest, from my perspective, railroading.

CG:
All right, let’s paint the history a little bit here, Bill.

WB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
The original action that the standing committee took against the bishop was based on the finances and the money?

WB:
Well, the original, they didn’t take the—
CG:
The charges.

WB:
The charges were that—

CG:
Misrepresenting.

WB:
Yeah, that he had violated the canons in the way this money was spent.

CG:
Okay.  And when that was all tossed out, then there was this incident that happened 30 years prior, when he was the rector of a parish in California.  His brother was the youth minister, and had an affair with one of his students.

WB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
And all hell broke loose out there.

WB:
Mm-hm.  And it didn’t break loose 30 years ago, or 35 years ago, whatever it was; it broke loose recently.  It was contemporaneous—

CG:
Recently.  Well, that was then used as a reason to—

WB:
Yup, inhibit him.

CG:
—get rid of him.  

WB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
And even though Bishop Griswold, who was the presiding bishop, and Bishop Jefferts Schori, who was his successor as presiding bishop, had urged him to retire, he didn’t.
WB:
Correct.

CG:
And that’s when Jefferts Schori said, “Until your trial is done, you are inhibited.”

WB:
Mm-hm.
CG:
And that went on for a period of time.

WB:
It went on for a very long time.
CG:
Then he was found not guilty.

WB:
Yeah.  

CG:
Because it was—no, he was found guilty, but it was the issue of statute of limitations, wasn’t it?

WB:
I mean, the question of guilty—I think he was found to have—

CG:
Behavior unbecoming a priest, right?

WB:
—behavior unbecoming the clergy, because of a feeling that he had not acted with sufficient—had not reported things, done a variety of things, 30-some-odd years ago, and he really didn’t act.  But the statute of limitations was an issue, but if you read their opinion, they basically said he didn’t do a good job, but we don’t think he—I think it said, someplace in there, basically, that he did not commit a canonical offense, and anyway it’s barred by the statute of limitations.  And everybody says, “Oh, they decided on the statute of limitations stuff,” but there’s stuff in the opinion of the appeals court that said—

CG:
Now that’s the appeals court, because the original court had found him culpable?
WB:
Right.

CG:
Okay.

WB:
Right.  So the appeals court basically ended up saying that.  And there is stuff that came out after the initial trial.  I mean, unfortunately Charles’s brother was not as forthcoming as he should have been when all of this—when the trial was going on, and there were lots of documents that were provided to Charles later, I think by his brother, that had not been able to be used in the record, that would have made it clear that he really didn’t know what was going on 30-some-odd years ago. 

CG:
Okay.

WB:
A lot of the charges were based on the notion that, gee, there was a point where he came into a room where his brother and this young woman were, and their clothing was disheveled, or something like that, and he should have known; he should have recognized that as a problem.  Now, all of this is my understanding of stuff I’ve never read. 

CG:
All right, now, did you have anything to do with the trial?

WB:
No.

CG:
Or anything to do with advising him throughout that period?

WB:
No.  He got a—

CG:
He had his own personal lawyer?

WB:
He had his own personal lawyer, a great guy named Jim Pabarue, P-A-B-A-R-U-E, who did a great job.
CG:
You were still chancellor when that was going on?

WB:
No.  I think by that point the—no, I was not chancellor.  I think I was in the role, more or less, for fifteen years, and then there was a period that went over.  I was supposed to be reappointed annually, by the bishop with the advice of the standing committee.  And at a particular point, the standing committee refused to consent to my reappointment, but they hadn’t come up with anybody to take my place.  And so I was kind of still in there, until they found somebody to take my place that they could agree with.

CG:
Like somebody is until the senate gets their successor done?
WB:
Yeah, yeah.
CG:
Like Holder is now in the Attorney General’s role?

WB:
Right, I suppose.  I had to look at parliamentary law and other law, because the canons didn’t say anything about it, that ordinarily a position an officer serves for a term “and until his successor is appointed.”  So until they could agree upon somebody, I kind of continued to serve, but I wasn’t being asked very many questions [laughs] by the standing committee.

