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Chapter One: Entrepreneurial Inroads
Entrepreneurship

Innovation
Diffusion of Innovation

On December 19, 200fheaters across America releatieel first film of The Lord of the
Ringstrilogy, fiThe Fellowship of the Ring$A generation of Baby Boomers who grew up reading
Tolkiends classics could now share those stories with their Millennial children. It was in this, the
first of the three books, where we find this quote from Gandalf:

"All we have to decide is what to do with the time that is given us."”

The story of evagelicalism is the story of thdisciples of Jesus Christ who were driven to
do well with the time given to them. This idea for them is a theological and foundational one: that
the God of creation, the sovereign Lord has called his followers to a mission bigg#raimand
more urgent than any other calling. This mission has propelled the evangelical movement forward,
and has provoked its leaders to innovation, risk, and sacrifice in service to God.

The following is the story of one of the more fascinating permfdshange in modern
church history. In a matter of three decades (1B®ID), church life in the United States shifted
primarily from small churches affiliated with particular denominations to a significant portion of
evangelicals worshipping in nafenoninational or only barely connected to their
denomination megachurches. How did this happen? What were the precipitating factors? Who
were the key leaders in this change?

Before launching into the narrative and principles lessons of entrepreneurialladsge
we need to lay a framework for our exploration. While their story is dynamic and critical to
understanding modern religious thought and practice, many of its chief principles and leaders are
underappraated and their impact subtle, thoughll profound. To lay out this framework, we can
best understand the emergence and rise of dominance of entrepreneurial evangelicals as the
confluence of five independent ideas, movements, and/or processes. Entrepreneurial evangelicals
stand at the intersectionthese five elements, weaving them together into a cohesive identity that
would have significant influence on religious practice and even leadership principles beyond the
world of faith. Moreover, its leaders and networks would expand the reach ofimmiafations
beyond regional and national diffusions to become a truly global phenomenon.

While it takes patience to untangle these strands and understand each independently, doing
so properly contextualizes the impact of these leaders, the legacy aftlogations, and the ways
they continue to shape religious life and thought. These five terms are 1) Evangelicalism, 2)
Entrepreneurship, 3) Parachurch, 4) Innovation, and 5) Diffusion of Innovation. There are
invariably points of overlap between thedielementsSiill, each has its own body of literature
and is hotly contested in its own right. In exploring each, this report will unpack each term before



contextualizing its importance to the emergence and development of entrepreneurial
evangelicalism.

Term #1: Evangelicalism

Even before Time Magazine christened 1976
over the identityand purpose of evangelicalismasy heated and nebulous. Scholars, pastors,
political theorists, and NYT opinion columnists hawgined with increasing frequeyan the
intervening years on the movement and its range of leaders, organizations, and beliefs. The result
is a much more ambiguous and controversial term that is laden with significant baggage and ripe
for distortion. Few érms have generated as much discussion as evangelicalism both within
academic and popular spheres.

The termevangelicalismhas its share of varied definitiond/hile many today think of
evangelicals in America ipolitical terms, others adoptimarily atheological lens. In this respect,
most identify four central evangelical beliefs:

Conversionismthe belief that lives need to be changectjvism the expression of the
gospel in effort;biblicism, a particular regard for the Bible; and what may be called
crucicentrism a stress on the sacrifice of Christ on the cross. Together they form a
quadrilateral of priorities that is the basis of Evangelicalism.

While this definition remains popular, it fails to recognizedéstralityof conversion and mission
to the evangelical ethos. In this respect, it may prove more accurate to think of evangelicalism as
similar to those old tents that housed greatrevigatngpp ai gns | i ke Bil ly Gr ah:
1949. These tents had one center pole that united all the surrounding poles together that, in turn,
held the tent up.

Thus, if evangelicalism is a tent, dsnter poléthat is, the belief that serves as thdying
point for the restis conversion An evangelical is first someone who has experienced personal
salvation that comes only through Jesus Cisrigtork on the cross. While this experience is
personal and individual, it is not isolated: conversion briamgsevangelical Christian into the
community called the church. The personal experience of salvation is an experienced shared by
conversion with other believers, and a reality that must be proclaimed to those who have not yet
met their savior.

Surroundig this center pole of conversion are four other poles,natiessaryto
understanding evangelicals.Biplical authorityi evangelicals share a belief that scripture is the
true and authoritative Word of God. Connected to the central pole of conversmgetcals
believe that through reading, preaching, and sharing scripture, anyone can encounter God and be
saved. 2)Evangelistic cooperation evangelicals share a willingness to collaborate beyong

! David BebbingtonEvangelicalism in Modern Britain: A History from the 1730s to the 1980and Rapids:
Baker Book House, 1989);2



traditional denominational, cultural, and regional k@agi Connected to the central pole of
conversion, evangelicals are remarkably adaptable in building bridges with one another when
framed around shared gospel missi®@nPersonal devotiofi evangelicals share a belief in the
centrality of personal spiritli@isciplines as central to spiritual growth and maturity. Connected

to the central pole of conversion, evangelicals insist that new faith is marked by a transformative
experience spiritual rebirth. 4yoluntarist missioni evangelicals share the belief the
responsibility of all believers serve in church and/or parachurch ministries. Connected to the
central pole of conversion, evangelicals insist that spiritual life necessary moves from the Great
Commandment to the Great Commission.

Stepping back fronthis tent, we can summarize an evangelica &otestant Christian
who has experienced a persooahversionseeshe work of Christ on the cross to be central to
their new life,hasa desire to show and share their faith with others, and \ies/Bible as
authoritative for life and doctrinal orthodoxy.

Critically to this project is the recognition that this is a broad tent with many groups,
denominations, and movements that ¢aeither in full or in parti claim the identity of
evangelicaP As this work moved to consider a particular group under this tentrepreneurial
evangelicalg this definition is useful in understanding their motivations and behavibese
entrepreneual evangelicalswere notthe first Christians to innovate. Putham and Campbell
observe that particularly in the American chul
religious landscape that the history of religion in the United States couldttenvass a history of
rel i gi ous 2 Howevervaathei centessof their innovations was a religious motivation
driven by their belief in thevangebr Good News of the gospel. They sacrificed, built, stewarded,
inspired, and repaired the churcitcbe u s e t hey beli eved that this
means of bringing renewal to the individual, the community, and the world. Thigishason
is what unitecevangelicals.

Types of Innovations

Putnam and Campbell cite three primary typesobvations in the church:

1 A newmedium.
1 A neworganization.
1 A newmessage

2 Randall BalmerMine Eyes Have Seen the Glory: A Journey into the Evangelical Subculture in Arf@xfmad
University Press, New Yorl2014), xviii.

3 Robert D. PutnagDavid E. Campblg and Shaylyn Romney Garrefimerican Grace How Religion Divides and
Unites Us(New York: Simon & Schuster, 2012063



Evangelicalism has been wed to some level of entrepreneurialism from its earliest days.
This entrepreneurial impulse often grew out of a desire to return to the hehe faith and
practice of Scripture in contradistinction to the prevailing religious currents of the day. The
Evangelical Awakening in Great Britain in the 18th century offers an early example of the
innovative impulse of evangelicals.

New mediumsfor evangelism and discipleship

In 1729 at Oxford University a group of young men formed what today would be called a
small group. These young Anglicans focused on dailyeselfination, Bible study, and fasting
on Wednesdays and Fridays. They cared for tloe @od initiated a novel ministry to a prison.

Their i nnovations brought ridicule from ot
devotion to studying Scripture, fAMethodistso
AHol y Clheirldesire ftogpursue holy lives. Members included brothers John and Charles
Wesley, William Morgan, and later, in 1732young man named George Whitefield.

Whitefield was an early adopter of an innovation that would open a wide door to
evangelize the masses. Howell Harris of Wales had seen the hand of God on his work in the 1730s.
Because he was not ordained, he wasn't allowed to preach in churches. Hid healto share
Christ in the open air @ o the outdwellers an

Harris was t he f i-arpreéacherfbutlewouidnot bestsminst farague n
Soon the fervent young evangelist Whitefield would adopt the method, followed by\ediey
and others. Commenting on the practice starte
were closed to Whitefield, who was an ordai nec
to similar irregular practices, first at Bristol in 73 0

Whitefield struggled with the concept at
preachingo as it became known at a rough pl ac
burden for unbelievers trumped his temerity toward innovatienwkbte on February 17, 1739:

My bowels have long since yearned toward the poor colliers, who are very numerous, and
as sheep having no shepherd. After dinner, therefore, | went upon a mount, andispake [

to as many people as came unto me. They wesangs of two hundred. Blessed be God

that | have now broken the ice! | believe | was never more acceptable to my Master than
when | was standing to preach to those hearers in the open fields. Some may censure me;
but if | thus pleased men, | should notthe servant of Christ.

The next month Whitefield invited John Wesley to preach for him. Wesley also hesitated
at the idea at first. A Skevington Wood in hi
has a program of evangelism. Thiswas Hiswayefachi ng t he masses® in th
You see here the diffusion of innovation at work. Harris innovated field preaching because
he did not qualify to preach in church&e method was not unprecedent&d;oursesince Jesus



preached the Seron on the Mount and many sermons in Acts were outdoors! Whitefield and
Wesley were early adopteos field-preaching and ibecame a diffuser of the gospel message,
leading to thdeginnings of théethodist church.

New organizations

A master at orgamation, John Wesley adopted and adapted the common practice of
religious societies for hi s approach, creat.i
organizational acumen led to the formation of the Methodist church, even though he personally
neverleft the Anglican communion. This led to other innovations such as the development of lay
preachers to lead the various groups.

A new message

In a sensea hew messag®as proclaimedPerhapsnore accuratelyarenewedmessage
While these young evangelisesnewedhe message of justification by faith taught by both Paul
and Luther, this message was novel to churches steeped more in tradition than th&gogpel.
the ministers of established churches shut them out. Whendabsgage of the gospel becomes so
entrenched in tradition it no longer communicates to those for whom Christ died, what is needed
IS not a new message, but a return to the unchanging gospel coupled with novel approaches to
communicate that message to thogerlooked by the church. In addition to field preaching, John
Wesley's brother Charles brought a renewal to corporate worship éyygroach to writing hymns
(havingpenned over 6,000). Adopted somewhat from
It Be, 0 and fAChrist the Lord |Is Risen Todayo
an illiterate population. Hi s songs Aintroduc
more sober singi ng®Amofherinfow i neent rwiacsa Is epesna limms .hdi s
of the Religious Paperbackod because of the ma

The history of evangelicalism is one of innovation driven by a conviction on the authority
of Scripture and a burden to obapeople for Christ. From the Wesley's and Whitefield to the
circuit riders on the American frontier and the itinerant work of Charles Finney; from the union
prayer meetings of Jeremiah Lanphier and the social ministry of William Booth to the mass urban
meetings of D.L. Moody; from the use of sporting arenas to the adaptation of technology by the
Billy Graham Evangelistic Association to the development of college ministry by Campus Crusade
for Christ, innovation has been key in the spread of the evarigalis@ment.