CG:
All right.  Just from your own perspective, being intimately involved with the diocese at a level that very few other people are, what were the differences in management style between Bishop Bartlett and Bishop Bennison?  And were there things that Bishop Bennison did, or was there an attitudinal thing that he did, that he could have changed that would have made it easier for him?  Compare them or describe their—
WB:
I can’t, really.  I really can’t say much about that because I was not, in terms of management style, I was never involved in the—I would see their interactions at meetings of the bishop and standing committee.  At various points I would go to Diocesan Council meetings, and I would see how the bishop ran those.

CG:
Well, how were Allen and Charles’s interactions there different?  Could you tell any?

WB:
I could not tell any difference, although with Bishop Bennison, over time the standing committee became far more critical of what he was doing.  They became very upset with the fact that—see, in the canons, the standing committee is defined as the bishop’s council of advice.  And on property matters, there were only one or two places where the Canons of General Convention said the standing committee had any role to play, and that had to do with selling consecrated property.  And I think the standing committee felt that if they gave advice, the bishop ought to follow it. [Laughs] But I think he didn’t.  It may have been the balance Allen had, may have had a more—

CG:
Collegial? 

WB:
—collegial approach.  I mean, I’ve talked to people about Charles Bennison; one of the issues was that he would—and it was a problem with laity as well as with the standing committee, and others—is that you’d be in conversation with him about something and he would say something that sounded like a commitment, or sounded like he agreed with you.
CG:
And then do something else?

WB:
And then he would do something else, without going back and explaining why he’s doing something else.

CG:
So a lot of us faced that problem with Bishop Bennison.
WB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
One of the things that I have heard said, and it may be a defensive thing on the part of the bishops, or a bragging thing on the part of the standing committee members that I have talked to, is that Pennsylvania, relative to the other however many diocese there are in the Episcopal Church of the United States of America, has a relatively strong standing committee.

WB:
Absolutely.

CG:
Explain what the difference is between our standing committee and the standing committee at other diocese.

WB:
I think the biggest difference is in—

CG:
And that’s a local canons thing.
WB:
Yeah.  The biggest difference, I think, is in the canons dealing with money and property; it’s either Canon 13.2 or Canon 13.4.
CG:
Pennsylvania Canon.

WB:
Pennsylvania Canon, the Diocesan Canon, that requires standing committee approval, that says funds that come into the diocese, unless subject to other restrictions if they’re gifts to the diocese, be used for such purposes as designated by the bishop with the consent of the, or approval of the standing committee.  I don’t think there is any other diocese that has the standing committee involved in any financial decisions.  And at one point our standing committee started taking the position that they were really the equivalent of the board of directors of the diocese, which was not true.  

CG:
Equivalent to a vestry in a parish.
WB:
Yes, yeah, and that’s not true.
CG:
No.

WB:
But that’s the position they thought they were.

CG:
Yeah, okay.

WB:
One of the members of the clergy who was very critical of Bishop Bennison wrote something called The History of the Standing Committee that I think still may be on the standing committee’s web site, if they have a separate web site.

CG:
Who wrote it, do you remember?

WB:
Bill Duffy.

CG:
Oh, okay.

WB:
And it totally, totally misrepresented the history of the standing committee.  And I wrote a piece, which I submitted to them, and said, “Here’s what Mr. Duffy has said that is dead wrong when you look at the history of the canons, and I would like you to publish this.”  They never did.  Duffy’s piece makes it sound as though the standing committee’s role of requiring, putting them on a par with the bishop in running diocesan affairs, was part of the original construct that Bishop White and others came up with when the Episcopal Church was formed following the Revolution.  And when you look at the development of the standing committee, it came into existence 30 or 40 years later—this is in the national canons—with the sole responsibility of dealing with bishops on disciplinary and ecclesiastical matters for the bishops.

CG:
Which is why the standing committees also have a say in any bishop that’s elected.

WB:
Mm-hm, yeah. And I can send you, and I mean I’ll be glad to send you the piece that I wrote.
CG:
I think it would be great if you could do that, and it would be terrific, because that’s something that certainly should be in the archives.
WB:
Yeah.

CG:
And we can append it to your transcript.

WB:
Mm-hm, yeah.

CG:
One other thing that happened on your watch was that Bishop Bartlett established a cathedral.  
WB:
Let’s think for a minute.

CG:
The Church of Our Savior on 38th and Chestnut.
WB:
Well, yeah, that’s right. 

CG:
There was no cathedral when he came.

WB:
There was supposed to be one, at one point.

CG:
Yeah.