As we think of the particular innovations of the entrepreneurial evangelicals from 1980 to
2010, we must start with the precursors to the dramatic changes that occurred. The following set
the milieu out of which this age of innovation began.

Periods of intense technological and commercial innovation and entrepreneurship regularly
provoked parallel seasons in religious communities. While they may not garner the attention of
other disciplines, religious innovation and entrepreneurship couldsbeagutransformative. In



surveying the flurry of innovation and entrepreneurialism that marked the early American
Republic, historian Nathan Hatch has demonstrated a similar transformation occurring in religious
thought and institutions. Leaders such asr@&s Granderson Finney introduced innovative, and

often fiercely controversial, tools for church life and revivalism. Likewise emerging
denominations Methodism and Baptists dramatically outpaced their established peers in new
churches and converts. In esse, religious leaders who were aggressive in taking adapting
innovation to church | ife prospered while #fc
declinéd. o (15)

Term #2: Entrepreneurship

Just like evangelicalism, the definition of entrepreskur is contested.

The Austrian economist Joseph Schumpeter f
perenni al gal e of <creative destruction. o0 By ¢
draw attention to the dual nature of entrepreneuriali®m the one side, entrepreneurialism is
consumed with innovation and change.

This creative element has animated the bulk of thought on entrepreneurship by scholars
and business leaders. Perhaps the most infddéimnker in late nineteentbentury busiess, Peter
Drucker argued that Athe entrepreneurs see th
Usually, they do not make these changes themselvesaBdtthis defines the entrepreneur or the
entrepreneurial spirit the entrepreneur always k® for changepeing responsive to it and
exploiting it as an opportunity. o

However, Schumpeter was quick to point out that such innovation and change inevitably
provokes a corresponding cost. If entrepreneurship begins with creativity, it requirestidestruc
in order to take root. While entrepreneurs often generate sparks of intense social and economic
progress, this displaces older practices and institutions. This explains why entrepreneurship can
often be contentious and entrepreneurs viewed with skapti

Yet even as Schumpeter warned, creativity and destruction are neither inherently bad nor
good. Rather they depend upon what is being created, what is being destroyed, and the
intended/unintended consequences of this change. Recent history isviihegkamples where
poor innovations replaced excellent products or services with disastrous consequences. A popular
example is the i#fatedNew Cokeintroduced to the world on April 19, 1985. Assured of their
success, Coe@ola executives were stunnetien the public overwhelmingly rejected New Coke
and began to clamor for the original. Eventually pivoting, G@ooka revived Coke Classic and
eventually discontinued New Coke. While the company ultimately proved successful through
restoring what had beemstroyed, the lesson cost $4 million in advertising New Coke.

What CocaCola realized, and what good leaders understand, is that the inherent power of
creative destruction in entrepreneurship can just as easily be corrosive as successful. Throughout
the gory of entrepreneurial evangelicalism, attention needed to be given not solely to the creation

4 Reference?



of new systems, organizations, and ideas but to those they were destroying in order to find success.
In many cases these were important changes that contiadecpr spiritual fruit decades later.

Early entrepreneurial leaders were often addressing glaring need produced by a religious culture
that had become stagnant in their mission and resistant to criticism or fresh insight. At the same
time, many of the subgeent challenges and missteps of the movement likely draw their origin
from overzealous destruction of existing church life. Evangelical entrepreneurs that have
continued to have success often reflect not only an insatiable drive for innovation buthalow t
drive to be tempered by thoughtful consideration of the destructive costs of their creativity.

The temptation to believe that ally creativity is insightful, and aliheir destruction is
warranted is a consistent temptation to the entrepreneur.ifitbiChurch, this temptation can
prove particularly insidious. When innovation is framed as pursuing spiritual reformation and
resistance as the defense of orthodoxy, the resulting conflict can be far harsher than anything in
the business world. This i®nto say that reformation and orthodoxy are not valuable; rather they
are essential elements to the life of the Church. However, effective evangelical entrepreneurs
demonstrate the leadership and theological depth to discern when these elements are being
improperly evoked.

Drucker (1985) declares that fAthe entrepr e
and healthy. Usually, they do not make these changes themselveéanduhis defines the
entrepreneuror the entrepreneurial spirthe entrepreneur always looks for chandming
responsive to it and exploiting it as an oppo

In his foreword to the 2014 edition lminovation and Entrepreneurshiposeph Maciariello
argues that Drucker 6s was prand poliicaldchapge inthgp act e d
wake of the Second World War. As a result, he dedicated his work to understand features of
disruption and develop a theoof social and institutional discontinuity that helped manage
change.

Some definitions of entrepreneurfie@preneurship:

1 Bygrave and Hofer (1991An entrepreneur is a person who perceives an opportunity and
creates an organization to follow it.

1 Kaish and Gilad (1991)The entrepreneurship is first of al discovery process and
secondarilyis the process of acting on an opportunity of lack of balance.

1 Cole (1968) The entrepreneurship is an activity dedicated to initiation, maintenamnde
development of a profibriented business.

At the center of Schump ehanga. Bngreprenedrsiareithbse o n i
who bring about change; most commonly in the business world through founding new companies
or innovating new technologies.

More recently, David Bornstein has drawn attention to a distinction between business and
social entepreneurs. The former are classic entrepreneurs who found businesses or introduce new
innovations into the marketplace. In contrast, social entrepreneurs are leaders who dedicated their

1C



skills in founding, innovating, and leading to social or charitabiferts. While business
entrepreneurs continue to garner the bulk of public and scholarly attention, Bornstein suggests that
social entrepreneurs cantuallyhave a more significant impact cocgal changéhrough founding

institutions and movements thaanscend a single marketpla&acial entrepreneurs, according

to Bornstein, are effective in producing change because they are willing to experiment. Bornstein
goes so far as to suggest that a primary function of social entrepreneurs is to serve af a kind
Asocial alchemist. o By this he means that the:
to recreate and reconfigure the pragsiof social institutions.

When we think of pastors and ministry leaders a number of terms come to mindidgscrib
their work: shepherd, servant, minister, leader, and preacher, to name a féentBepreneur
doesn't typically make the list. The churches in this book feature pastors who would be considered
entrepreneurs as well as shepherds.

Leith Anderson is @ example of one of the early entrepreneurial pastors through his
leadership at Wooddale Church. Anderson would become president of the National Association of
Evangelicals. In describing marks of church leaders in the 21st century he dideedeaders
must beentrepreneursEntrepreneurship is more than starting something from scratch. It is the
ability to make something succeed. They see the opportunities in the changes and strategize to turn
those opportunities into good for Giskingdomand Chrisfs churcho®

According to theOxford Dictionary of Entrepreneurshigntrepreneurshipefers tofia
person who undertakes an enterprise, especially a commercial one, often at personal financial
risk.0’ A broader definition identifies an entremeur asfisomeone who possesses a new
enterprise, venture, or idea, and also assumes the accountability for the risk and outcome, or as
someone who assembles resources (such as innovations, capital, knowledge) in order to transform
them into economic good# Mostly a product of the posnlightenment world, entrepreneurship
has flourished due to at least three factors: (1) continual clienge normative (2) progress is
to be expected (technically, socially, and economically); (3) individudiessprevailed®

Entrepreneurship thrives in an economic system like American capitalism. More recently
it has evolved as@nceptapplied beyona strictlyeconomic use of the tefraspecially asocial
forms of entrepreneurship have been identified and stdiiSocial entrepreneurship, which
includes religious engagemenparticularly relates toour study of recent entrepreneurial
evangelicalism.

5 David Bornstein and Susan Dav&ocial Entrepreneurship: What Everye Needs to KnowQxford, Oxford
University Press, 2010), 236.

6 Leith AndersonChurch for the 21st Centu@ethany House Publishers, 1992), 64.

”Mark Casson, Bernard Yeung, Anuradha Basu, and Nigel Wadesoihet©xford Handbook of
Entrepreneurkip (Oxford University Press, 2008), 34.

8 Jenna M. Griebel, Jerry Z. Park, and Mitchell J. Neubert, "Faith and Work: An Exploratory Study of Religious
EntrepreneursReligions2014, 5, 781; doi:10.3390/rel5030780 religions ISSN 20744
www.mdpi.com/jounal/religions.Religions 2014, 5, 78@00; doi:10.3390/rel5030780

® Mark Casson, Bernard Yeung, Anuradha Basu, and Nigel Wadesoithet©xford Handbook of
EntrepreneurshiOxford University Press, 2008), 34.

10 Mark Casson, Bernard Yeung, Anuradha Basu, and Nigel Wadesoithet©xford Handbook of
EntrepreneurshiOxford University Press, 2008), 512.
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At the crux of this report is the relationship between these two movements:
entrepreneurialism and evangelicalidn this book Iexamire the confluence of the concepts of
entrepreneurship areyangelicalism. First, an example of someone who fits both terms. The late
Bob Buford (19392018) demonstrated exceptional entrepreneurship through his success in the
emergingcable television industry. While his life and influence as it relates togpmtwill be
detailed more in the thirdhepter, | want to illustrate briefly the rise of entrepreneurial
evangelicalism through his life.

Buford was not content to be a Christian who saded as an entreprenéuaithe business
world, though he did thahe sought to leverage that succesfi@eahurch.

Buford represented one of a growimgmberof entrepreneurs who are followers of Jesus;
in his case he intentionally chose to pursue a path of influence to help the church, especially large
churches, grow in influence and effectivendss generosity and drive created a pathway to
influence scores of pastors with a similar entrepreneurial spirit whose churches would help to
shape the changes in evangelicalism described in these pages.

Buford developed a list ofiTop 10 Valueé that would hgd achieve the goal of
transformingfithe latent energy in American Christianity into active enémgluding Value 7:
iThe ent rsiyle laler s wheie thé leverage begihs.

Bob Buford's Top 10 Values

11 hitps://halftmeinstitute.org/wpcontent/uploads/BobEop-10-ValuesSheet.pdf accessed May 14, 2020.
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HALF|TIME

INST ET UTE

FROM THE DESK OF

BOB BUFORD

The University for Your Second Half™

TOP 10 VALUES

Build on the islands of health 6.  The fruit of our work grows
and strength. up on other people’s trees.
Work only with the receptive 7.  The entrepreneurial-style
and only on what’s trying to leader is where the leverage
happen. begins.

Go big or go home. Focus; 8.  The essential ingredient for
don’t do dribs success is a steady stream of
and drabs. innovation.

Who is our customer? What 9.  “It’s your job to release and
does the customer consider direct energy, not to supply
value? What is our business? it.”

Giving is not a result— 10. Structure follows strategy,

changed lives are.

and strategy begins with clear

desired outcomes.

To What End?

HY FROM BUCEESS TO SIGNIFICANCE

While entrepreneurship is typically set in the context of capitalism and driven in large
measure by economic growth, the evangelical entrepreneurs Buford influenced and others in the
period 19862010 were driven by a different motive, one that is consistenew#hgelical history:
the saving of soul®©ne of the clearest common denominators of the entrepreneurial evangelicals
described in this book is the motivation of the Great Commission to make disciples of those the
church was currently not reaching.

Thenumber of Christians in general and evangelicals in particular who are entrepreneurs
is impressive. Recent research also reveals a positive correlation betwéerfagheand the
entrepreneurial impulse. A study by Bayldmiversity published in 2014 fodn t énaeprengurs
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prayed more frequently than other people and were more likely to believe that God was personally
responsive to them? While the study looked at entrepreneurs from a variety of faiths, their
respondents were overwhelmingly Christian. They discovered:

In large measure, our sample of Christian entrepreneurs was not conventionally religious,
but they did report high religis salience. We argue that this is reflective of the
contemporary trend of religious individualism as articulated by Bedtadl, and more
recently by Madsen. We found that the entrepreneurs, when questioned about their faith
and the role it plays in theivork, articulate a relationship in which their faith frames their
entrepreneurial activity. The entrepreneurs described a tension that existed between their
previous jobs and their faith due to conflicting values. In setting up their own businesses
theystrove to create a work environment which focused upon reflecting and incorporating
these values. The entrepreneurial activity is shaped by the need of these entrepreneurs to
reinterpret their work in religious terms, ending the tension for them betweleraifal

work

Faith and work were formerly more bifurcated than today. In one of the few current studies
on the relationship between evangelicals and entrepreneurship, Lindsey discovered two
paradoxical realities in the elite evangelical entreprereustudied. First, he discovered faith and
work are bound tightly together, so much so that their faith drove the business decisions of these
individuals. Second, while they are deeply religious in the evangelical tradition personally,
reporting the vitarole of prayer and Bible study in their lives for instance, they are less active in
more nstitutional religious measuresich as active attendance and involvement in one local
church!*

The Baylor study similarly found the gap between work and religionsiction no longer
exists for the respondents. They mention two specific findings in the study by Lind$ay
evangelical elites. First, for these elites, faith provided the drive behind some business decisions;
second, and paradoxically, the elites e#@mot active in institutionalized religion, despite being
highly religious personallg’®*The Bayl or study found similarly
involvement was less traditional though their faith commitments were deep and personal. That
therr practice of faith was more of an outlier in terms of religious tradition fit both their
entrepreneurial spirit and the individualism of our time. For those studied by Lindsey, faith

2 hitps://hbr.org/2013/10/entreprenedfiestcloserto-god-thantherestof-us-do, accessed May 13, 2020.

13 Jenna M. Griebel, Jerry Z. Park, and Mitchell J. NeyBEdith and Work: An Exploratory Study of Religious
EntrepreneursReligions2014, 5, 7&; doi:10.3390/rel5030780 religions ISSN 20¥744
www.mdpi.com/journal/religions.

¥ Lindsey, 216212.

15 Elite Power: Social Networks Within American Evangelicalisifir(ner of the Robert J. McNamara Student
Paper Award 2005) D. Michael Lindsay* Sociology of Religion 2006, 67:32207

16 3enna M. Griebel, Jerry Z. Park, and Mitchell J. Neubert, "Faith and Work: An Exploratory Study of Religious
EntrepreneursReligions2014, 5, 783; doi:10.3390/rel5030780 religions ISSN 20744
www.mdpi.com/journal/religions.
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fbecomes about living out these key values, as opposed to followingrtmmal religious
behaviorsd’

The study found being entrepreneurs, such as starting their own business, actually helped
these believers to synthesize work and faith:

In creating new working environments, the entrepreneurs found a way to resolve the
previous tension that existed between work and faith. The new environments focused on
the values of family, being a good person, and helping others. The entrepreneurs describe
these three values as central to their fiith

These entrepreneurs also believed by starting their own business they were helped in
fipracticing their faith with their work and conveying their faith to otibéts.

The study by Lindsey examined evangelical elites in two categories: they served as a chief
executive, major philanthropist, or on the board of at least one evangelical initiative or
organization; 2)fthey selfidentify as an evangelical and hold an elite position within
governmental, business, or cultural aredrds.

Term #3: The Parachurch

In his survey of late twentieth century American religion, sociologist Robert Wuthnow
argues that parachurchesor as he more broadly terms, special purpose groums/e a long
history in American religion. While several few early examples date taghteenth century, the
massive expansion of the parachurch as a movement draws its roots mainly from the range of
voluntary societies that sprang up in the wake of disestablishment. That is, once the government
no longer sponsored churches or their broadek in society or in missions, churches began to
form independent networks and organizations that could continue the work on their own. While
many grew out of specific denominations, others were independent and drew from a wide cross
section of evangelal Protestants. The massive scope and impact of these networks led
contemporaries to call/l them fAa Benevollent E mj
summarizes these parachurch organizations as,

17 Jenna M. Griebel, Jerry Z. Park, and Mitchell J. Neubert, "Faith and Work: An Exploratory Study of Religious
EntrepreneursReligions2014, 5, 788; doi:10.339@15030780 religions ISSN 2071444
www.mdpi.com/journal/religions.

18 Jenna M. Griebel, Jerry Z. Park, and Mitchell J. Neubert, "Faith and Work: An Exploratory Study of Religious
EntrepreneursReligions2014, 5, 790; doi:10.3390/rel5030780 religions ISEN 71444
www.mdpi.com/journal/religions.

19 Jenna M. Griebel, Jerry Z. Park, and Mitchell J. Neubert, "Faith and Work: An Exploratory Study of Religious
EntrepreneursReligions2014, 5, 792; doi:10.3390/rel5030780 religions ISSN 20744
www.mdpi.com/jounal/religions.

20 Elite Power: Social Networks Within American Evangelicalism (Winner of the Robert J. McNamara Student
Paper Award 2005) D. Michael Lindsay* Sociology of Religion 2006, 67:3, 210.
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an interlocking network of voluntary associatiorage and small, local, national, and
international, to implement its varied purposes. The objectives of these voluntary societies
ranged from antislavery to temperance, from opposing dueling to opposing Sunday mails,
from the defense of the family tothe @ r t hr ow of t he papelpcy, fr
support groups to the American Sunday School union, from the American Bible Society to

the National Trust Society for the Relief of the Ruptured Pbor.

Across social causes, evangelistic projects, educatimhpublication, these organizations
were designed to work in tandem with the church. Parachurches have continued to evolve in the
years since, the term itself emerging after World War Il to describe a wave of new voluntarist
organizations primarily ainte at evangelism and missiofftsEven as local churches and
denominations continue to form the constitutive element of Protestant life, parachurch institutions,
leaders, and events are often the primary framework by which Protestants engage each other or
broader culture beyond the local level.

In the next chaptethe important roles of men like Fred Smith, Sr., Paul Robbins, and
Harold Myra ofChristianity Todaywill be described. These men all met in the parachurch ministry
Youth for Christ. Fred Smitlsr. had been president bouth for Christ before transitioninip
Christianity Today.

Lindsey® observation about the typically underemphasized role of the paradbsurch
important here

An important, understudied aspect of evangelicalism isrtbeemenis robust sector of

nonpr of it organi zations o fotomanizatioesf aad maeed t O
particularly the boards of directors that run them (Wuthnow 1988). It is this segment of the
movement that has provided the institutional scafifiggdor new modes of social power
through which leading evangelicals interact with one another and undertake strategies for
legitimating the movement to a wider public audience through founding, financing, and
guiding evangelical organizations and initiat2

One might ask the question whether or not Leadership Netesrld have formed as it
did hadthere had not been such a windfall of parachurch movements in the decade preceding its
origin. Lindsey identified three roles the parachurch allowed exara] elites to express social

2Dani el Wal ker Howe, fReligi on Radligion&hd Aneticandelitici31. t he Ant e
22 Robert WuthnowTheRestructuring of American Religion: Society and Faith since World Wa00; Robert

Krapohl and Charles H. Lippy,he Evagelicals: A Historical, Thematic, and Biographical Guid&;159; Richard
Pierard, APax Americana and t FagherBEVesseaisghenkerican &dangdlicasandonar y
Foreign Mi ssieatitesby Jo&l &.8armeht®& &nd Wilbert$henk, (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990)

23 Elite Power: Social Networks Within American Evangelicalism (Winner of the Robert J. McNamara Student

Paper Award 2005) D. Michael Lindsay* Sociology of Religion 2006, 67:3, 211.
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power: as a founder or director of an organization or a donor to it. Informants in his study described
a litany of examples, from Hollywood screenwriting to political internships in Washington.

The 1940s and 1950s werdime of explosive growth of parachurch ministries. This is
important because many of the entrepreneurial evangelical pastors in this study were involved in
parachurch ministries, possibly influencing their innovative spirit. In the HRekisiting
Relatioral Youth Ministry Andrew Root, though focusing particularly on youth ministry, observed
the shift from denominational influence, to the parachurch, tedemoeminationalism, all of which
helped to set the stage for the wave of entrepreneurialism in esu@dnominational bodies were
the chief influences in the 1920s and 1930s, Root observed. But in the 1940s and 1950s he argued
a new impulse for evangelism came from a novel source:

The leadership of this new evangelistic engagement was not coming from denominational
bureaucrats but frorgrassroots entrepreneursuch as the founders of Young Life and
Youth for Christ. Nathan Hat-chorchagrous[Mi c hael
picked the denominations' pockets, taking over denominational functions, inventing wholly
new categories of religious activity to take into the marketplace, and then transmitting back
into the denominations an explicitty nondenominational version ofngaleal
Christianity¢?*

Root added the impact of the parachurch on
and vital movemeiit evangelicalisim thrived on the fredlowing and creative impulses of
parachurch innovatioo?®

To Roots point notice théirth dates of these influential parachurch ministries:

1942: Jim Rayburn begins Young Life.

1942: Wycliffe Bible Translators founded.

1944: Torrey Johnson and Robert Cook form Youth for Christ International.
1944: World Relief founded.

1948: Thefirst Urbana Student Missionary Conference is held in Urbana, lllinois.
1950: Billy Graham Evangelistic Association founded.

1950: World Vision founded.

1951.: Bill Bright founded Campus Crusade for Christ International (Cru).
1952: Compassion Internatial (was the Everett Swanson Evangelistic
Associationn 52; name changed in 1963).

1954: Fellowship of Christian Athletes founded.

1956: Christianity Today was founded by Billy Graham.

= =4 4 4 48 8 5 9 -2

== =2

24 Andrew RootRevisiting RelationlaY outh Ministry: From a Strategy of Influence to a Theology of Incarnation
(Downers Grove: IVP, 2009), 48. Emphasis added.

25 Andrew Root Revisiting Relational Youth Ministry: From a Strategy of Influence to a Theology of Incarnation
(Downers Grove: IVP2009), 49Root is actually referring to the Ndevangelicalism of Graham and Henry.
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1957: George Verwer founded Operation Mobilization.

1958: David Willerson started Teen Challenge in NYC.

1960: Loren Cunningham formed YWAM (Youth with a Mission).
1960: Christian Research Institute.

1960: David Wilkerson founded Teen Challenge.

= =4 4 -4 A

In a span of 18 years, and particularly the period around the 1950s, a number of parachurch
ministries were founded that would shape a generation and impact millions of evangelicals.
Parachurch ministries, being free from denominational bureaucraciesntiad freedom to
innovate and take risks.

Rick Warren made the point while also noting another shift when speaking at a Pew Forum
in 2005:

I n the | ast 50 years, most of what was new
was done by parehurch eganizations, not actual congregations. Things like World

Vision, World Relief, Campus Crusade for Christ, Wycliffe Bible Translators, Billy
Graham Organization and on and on. And America in its entrepreneurship has started
thousands of these pathurche gani zati ons since the 1950s.
particularly, all of the bright minds were not going into local churches. They were all going

into these parghurch organizations.

But all the smart people | know are now working in local churchesSr hey 6 r e movi n
and the power is moving back to the local congregations. Regardless of size, they just
happen to be there. And as a result, the pastors and the priests and the ministers of these
churches are, | think, gaining a larger vaite.

Harold Myra, whose role Wibe unpacked more in chapter threbserved howmany of
the leaders of evangelical movements came out of ththYfor Christ movements' Their
innovation was often about survival as Myra described it:

The Youth for Christmovementwasa survival thing. You had to be really good at a lot

of things, uh, to be able to survive as a YFC leader. | think in the evangelical world, there
was a lot of that entrepreneurial thing just built inta it.. | think that the openness of
evangelicals to the kind of entrepreneurship that was required was a part of survival.

By the late 1970s, the diffusion of parachurch ministries reached such a degree and their
power in over Protestant culture, practice, and thought so prominent thaendtabth leaders
and theologians began to express concern. Stephen Board recognized this importance of this shift
in authority and power within American religion, suggesting slow change in authorits

26 https://www.pewforum.org/2005/05/23/mytléthe-modernmegachurch/accessed May 32020.
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Michael Lindsay observes, it is parachurch minisgrs t h a the ipstitidional dcaffolding
for new modes of social power through which leading evangelicals interact with one another and
undertake strategies for legitimating the movement to a wider public audience through founding,
financing, and giding evangelical organizations and initiativiB$Where this role was historically
filled by denominational bodies, Andrew Root notes that beginning in the 1950s, leadership of
evangelicalism shifted towards grassroots entrepreneurs. As Root conchelagowth of
evangelicalism was dtlewing and dreativggimpulges of paratharcht h e
innovation¢?®

Despite the success of parachurches in the past seventy years and their current dominance
in American religion, this progress can olnge a persistent tension between parachurches and
churches. While parachurches and churches regularly collaborate, their relationship remains ill
defined and complex. IBeyond the CongregatipChristopher Scheitle captures the abiding the
problematic naitre of this ambiguity. He notes,

be defined as something existing besi ded
could also be defined as somethhp ey ondd or O6aside fromdb a r
is subtle, but it represents the crux of the problem. Is the parachurch sector a partner
working cooperatively alongside churches and denominations or is it a rogue agent
working beyond the reach bfh e 1?2 0

AThe term 6parachurché hints at s-dmeowofdth
n 0

Scheitle's distinction here is critical in understanding the seemingly paradoxical draw to
and suspicion of parachurches by churches and denominations. While many envision parachurches
as essentially functioning in supportive roles to the chuttiers see them as entirely independent
of any relationshipif not at times, as its foil. Predictably, churches are more inclined to see
parachurches in this former role as supportive while parachurches understand their purpose as
something wholly diffeent. This distinction is more pronouncedadrthreepart taxonomy of
parachurch relations to the church: alongside the church, renewal of the church, and in spite of the
church. We may roughly translate these three postureguagping, reformingandperforming
the first two suggesting a centrdiject of the church while the third can stand alone. The initial
two see the church as fundamental to their identity and mission although in different respects, the
third as a possible market or partner but not a necessity.

Despite this diversity of posteis towards the church, there are several constitutive
elements that are common to all parachurches. In surveying the various elements of parachurch
ministries, five general characteristics emerge. First, parachurches are essedtgigndent
selfgovening organizations. Where churches have fixed leadership and denominational

27 Elite Power: Social Networks Within American Evangelicalism (Winner of the Robert J. McNamara Student
Paper Award 2005) D. Michael Lindsay* Sociology of Religion 2006, 67:3, 211.

28 Andrew Root Revisiting Relational Youth Ministry: From a Strayeaf Influence to a Theology of Incarnation
(Downers Grove: IVP, 2009), 49.

29 Christopher P. Scheitl&eyond the CongregatipB83-34.
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hierarchies connected to their ecclesiology, parachurches operate outside similar authority
structures. At its most basic level, parachurches are ministries that exist outsitiartiewith
their own leadership and chains of accountability.

Second, parachurches a@ecializedn their mission. One critical element informing the
tension between churches and parachurches is in their divergent missions. The mission of the
church issimultaneously local and broad. That is, the church is rooted to a specific community but
is tasked with a broad range of obligations from evangelism, to missions, to discipleship, to
counseling, to worship, to social care, and®bRarachurches, on thaher hand, are intensely
focused upon a central mission that animates its activities and relationships. Through focusing on
one specialized element of Christian life, parachurches can often experience greater success where
churches need to split their timamong many priorities. That parachurches can thrive where
churches historically struggle is often a point of contention; the parachurches criticizing the
perceived failure of churches while churches decry the perceivegdtimm of their authority and
people.

Such specialization means that there is always a fresh wave of new parachurches as each
successive generation of Christians recognize new areas for activity or neglected areas in need of
innovation. Yet this places a corresponding pressure onrexsdirachurches to adapt to shifts in
the priority of their specialization. As Wuthnow observes, by limiting themselves to narrow
missions, parachurches are susceptible to their animating purpose diminishing in importance or
ceasing to exist altogether. #dslavery and temperance societies were once among the most
powerful parachurch institutions in American Protestantism but faded due to external factors. In
contrast, the American Bible Society has continued to grow to become one of the largest modern
patachurches. As a result, parachurches with long histories may have gone through periods of
adapting their specialization to adjust to shifts in culture and relfgion.

Third, parachurches arentrepreneurialin their origin. Like entrepreneurial churches,
parachurches begin from an innovative response to perceived deficiencies, ineffectiveness, or
stagnate institutions and processes within the existing church. Parachurches are therefore often
reactive, creating new processes, strategies, or products thessaddecific gaps that inevitably
displace the status quo. Pastor Rick Warren suggests that this quality is largely responsible for
their significant rise to dominance in American religion since the middle of the twentieth century.
AccordingtoWarrenim 2005 imadasetr vaifewhait was new and i nn
in Christianity was done by pacdurch organizations, not actual congregattomsmerica in its
entrepreneurship has started thousands of these&lpaireh organizations since the 1958nd in

301n his study of parachurch ministries, Scheitle identified nine sectors of parachurch ministcbaridhatic

evangelism, (2) relief and development, (3) education and training, (4) publishing and resources, (5) radio and

television, (6) missions and missionary, (7) fellowship and enrichment, (8) advocacy and activism, and (9)
fundraising and grant mailg. Whileawelr ounded taxonomy, Scheitleds 2010 | i s
absence of technology and data focused parachurches that do not fit neatly into any sector and whose rapid growth
suggest an emerging new sector. Scheitle: 2019059

31 Robert WuthnowTheRestructuring of American Religion: Society and Faith since World Wa04@.
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the 670s and the 680s particularly, all of th
were all going into these pachurch organization®?

The seemingly limitless range of parachurches speaks to the prominence of the
entreprepurial quality to parachurches, they have become the dominant tool for enterprising
Christian leaders motivated to innovate solutions to pressing challenges. Scheitle notes that at
freedom and specialization of parachurches proved fertile grounds foreligs 1 nnovati on,
it comes to many of the overlapping activities [with the church], the bureaucratic model allows
parachurch organizations to produce more goods and services faster, more efficiently, and more
predi &t ably. o

In the past few generatis, entrepreneurialism of parachurches has become more
pronounced as traditional barriers to entry for ministries have declined. Where denominations and
institutions have historically exercised a certain degree of authoeityher directly or indirectly
- over parachurches, few if any such restrictions remain. No longer dependent upon churches and
denominations to legitimize or accredit their operatibejr successs largely dependent upon
their performance in the religious marketplace. That is, hoW tivey are able to accurately
diagnose a problem, innovate solutions that address this problem, and craft a compelling message
to inspire widespread adoption of their solution. Technology has consistently served as a catalyst
in this progression, each neplatform enabling entrepreneurs to bypass traditional Christian
networks to market their parachurch directly to churches, pastors, and individual Christians. With
the recent explosion of social media, the parachurch marketplace has never been more diverse
competitive, and accessible.

Fourth, parachurches amrumenicalin their belief and collaboration. As Christian
organizations, parachurches exist within a tension between their theological identity that animates
the vision and mission against the mark@essures necessary for success. While many
parachurches may have doctrinal statements, these are often fairly simplistic affirmations of
critical theological doctrines of historic Protestantism. Yet more than what doctrines they affirm,
parachurches amecumenical in how they understand their identity and mission. Detached from
churches and denominations, parachurches often view their constituency as the broader church
and, as a result, their role as a unifier through collaboration. This adaptabilitys rtest
parachurches run an impossibly broad gamut of theological depth and conviction. Where some
have confessionally rooted theological identities connected to their organizational mission, others
appeal to a general ethos of Christian convictions tiatm their motivations while not limiting
their partnerships.

In this respect, the evangelical identity has proven a useful space for parachurches operate
within. While the identity has recently become troublesome, for nearly two centuries it has been
used to refer to a common theological core of orthodox Protestafftisieed, it is important to

32 hitps://www.pewforum.org/2005/05/23/myths the modernmegachurch/accessed May 31, 2020.

33 Christopher P. Scheitl@eyond the Congregatiph6

34 One of the earliest examples of the evangelical identity being crafted as a space for united Christian ministry was
the creation of the Evangelical Alliance in 1864. Cf. lamdrRal and David HillbornOne Body in Christ: The

History and Significance of the Evangelical Allian¢€arlisle: Paternoster, 2001).
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note that the growth of parachurches and the
of the twentieth century correspond. While many other factontributed to their growth, the
evangelical identity was a critical tool for emerging parachurches to exist beyond the limited
spaces of denominations. Instead, evangelicalism provided parachurches with a broad network
within which they could forge parerships across theological traditions while retaining a
distinctive theological identity that marked them as within the bounds of orthodoxy.

Fifth, parachurches amorporatein their structure and funding. Many have noted how the
structure of parachuhnes represent a dynamic mixture of ministry and business. Independent of
church structures, parachurches are similar insofar as they require leaders, staff, and possibly
participants/customers to subscribe to a set of religious belefor faith experigces. At the
same time, their structure often mirrors other-poofit charities. The large majority are overseen
by one or more executives, leaders that manage the staff and set the strategic goals of the
organization. A second common source of accoulitialis a governing board, charged with
overseeing and approving the vision of the parachurch and holding its executive(s) accountable
for success and behavibr.

The majority of parachurches are governed by a board of directors and managed by a
presidentand/or executive director. Typically, scholars have tended to frame parachurches as
independent, seljoverning organizations that have narrowly defined missions relating to specific
sphere of church life.

In addition to their structure, parachurches fiorc similar to other noprofits in their
dependence upon a combination of sales, fundraising, and grants. All three avenues produce
corresponding pressures upon parachurches that can shape their mission and relationship to
individuals, churches, and denmations. The majority of parachurches offer a service or product
for sale, the profits of which are enough to sustain aparmek the organization. Like fqrofit
companies, parachurches driven largely through sales need to be active in marketplace by
continuing to refine their product and marketing in order to secure and retain customers.
Parachurches that rely upon fundraising need to recruit and retain a donor base whilasgant
funding necessitates an ability to be selected from among similgsroéits. All three avenues of
revenue can be highly competitive not only between parachurches but in relation to
churches/denominations who may perceive parachurches as siphoning their $inding.

Despite this considerable influence, the parachurch remains an understudied phenomenon.
Many have focused on one sphere of parachurch minidoy example, foreign missiorisbut
few have addressed the nature and genesis of parachurch ministriet)itsaliered from the
daily obligations and doctrinal precision intrinsic to local churches and denominations, parachurch
ministries are able to demonstrate both considerable flexibility in their collaborations and focus in
addressing narrow concerns.

35 Christopher Paul Ric&,oward a Framework for Practical Theology of Institutions for Faihsed
Organizations ThesisDuke Divinity School, 2014. Pg.27
36 Christopher P. Scheitl&eyond the Congregatip81-112.
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A period of time around the 1950sver a span of about 18 yeasaw a number of
parachurch ministries founded that would shape a generation and impact millions of evangelicals.
Parachurch ministries, being free from denominational bureaucracies, had ewntenir to
innovate and take risks.

Term #4: Innovation

Al f had asked pdenylFedonehai dt heyhewnwedl| o0
f ast e r¥ Leaderssamd.oanizations who lead into the future begin with something bigger
than merely maitaining the status quo on the one hand or merely tweaking things on the other.
Those who break though the tendency toward institutionalism and lethargyding churches
and their leadefsdo so boldly, bound more by the mission than the pull towardterance.

Evangelicals have a paradoxical relationship with culture, in particular with its more
popular forms. Aware of the biblical injunctions agaiivgorldlinesso or capitulating to the world
system, evangelicals nevertheless believe understaadlituge is critical to reaching iGromley
observed howiAmerican Evangelicals consistently have been quick to embrace the media,
technologies, and cultural forms of contemporary society as a way to evangelize thedffasses.
This desire flows from the Gaé Commissionlt is a fundamental reason for the rise of the
contemporary megachurch and its adoption of contemporary cultural innovations.

I've been interested in innovation throughout my ministry. In 2007, for instance, along with
Elmer Towns and WarreBird | wrote the booKL1l Innovations in the Local Churchvhich
recognized a number of innovative churches happening around the turn of the millennium, many
of which intersect with innovations described in this b#ok.

In the years following World Wait the United States emerdjas a military and economic
superpower. The country also becaifitee undisputed global leader in innovatatcording to
the Aspen InstitutgiFrom transistors to personal computers, from the development of the Internet
tot he evolution of the smart phone, America w
transformatiors*®

Both inventions and innovations have marked the U.S. for the past two generations. That
spirit is seen in those who paved the way for new agpesaand models in church life as well.
fiThe essential ingredient for success is a steady stream of innavBtdnBuford argued?

37 Sinek, Simon (20099-23). Start with Why: How Great Leaders Inspire Everyone to Take Action (p. 60).
Penguin Group US. Kindle Edition.

Er i ¢ Gor mlizing Thrioughv Apprapeation: Toward a Cultural Theory on the Growth of Contemporary
Christian Music"Journal of Media and Religioa (4), 2003: 252.

39 EImer Towns, Ed Stetzer, and Warren Bitd,Innovations in the Local Church: How Today's Leaders Can
Learn, Discern, and Move into the FutufRegal, 2007).

40 hitps://www.aspeninstitute.org/publicationstanovatiorchallengefor-the-united states/ accessed May 14,
2020.

41 https://halftimeinstitute.org/bebuford-tribute/, accessed May 14, 2020.
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In recent years research shows that large churches tend to be more innovative and
correspondingly more open to changjis is more the case in evangelical churches growing in
suburban areas or in Western states. In addition, younger congregations welcome change more
than churches with older memberships. Evangelicals are more likely to have changed in their
worship style irrecent years, while more liberal or Mainline churches are less fikely.

The Larger the Church the More Open to Change

Figure 3.10
Increased Size Enhances Openness to Innovation

Percent
High on
Welcoming
Change

1-49 50-99 100-149 150-349 350-0999 1,000+

Number of Regularly Participating Adulis

What do we mean by innovation? How does innovation differ from invention or discovery?
The Oxford Handbook of Innovatioexplains:filnvention is the first occurrence of an idea for a
new product or process, while innovation is the first attempt to carry it out into prfétiaerther
di stinction between the two terms follows: Al:
or organizational unit responsible for combining the factors necessary (what the innovation theorist
Joseph Schumpeter called testreprened, may be quite diffefent fr
Innovation comes with a price. As Nicolo Machiavelli famously obserfiedi,h er e i s
nothing more difficult to plan, more doubtful of success, nor more dangerous to manage than the
creation of a newrder of things . . . Whenever his enemies have the ability to attack the innovator
they do so with the passion of partisans, while the others defend him sluggishly, so that the
i nnovator and hi s P MarkiChaves bbsekved the rmesbetwaeh adesira b | e . ¢
to change and a keen sense of histdReligious movements and religious entrepreneurs partly

42 Source: Fact 2001, 333,

43 Fagerberg, Mowery, and Nelson 20The Oxford Handbook of Innovatiof,

44 Fagerberg, Mowery, and Nelson 20The Oford Handbook of Innovation,. 5

45 Everett M. RogersDiffusion of Innovations,Ed, (New York: The Free Press, 1995), 1.
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innovate, but they also partly seek continuity with major existing traditions in their cultural
field.o*

Lyle Schaller made the point thahould be obvious, namely, that more conservative,
evangelical churches, while more theologically conservative and unwilling to change convictions,
are more likely to embrace or lead in innovation in practibeirfistability and predictability in
ideolagyo allows thentito advocate change in practices and institutional & 'religious person
who is more liberal is the opposite. He or $ie more open to new ideas and innovation in
ideology and thus looks for continuity, predictability, and stabihtypractices and institutional
I i f8e. 0

Term #5: Diffusion of Innovation

Good leaders recognize that innovation by itself is not enough. There are many
transformative innovations that died in relative obscurity, often to the confusion and frustration of
those who grasped its potential. For if innovation is not broadly adopted across regions and
organizations, it will inevitably fail to generate lasting change. As a result, good leaders are often
just as driven by thdiffusionof innovation as they wewgith the innovation itself. This is because
they recognize the central truth that makes diffusing innovations so challenging. Where innovation
demands expertise in structures and systems, diffusion demands expertise in people. Successful
leaders are thosgho quickly move on to considering of how the innovation can be discovered,
desired, and deployed by others.

This idea was most forcefully advocated by Everett Rogers in his 1962 hibogion of
Innovation Rogers argued that by diffusion of innovatisne =~ m eadheoryftoncerning how,
why, and at what pace new ideas, technology, or other discoveries.$fi@advas not simply
diffusion Rogers observedDiffusion is a special type of communication, in which the messages
are about a new i@@*° He defned an innovatioms fan i dea, practice, or
as new by an individu®At otrheo tcheenrt eurniotf oR o0 gaedr odp
diffusion of innovation is four main elemenisnovation communication channeléime, and
social system

Innovation
Predictably Rogers begins with innovation itself. The successful diffusion of ideas,

processes, or technologies is dependent upon an initial adaptation that changes the status quo in
significant respects. While we have already noted that innovation invallvedifst attempt to

46 Mark ChavesCongregations in AmericgCambridge: Harvard University Press, 2009), 155.
47 Schaller,The Very Large Churcl80.

48 Schaller, The Very Large Churclg0.

49 Everett M. Rogersiffusion of Innovations,@Ed, (New York: The Free Press, 1995), 6.

50 Everett M. RogersDiffusion of Innovations,Ed, (New York: The Free Press, 1995), 11.
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carry [a new ideajout into practicer® Rogers offers his own ferpart definition. (1)Relative
advantage The degree to which the innovation advances and/or improves the existing status quo.
Does the innovation offer significant benefits to justify char(@g€ompatibility : The degree to

which an innovation isintegrates with existing social norms, values, and habits. Does the
innovation cause little to no disruption in the changeT@nplexity: The degree to which an
innovation isi or perceived to bé inaccessible to a target audience. Does the innovation cause
people to be intimidated by the chaf?dé) Trialability : The degree to which an innovatioan

be learned and understood prior to commitment. Does the innovation offer people a means of
experimentation throughout the process of charige®@bservability: The degree to which the

value of theinnovation is readily apparent. Does the innovation have clear benefits that people
view it a necessity to changé?

Communication Channels

Rogers described mass media chanmattuding radio, television, newspapers, and other
forms of transmitting messages via mass megdi@ne key channehAnother wasinterpersonal
channel s i ntobbhece Bacharcge bet ween tAmong or m o
entrepreneurial evangelicals, the latter proved to be critical in the adoption of innovation.

According to Dave Travis this statement of Rogers had a huge impact on Leadership
Network.Ai | n t B ediffusi@n7sGholars began to study the concdpemventionp Roger s
wr ot efined Asihe degree to which an innovation is changed or modified by a user in the

process of its adoption and implementatihOf t en t hese evangelicals gi
come up with something totally new, baitat i mes di d what some cal l A
turning fried chicken into chicken tendeor nuggets to be eaten more easilythe car.
Evangelicals didnot have to come up with con:q
work. Reinventingapproaches to be more effective was crucial, however.

Rogersd research revealed an important asp

rise of LN and the entrepreneurial leaders among evangelicals:

Diffusion investigations show thatost individuals do not evaluate an innovation on the
basis of scientific studies of its consequences, although such objective evaluations are not
totally irrelevant, especially to the very first individuals who adopt. Instead, most people
depend mainly upoa subjective evaluation of an innovation that is conveyed to them from
other individuals like themselves who have previously adopted the innovation. The
dependence on the experience of near peers suggestethaart of the diffusion process

51 Fagerberg, Mowery, and Nelson 20The Oxford Handbook of Innovatiof,

52 Everett M. RogerdDiffusion of Innovations,@Ed, (New York: The Free Press, 1995)-16.

53 Everett M. RogersDiffusion of Innovations,@Ed, (New York: The Free Press, 15918.

54 Everett M. RogerDiffusion of Innovations,@Ed, (New York: The Free Press, 199%7. Emphasis added.
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consistsof the modeling and innovation by potential adopters of their network partners
who have adopted previousHy.

Individuals are typically homophilous or hetep hi | us . Homophily, or |
is the idea behind sayikngs gleitkhe rAi i rlds deefs ca i ft
one anothero6s company o rHeterephily ¢arfnleo wea | aufe aif f fseor
describes individuals who enjoy company with those who value diversity. While Rogers found
that fAmore ethéecobnveccommumwhen two or more in
al so found that a problem that the diffusion
quite hetrophilous. 0

Time

Diffusion of innovations taketime, occurring in variosi stages of adoption. The rate at
which innovations diffuse depend on a wide range of variables but at the most critical relate to
what Rogers terms the Innovati@ecision Process. By this, Rogers means the process by which
individuals move through initidknowledge of the innovation, being persuaded of its benefits,
deciding to make the change, i mpl ementing the
value®’ Yet Rogers astutely observe that this process was not uniform across society. While
seveal moved through this process rapidleither innovating themselves or quickly adopting
new innovation§ many others were more cautious and some even resisted innovation well after
it had been broadly accepted. Surveying the responses to innovatiens Rggothesized that all
individuals in society fit into five categories in how they moved through the Innov@gaoision
ProcessThe five adopter categories: A(1l) innovato
majority, afd (5) | aggards. 0

55 Everett M. RogerDiffusion of Innovations,"Ed, (New York: The Free Press, 19948. Emphasis added.
56 Everett M. RogersDiffusionof Innovations, # Ed, (New York: The Free Press, 199309.

57 Everett M. RogersDiffusion of Innovations,Ed, (New York: The Free Press, 1995), 20.

58 Everett M. RogersDiffusion of Innovations,Ed, (New York: The Free Press, 1995), 22.
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Late Majority
Early adopters
Innovators Laggards
2.5% 13.5% 34% 34% 167

At the outset of the paradigm, Rogers maintained that only 2.5% of any given social system
areinnovators The critical attribute of innovators is, according to Rogegafuresomenessghat
is, A prevailing willingness to take daring aeden risky action in rethinking processes, needs, or
technologies. Critically, Rogers distinguished opinion makers from innovators. The former may
be innovators but often times they are early adopters that are gifted as diffusing the innovations of
others®®

Today, with the rise of the impact of social media this allows connectivity to happen at a
faster rate and across geographical boundaries. There is a relationship between resource and the
potential of innovation. This is why large churches could exparirmore with innovation, just
as a larger farm might plant a new seed in one field and not risk his whole farm in the test.

The most important people in DOI are taly adoptersOn average 13.5% are in this
group. These are the people who taket they learn from the innovators and apply them to their
cont ext. The highest number of opinion | eader
within the first two categories, o Travis obsel
by the rest of the system td determine the va

Theearly majorityrepresents 34% of the system. It and the next group, the late majority which
also makes up 34%, are the largest groups. This group is more deliberate in adopting a
innovation. This is the most important group concerning adoption because they are the largest
group before reaching the mean in the curve. Key leaders are in the previous two categories, but
this group is the core of the first followers.

Thelate maprity, also about onéhird of the system, are skeptical toward innovation. They
value preservation of what is already working or in existence more than innovation. They need to

be shown an innovation is in sync with current practice to the highest gexpsble.

59 Everett M. RogersDiffusion of Innovations, 5th EditiofNew York, Simon and Schuster, 2003.
60 Rogers, ffusion of Innovations Dave Travis notes Nov2010, 11.
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Finally, thelaggardsrepresent the final 13.5%. These are the last to adopt an inngvation
if they ever do so. Rogers observed,®Thédyhe poi
are also fAthe most | oaodls ciom ntetceaierd o utolnda kh ea rsdy
In the sixty years since Rogers outlined these categories, they have a proven popular tool
in understanding social change and adaption. In his bestsellingStadkwithWhy, SimonSinek
wentsofarastodubt t he fALaw of Diffusion of I nnovati
that companies and leaders often failed in introducing new product or ideas because they were
unable to generate compelling reasons why slow and hesitant adopters endure thrh the
Li kewise, bestsell i nghedippindRoine xMaal ncdosl nmo nG | Raodgweerl &l s
arguing that innovations that are able to diffuse beyond early adopters generate enough momentum
to win over the rest of society.

Social System

Diffusions take place within social systems. This is why DOI often takes a very long time
to make headwayRogers offers the fascinating example of the issue of scurvy among sailors in
the past. Scurvy killed more sailors in the early period of lengthgges than war, accidents, or
any other cause. In 1497, Vasco de Gama lost 1Q8®f&ailors on his voyage around the Cape
of Good Hope. In 1601, British Captain Lancaster discovered by experimentation that lemon juice
taken daily greatly reduced inciderdt the disease. But the cure was not adopted until 1747,
almost 150 years later. "Innovations do not sell themse®&xpgers observed.

This is part of the explanation for the role of Leadership Network and other parachurch
ministries, along with megharches, as being the leaders in innovation in the church.
Organizations outside a local church structure have more freedom to innovate; likewise, younger,
newer, rapidly growing megachurches by their very existence and growth show a predilection
toward clange.

Everett Rogers studied the diffusion of innovation as it applied to various contexts from
cures to diseases to improvement in crops. However, considering at its heart that diffiithien is
spread of somethingtéaosmmpbBent aasotchal repsmemfor
conceptual area in which to study diffusion proces&es

As Burge and Djupe put it:

Religion, especially denominational religion, might be thought of as a vast communication
network, with links developed dbcal, regional, and national levels. However, the
literature has been notably sparse indigscription of how religious ideas diffuse in the
subcultureas well as in the larger society. A few notable exceptionsbedound, with

61 RogersDiffusion of Innovation265.

52 Everett Rogers Diffusion of InnovationsDave Travis notes Nov2010, 16.

83 RogersDiffusion of Innovation7.

64Burge, Ryan P., and Paul A. Djupe. 2016. AEmer gent Fa
Movement . o6 Journal of Religious Leadershipl5 (1): 6.
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some work using the coapt of diffusion taexplain how church membership patterns are
dependent othe composition of churches in close proximiyffusion helps explain how
denominations changed organizatiopalicy in systematic ways to allow women to be
ordained as clergyoreover, the degree to which issue positions are diffused by clergy is
driven by their national/denominational ties conditioned on the environment in which they
preach®®

In fact, they argue thaliffusion of ideass more vital to the growth of religis groups.
In a doctoral dissertation on innovation in the church, Travis Paul Drake asks:

Just as passing information on to others in discipleship includes prayer and Bible study,
should it not also include innovation? If Jesus was be¥blutionary and innovative in

His earthly ministry for reaching pasthe st atus quo, shouldnodot c
example today? Instead, it seems that many churches have become satisfied with doing
church as usual, instead of being unusual,avibrand creative in methodology. If the

example of Jesus is taken seriously, then there is no other alternative but to conclude that
this is no longer an acceptalaiiitude®®

Chuck Smith chose to exercise grace over rules in allowing hippies intbumsh. This
included gifted musicians (like Love Song) who encouraged innovation in worship music and
church structures (coffeehouses, communes, etc.). Through his influence and leadership his rapidly
growing church became a diffuser of the new musiough the encouragement of many new
bands and the establishment of Maranatha! music. Chuck Fromm, who came to Calvary Chapel to
help organize and utilize the many musical groups and to get Maranatha! going, had a saying that
fANny pig can fly in a hurricane.n other words, when a new idea meets a need at the right time,
the diffusion of innovation happens rapidly.

A bit later other innovative ideas were utilized by Rick Warren, who was followed by a
host of early adopting pastors. Rick had from his estrtlays established good will among pastors
as one who sought to help them fulfill their ministries. WiranposeDriven Churchand
PurposeDriven Lifecame out, he already had a system in place #orapid spread of his new
ideas.

There remains yet andamental difference between a researcher seeking to find a cure for
a disease or a new kind of corn and those who seek to be effective in gospel ministry. The former
seeks to discover something new or different as its primary mission. Researcherallfrantic
searching for a vaccine and/or cure for the COXtEDcoronavirus were seeking a novel way to
save lives in the midst of a pandemic. For the minister of the gospel or Christian leader we already

% Burge, Ryan P.,and PaulAjbupe. 2016. f@AEmergent Fault Lines: Clergy
Movement . o Journal of -Religious Leadershipl5 (1): 6
®Drake, Travis Paul. 2009. fAlnnovation Matters: The Us.
Ch ur c h .barg, Va: hilsetty Universityhttp://digitalcommons.liberty.edu/doctoral/2827.
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have the cu@ the work of Jesus Christonthe crossforo si n. We dondt need
or change it. We donodt need a Afull ero gospe
innovation has more to do with the delivery systems or approaches for that cure.

Because of that we have a tension betwe&mg risks to pursue innovation on the one
hand, and the dilution of the gospel into pragmatism or other forms of declension. We seek to
innovate without losing our essential message.

While we want to discover innovative ways to be more effective wirgethe Lord, we
need to remember two things about innovation. First, most heresies and cult leaders started out
trying to be innovative. Second, in Scripture, it seems most of the novel approaches taken were
done so out of necessity rather than curiasityg desire to be innovative.

In business, marketers hope to find ways to diffuse innovation for profit. For ifmost
all, of the early entrepreneurial evangelicals, they were primarily seeking ways to be both effective
for and faithful to Christ, o t o be i nnovators. N never set
with drama or musi c, or how many cul tur al cod
simply a few means to an incredibly valuable end. What motivated me . . . [was] the pgoeles
of seeing redeemed pfeople become the church. o

That said, Maciariello argueB:Di f f usi on of i nnovation is th
both Leadership Network and the Willow Creek Associdtiamd thus the importance of Everett
Roger s 6s isvexperkadvieaf®d h

When Paul came to Ephesus as recorded in Acts 19, he came to preach and plant the gospel
in that city. After initial success in the synagoghe faced mounting opposition. Paul made two
strategic changes at that point. First, he left the synagogue and moved to a secular venue, the
School of Tyrannus. Second, whereas he had focused on the weekly synagogue meetings (verse

8), he now focusedondd v teaching. What was the result?
Jews and Greeks (verse 10).
Paul didnét come to a city to see what new

gospel. But when necessary, he innovated, as in Ephesus. Aedl@esgems to summarize a
pretty significant diffusion of that innovation as the gospel spread throughout ks &aul, we
seek to innovate as the effective proclamation of the gospel requires it.
*kkkk
The chapters that follow in this report will shtnew these factors were played out in
church life during the entrepreneurial evangelical era of -Z98@M.

87 Lynne and Bill HybelsRediscovering Church: The Story and Vision of Willow Creek Community C{tirahd
Rapids: Zondervan, 1995), 1131
68 Maciariello 2014 Year with Peter Drucke299
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Chapter 2 - Precursors

Church Growth
Jesus Movement

Evangelicalism has been wed to some level of entrepreneurialism from its earliest days.
This entrepreneurial impulse often grew out of a desire to return to the heart of the faith and
practice of Scripture in contradistinction to the prevailing religiausents of the day. From the
Evangelical Awakening in Great Britain in the 18th century to the present day, evangelicalism has
never been far afield from either entrepreneurialism or innovation.

"American evangelicals have always been innovative entrepreras they reach out to
save souls, and that was surely true in this pefibBitnam and Campbell obsedvia American
Grace.They lised examples including the shift in contemporary music and its effect on liturgy,
small groups, new facilities builtlvere Americans were resettling (particularly in the suburbs)
and applying marketing techniques from the business world. All of these and more were utilized
to help reach the newer American generations. They also olisewemainline Protestants and
Cathdics tried to do the same, but "like Sears belatedly mimicking Walmart, they were playing
catchup."’©

That said, the past generation has witnessed an unparalleled diffusion of innovation through
entrepreneurial evangelicals. This proliferation is moshq@uaced from 198Q010, the period
where Bob Buford's shadow spread through Leadership Neteodss American church life to
change the landscape of American Christianity.

The acceleration of an entrepreneurial spegan in the 1970s thpaved the wafor the
years to follow. Certain precursors influenced the future innovations, particularly the Church
Growth Movement and the Jesus Movemdnien before those movements the rise of the
parachurch created a context where innovation was not only allmvt@chs required for survival.
These movements in particular gave impetus to evangelism, church planting, leadership in areas
such as preaching and worship, and formed networks across denominations as the shift from
denominations as central to influencete rise of nordenominational megachurches.

The Church Growth Movement

Donald McGavran and Movement Beginnings

Donald McGavran served as a missionary in India for several decades. His 199%hbook
Bridges of Godvould be considered the inauguration of the modern church growth movement.

69 Robert D. Putnam and David E. Campbalerican Grace: How Religion Divides and Unites(Sanon &
Schuster, 2010),12
70 Putnam and Campbell, 31
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McGavran was influenced by Roland Alleitse Spontaneous Expansion of the €hywhich
would also impact Rick Warren) and J. Waskom Pick€étiigstian Mass MovementsicGavran
studied and employed church planting and ways to reach people in his context in India.

In The Bridges of GoMlcGavran introduced ideas considered nowdlis time. He argued
evangelism must move from the proclamation of the gospel to including a new convert's
responsible involvement in a | ocal church, S0
numer i cal cHThe ookt cogtrovemsial lBe hé emphasized was people movements:
most peoplehe observedcome to Christollectively with others within a family, tribe, or village.

He recognized the desire of people in social settings to preserve community life. Instead of seeing
people as "agggates of individuals" to be converted one at a time, McGavran argued the social
factor in the conversion of people should not be underestimated.

He wrote: ATo Christianize a whole peopl e,
out of it into adifferent society. Peoples become Christians where a Christward movement occurs
wi t hi n t K Zhis led  the eontrpversial concept of the Homogeneous Unit Principle:
iMen | ike to become Christians wirtiEost ocrossi

McGavran started the Institute of Church Growth at Northwest Christian College in
Eugene, Oregon, beginning in 1961. In 1965, he moved the Institute to Fuller Theological
Seminary in Pasadena, California, where he also became founding dean of the S@harddi of
Mission.

Pasadena became the epicenter of the emerging Church Growth Movement. Along with
McGavran, Allen Tippet, Ralph Winter, Charles Kraft, Arthur Glasser, John Wimber, and the most
influential diffuser of all, C. Peter Wagner promoted churmdwth at Fuller. By 1971, there were
six on the faculty and over 80 students, many of whom were missionaries.

Other key figures and entities included Win Arn and the Institute of American Church
Growth (1972); Kent R. Hunter and the Church Growth Cent€orunna, Indiana (1977); Dennis
Oliver, founder of the Canadian Church Growth Center in Regina, Saskatchewan (and one of the
first D.Min graduates from Fuller's School of World Mission); Paul Benjamin and his National
Church Growth Research Center in $Negton, D.C. (1974); and Elmer Towns of Liberty
University.

The Fuller Evangelistic Association would eventually launch the North American Society
of Church Growth (NASCG). The NASCG defined church growth in a way that recognized
McGavran's influence:

Church growth is that discipline which investigates the nature, expansion, planting,
multiplication, and health of Christian churches as they relate to the implementation of
God's commi ssion to fimake discipl agetoof all
integrate the eternal theological principles of God's word concerning the expansion of the

" Thom RainerThe Book of Church Growth: History, Theology, and Princigiashville: Broadman Press,
1993), 25.

72 Donald McGavranThe Bridgeof God 324.

73 C. Peter Wagnet)nderstanding Church GrowtfGrand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 1980), 198.
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church with the best insights of contemporary social and behavioral sciences, employing
as the initial framework of reference the foundational work by DoMal@avran’*

The Movement Goes Mainstream

The Church Growth Movement enter@dtNomhrAchericagn t o
the fall of 19720" Why 1972? That was the firéconscious attempt to apply church growth
philosophy at Lake Avenue Congretjanal Church where Wagner and McGavran tdaoght
fia pilot course in church growth for American Church lead€rs.

These movement leaders sought to distill the most important principles to aid churches in
growth. An example of this is Wagriemprincipes from his book'our Church Can Grow:

1 A pastor who is a possibility thinker and whose dynamic leadership has been used to
catalyze the entire church into action for growth.

1 A well-mobilized laitywho has discovered, has developed, and is using all the spiritual
gifts for growth.

1 A church big enough to provide the range of services that meet the needs and expectations
of its members.

1 The proper balance of the dynamic relationship between celebratiogregation, and
cell.

1 A membership drawn primarily from one homogenous unit.
Evangelistic methods that have been proved to make disciples.
{ Priorities arranged in biblical ordéf.

=

Influence Peaks and Wanes

Fuller Theological Seminary would become the epicenter of the movement through
McGavran, Wagner, and otheis.what Wagner called the "Magna Carta of the Church Growth
Movement," he and McGavran outlined guiding principles:

1 Church growth could be studieas a science through the application of the scientific
method. This led to a strong focus on social sciences as part of the CGM.
1 At the center of this method were McGavran's three guiding questions about church
growth:
o When a church is growing, why isgtowing?

74 Rainer,The Book of Church Growi20.

5 C. Peter Wagneiour Church Can GroGlendale, California: Regal Books, 1976), 11.
6 C. Peter Wagneiour Church Can Growi5.

77 C. Peter Wagnelour Church Can Growl87-188.
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o What barriers, obstructions, or sicknesses prevent the natural life, vitality, and
growth of churches?
o What reproducible principles operative in growing churches be used elsewhere?

Church Growth as a discipline was described under four headimggleting the idea
"Church growth is..."

An academic discipline aimed at understanding the science of conversion.

A philosophy of ministry that prioritizes a distinct homogeneous unit.

A populist theology focused on mobilizing laity for ministry.

An integrative missiology open to learning from key insights of other disciplines and
leaders.

= =4 4 A

The height of the influence of the Church Growth Movement through Fuller was in the
1980s to abaul99192. During that time, they offered a number of seminars and training events.
Often these featured a theoretician like Peter Wagner or Carl George teamed with a pastor like
Rick Warren, Bill Hybels, or John Maxwell. According to Doug Slaybaugh, wirded with the
Charles E. Fuller Institute of Evangelism and Church Growth, things changed arour8i21991
when he moved to work with Saddleback and the beginning of the PtDpose era.

Molly Worthen points out the Church Growth Movement's origirgiasues:

The Church Growth movement began as a critique of Western individualism: Donald
McGavran chastised missionaries for overemphasizing individual conversions rather than
plunging into indigenous culture and bringing enfisgee o pl e gr o.Wetsriicit o Chr
T especially noAWesterners have pointed out that Church Growth morphed into a
rationalistic cult of social science with an emphasis on evangelism over justice. It has
encouraged Christians to think solely in terms of souls won or lostjngrgociety's larger

structures and inequalities. Many megachurch@lurch Growth's great success stoily

have fallen prey to the prosperity gospel, seeking signs of God's favor in material’fvealth.

Despite all the good the Church Growth Movement praljidks influence waned in the
1990s. Gary Mcintosh noted that the Church Growth Movement transitioned in the latter 1990s as
church leaders shifted from looking to professors, who were the early church growth writers, and
consultants to the growing numlzémmegachurch pastors like Rick Warren, Bill Hybels, and Steve
Sjogren’®

8 Molly Worthen,Apostles of Reason: The Crisis of Authority in American Evangelicébsifiord University
Press, 2016), 254.

®See Gary McIntosi) Thou g ht s o nJoanalMioTiaieeAmerinan Sogiety of Church Grgwthlume 8,
Winter 1997, pages 132.
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Leadership Network would arise in the 1980s and continue to grow in influence especially
among entrepreneurial evangelicals through the new millennium. There was some overlap betwee
the CGM and LNearly on but in the words of Dave Travis of LN, "they were really two different
movements." Carl George of Fuller and a leader in the CGM attended some of the early $orums a
a resource person, and Himetachurchi approach was engaged somewhat by Willow Creek as
they developed their small group structure latehave no complaints abofthe CGM," Travis
offered."[It] had its people who were attracted to it and repelled by it. And our deshdérship
Network was just different. Unlike the CGM which offered training and technique, LN in that
early era was not aboutdase things. The CGM would offer models for effective church growth,
whereas LN was always "model agnostic.” The CGM was focused on more odst mwnmon
denominator approach, "trying to do very similar things in very similar ways" to use Travis' words.
LN was and ismore about getting the right people in the room and letting them figure things out.

Today, pastors are more likely to look to sessful pastors of larger churches to understand
more effective ministry practices. This is particularly true of larger churches, where 88% go to
other churches/pastors and 85% go to the latest books, compared to only 59% who go to their
denomination (seegbow):

Where pastors go fearn:

Al ook to learn from nationally known
pastorsor large churchesthat share

their ministry practices.o

100%

88%
81%

80%

60%

40%

20%

9%

1% 1% 3%
0%

Agree Disagree Not Sure

mlessthan 250 ®W250-749 w750+
Q15 7 look to learn from nationally known pastors or large churches that share their ministry practices.o -

Yet despite the growth of resource and collaboration networks like LN, seminaries continue
to be the dominant resource for pastors looking for aid in succeeding in ministry
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Al look to my past seminary trainingin

developing my ministry practices.o

100%

83%
80% 5% 716%

60%

40%
21% 22%

20%

1% 1% 1% 3% 3% 19

0%
Agree Disagree Not Sure Don't have
seminary training

mlessthan 250 m250-749 w750+

Q16 1 ook to my past seminary training in developing my ministry practices.o -

This is likely due to a wide range t#ctors, including the continuing premium Western
culture places upon formal education. That business and society recognize the importance of
degrees as credentials for influence likely plays a role in importance of education to church
leadership and inflence. Moreover, while seminaries have been slow to learn the lessons of
leadership at the center of the story of Entrepreneurial Evangelicals, this change has begun to take
effect. While few seminaries offered courses in leadership in the 1980s, todagffaogthole
degrees. As seminaries continue to grow in teaching leadership principles, it is not surprising to
see pastors turn to their training as resources for developing ministry practices.

In contrast to seminaries, larger churches are significaetg likely to turn to
denominations for help in developing ministry practices

Al look to my denomination for training
and resour cesin developing my

ministry practices.o

100%

80% 78%

60%

40%

30%

20%

50 89 10%

1% 1% 1%

0%
Agree Disagree Not Sure Notina
denomination

mlessthan 250 mw250-749 =750+

Q171 look to my denomination for training and resources in developing my ministry practices.o -

37



Again, this is likely due to a wide range of factors including the general decline of
denominations and the emergence of independent evangelical churches and netwgeks. Lar
churches who exist outside of traditional denominations (10%) have none to turn to in developing
ministry practices, thus having to rely upon one another or general publications. This may also be
due to the restrictive nature of denominational hierascthat can often rely upon large churches
to stimulate innovation in other churches rather than serve as resources for their own ministry
needs. It is worth noting below how many of the early Leadership Journal and Leadership Network
pastors in denominatns reflected this attitude of dependence rather than resource.

Instead, large and medium churches are overwhelmingly ready to access the marketplace
for ministry ideas. Tha85% of larger church pastors look to recent books for testgorces the
growth of leadership and ministry publishing as a core influencer in church life
Al look to thelatest booksfor the best
thinking and practices for church ministry.o

Among Protestant Pastors

100%
86% 85%
80%

60%

40%

24%
20% 13% 13%

0% <1% 1% 2%
0

Agree Disagree Not Sure
mlessthan 250 m250-749 750+

Q181 look to the latest books for the best thinking and practices for church ministry.d -

In essence, there was a general agreeableness among all pastors to make use of any
available resource in thinking through their best practices in ministry. Leaders of larghesh
differed slightly from their peers, demonstrating a willingness to move outside of traditional
structures and more open exchange across denominations and institutions.

The Jesus People Movement

Another important precursor was the Jesus People Movement (JR&JPM saw great
numbers to Christ in the late 1960s and early 1970s. It also introduced a number of innovations to
the evangelical church in evangelism and worship. Mostly a youth moveahimgan on the west
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coast around 19688%° in a time of national crisis: Vietnam, the Civil Rights movement, drug
abuse, environmental concerns, campus dissent, and the sexual revolution marked the age.

Origins

TheHaightAs hbury district of San Fcahtlissweo, th
Afl ower childrendo turn from drugs to Jesus. A
with his life and read the New Testament, experiencing conversion. In 1967, Wise began a
coffeehouse ministry backed by area pastors called The Living Boom.

Christian communes began popping up serving as an impromptu drug rehab center, a
refuge for homeless youth, or b&ftKent Philpott, a student at Golden Gate Baptist Theological
Seminary opened communal houses Soul Inn and Berachah #ouse.

In SouthernCalifornia theJPM exploded through the ministry of Calvary Chapel, Costa
Mesa. Chuck Smith, a Foursquare Gospel pastor, saw the church experience dramatic growth
starting in 1970 as they began to rkKagwho hi ppi
initially had a burden for the broken lives of the hippies. Plowman described the results:

The ensuing population explosion at Calvary was unbelievable. Within two years or so, the
church's attendance skyrocketed from 150 into the thousands. Mostrofaére young people
touched in some way through the ministry of The House of MiralelelD70 alone 4,000 prayed
to receive Christ, and more than 2,000 were baptized in the Pacific &cean.

Lonnie Frisbee moved to Costa Mesa from the Bay area wheaiachhis wife Connie
opened The House of Mi racles wunder Calvary
reaching hippies early at Calvary Chapel would be hard to overestimate. By1971, Calvary Chapel
held three weekly youth nights with as many as twausland attendinglhe services included
gospel rock music, prayer, and Bible std#ly.

Calvary Chapel was a key innovator in new music that continues to shape the church today.
Members of the band Love Song, pioneers in JPM music, were converted at Cédapst and
played a huge part in the rising music that eventually birthed Maranatha! Music and eventually,
Contemporary Christian Music (CCM) and the modern worship movement.

80 Enroth, Ericson, and Petef&e Jesus People: Glime Religion in the Age of Aquari(Grand Rapids: William

B. Eerdmans, 197212; Duane Bderson,Jesus PeopléRegal, 1970)34. Robert SEllwood, One Way: The Jesus

Movement and Its Meanir{@renticeHall, 1973)59, sai d it best when he noted that
tells a different story about who started it and how. 0
81 Edwad E. PlowmanThe Jesus Movement in Amer{&yramid Books, 1971%3-44.

821bid., 13.Timepublished a report that said the Living Room was the creation of three area ministers: John

MacDonald, First Baptist Church, Mill Valley; John Streater, First Baptist, San Francisco; and Edward Plowman,

the prolific chronicler of the movement, Park Présilaptist Church, San Francis®e e i St tiaeseJesuC hr i s

as t he Ul TimeBaAugest I970j 3d., 0

83 Enroth, Ericson and PetefEhe Jesus Peoplé3-14.

A Street Christians: JPbilpait everduslly bebame dudrser ancansteictidnbusipessy 3 1.
several far ms, rehabilitation centers, a bookstore, an
Ev o | u Timeg24 September 1973, 80.

8 Plowman,Jesus Movemem5.

%Betty Price and Everett Huwbnmewissionslune/July 1®7Mhé. Jesus Expl o:
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In 1967, Hollywood Presbyterian Church opened the Salt Company coffeeffiDskege
minister Don Williams was introduced to the street culture by a pregnant street youth named
Cheryl who wandered into First Presbyterian on a Sunday moi@iregyl showed Williams the
thousands ofouthson the streets.

The Salt Company musgroup performed at the coffeehouse, as did Larry Norman, a

leader in Jesus Movement musiBuane Pederson received help in the layout, printing, and
distribution of hisHollywood Free Papefrom the Salt Company and First Presbyterfagoung
artist named Lance Bowen helped with the layout and cartoons féfréleePaper Williams
credited Lance with the origination of a key Christian symbol of the