WB:
Out at Saint Mary’s at Cathedral Village, which is why it’s called Cathedral Village, but there was no place designated as the cathedral.

CG:
And he was, before he came here, the dean of a cathedral.

WB:
Okay.

CG:
So he wanted a cathedral.

WB:
I was not involved in that decision.

CG:
You weren’t?

WB:
No.  

CG:
Did he make that decision before you were chancellor or is it, was it one that—?
WB:
It may have been made before I was chancellor.

CG:
Or was it one that doesn’t involve legal?

WB:
I don’t think it involves—it didn’t involve me.  That designation may have been made before—and I think it has to go back to the—you may be able to find out when it was done by looking at diocesan canons, or resolutions of conventions, but I don’t recall being involved in that decision at all.

CG:
Okay, because I know Allen was the guy that did it, so.

WB:
Yeah.  And you know why he did it?

CG:
What?

WB:
Why that particular parish?

CG:
Because it was big and they had money.

WB:
They had money! [Laughs]

CG:
[Laughs]

WB:
Exactly, they had an endowment, which these days isn’t big enough for them.

CG:
They had no people, but money, and a building.

WB:
Right, right, right.  So, yeah, that was established, and it was really another one of those things where chancellors, I could express an opinion that had no legal authority whatsoever, is that I really thought the Cathedral Church of the Savior was a lot better than calling the thing the Philadelphia Cathedral.

CG:
Well I couldn’t agree with you more.

WB:
[Laughs]

CG:
But what do we know?

WB:
What do we know?  Right, right.

CG:
The other fifteen-plus years.
WB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
Turbulent times, unpleasant ending.

WB:
Mm-hm.

CG:
Looking back on it, was it interesting?  Was it frustrating?  Was it—?

WB:
Oh, it was fascinating; it was frustrating.  I learned a lot about organized religion, which is that any time you have power and money involved, I mean, that the clergy are no better than anybody else, and sometimes worse. [Laughs]

CG:
In what way worse?  Because they think they’re better than the regular souls? 
WB:
Yeah, yeah.  And I can try to psychoanalyze various members of the clergy in terms of what led them to become members of the clergy in the first place, and then what aspects of their egos and otherwise need to be fed by having power, when they might not otherwise have it?  And it’s fascinating because during this time, we represented, our firm represented, a branch of the Swedenborgian Church.

CG:
Right.  Bryn Athyn.

WB:
Bryn Athyn, but there’s a general church, and then there’s one called the Lord’s New Church Which Is Nova Hierosolyma.

CG:
Say that again?

WB:
The Lord’s New Church which Is Nova Hierosolyma, as in New Jerusalem.
CG:
Oh, okay.

WB:
But it was founded in 1933 as a split-off from this general Swedenborgian Church.  

CG:
Okay.

WB:
And they had a very strange—I mean, I had to learn something about the Swedenborgian faith to understand, because they didn’t have canons, and I was representing them at a point where they got into a fight over who was going to control things.  And the clergy in that church had much too much power.  And they had a very big endowment fund, and there were huge fights over who was going to control the endowment fund.

CG:
And could you spell Swedenborgian for the—?
WB:
Swedenborgian, S-W-E-D-E-N, Sweden, B-O-R-G-I-A-N.

CG:
Okay, and the?

WB:
Nova Hierosolyma?  Well this one, the split-off, was The Lord’s New Church.

CG:
Okay.

WB:
Which Is—

CG:
Nova, N-O-V-A.

WB:
Nova.  And then Hierosolyma is, H-I-E-R-O-S, Hieros—O-S-O-L-Y-M-A, I think.

CG:
Okay.

WB:
It’s Church of the New Jerusalem kind of thing.

CG:
Okay, Church of the New Jerusalem.

WB:
But anyway, that was going on at the same time.  And that one ended up in court.  That was one where I had to bow out of representing them, because we had relationships with various members of that church, as well as having represented the corporation that was the church, and when they got into fights in their splits, we bowed out.  Eventually the people who I thought were the bad guys did get kicked out, and there are some reported decisions in the case law about that.  But anyway, it was the same issue.  It was money, and control of money.

CG:
And that’s what affected the diocese.

WB:
Yeah, yeah.

CG:
And probably has since its inception.

WB:
And it wouldn’t have—I mean, the whole thing about Wapiti and the diversion of those funds, is if the parishes had kept up with their level of commitment to the diocesan program, it would have simply been a question of using different funds in the budget to support these, the projects in the inner city that could be supported.  But at the same time money was being spent to build out Wapiti, and the parish contributions were dropping.

CG:
The DCMM parishes were feeling left out.

WB:
Yeah.

CG:
One of the things that Bennison did, and again I don’t know whether you were involved with it or not—one of the things that Bennison did, and he was right about this, was he came in and he said, “There are too damn many churches.”

WB:
Yeah.

CG:
And there were.  The problem is that everybody agreed with him, except nobody wanted him to fiddle with my church. 

WB:
Of course.

CG:
So, were you involved with some of the mergers and the closings?
WB:
No.  No.

CG:
But that was another issue?

WB:
I knew that was going on, right.

CG:
That was another issue of controversy, though, and you were aware of it?

WB:
Yes.  Oh, yeah, I was well aware of it, and I knew that—I mean, I think he was right on that score.

CG:
I think everybody thinks he’s right, as long as he didn’t fiddle with their church.

WB:
I know. [Laughs]

CG:
Not in my back yard kind of thing.

WB:
His approach to it—I remember being in places where there were discussions about this, but there weren’t canonical issues for me to address.  And I remember the discussions about:  if you have a shrinking, older population, and you have somebody in there who is bringing in new people, and who is doing something good to build up that parish, I’ll support him, for a while.  But you have people in these places that are too small, and they’re just sitting there, and slowly shrinking.

CG:
Shrinking.

WB:
And the member of the clergy who is there supposed to be trying to solve these issues is not doing anything.  Why keep spending money on them?

CG:
Yeah, interesting.

WB:
Anything else?

CG:
What we will do is we will get this transcribed.

WB:
Anything else?  What else can I add?

CG:
We’ve covered a lot of territory.

WB:
I’m trying think about other things that I might have been involved in.  No, I think that does it.

CG:
Were there any other committees that you served on in the diocese other than?

WB:
Well, I was on that Unity Commission.

CG:
ECS, of course, was a big thing, but that was before you were chancellor.

WB:
Yeah, that was before I was chancellor.  There were no other diocesan committees.  I mean, as chancellor I went to various committee meetings from time to time.  There was a committee set up to examine the books, so to speak, on what happened with the money that was used to spend for Wapiti, and I was a member of that committee.  Jack Henn, who I think has died, was a member of that committee.

CG:
Okay.

WB:
He was a financial guy.  And they had a report from an audit committee, from an auditor firm called C-BIZ on where the funds went.  And again, there was nothing—when the office of the presiding bishop was going to look into the issues raised by—the standing committee went to complain to the presiding bishop about things that Bennison had done or alleged to have done.

CG:
With the money?

WB:
When they looked into the money issue, they couldn’t find that he had done anything wrong.  Now, he may have made—he and a whole lot of people in the diocese may have made some bad decisions.

CG:
But they didn’t do anything illegal?

WB:
Didn’t do anything illegal.  It wasn’t hidden.  People just weren’t—you have the Diocesan Council, the Finance Committee, and they’re making decisions.  And people are saying, “Yes, yes, yes, sounds great.  Let’s go do it.”  And Bennison’s going out there going, he wasn’t the moneyman.  He wasn’t the moneyman.

CG:
Yeah.

WB:
Okay?  So anyway, I think that probably is it.

CG:
All right.
[End of Interview]

ADDENDUM
After the interview was completed and reviewed, Mr. Bullitt wanted to add some comments about the Sayers Funds, diocesan money to be used for mission work. His memo to the interviewer and appropriate exhibits are attached to this transcript.

Also attached are:

•Bullitt’s memo to Bishop Bennison referred to in footnote 2 on page 28.

•Bullitt’s memo to Diocesan Council referred to in footnote 3 on page 30.

•Bullitt’s comments on the history of the Standing Committee referred to in footnote 4 on page 42.
� 1981-1986; Secretary 1982-1986


� See Bullitt’s 1/19/07 memo to Bennison RE: Wapiti appended to this transcript


� See Bullitt’s memo to Diocesan Council RE: Unrestricted Net Assets and the Budget that’s attached to this transcript.


� See Bullitt document entitled “Comments on ‘The History of the Standing Committee 3/06” that is appended to this transcript.





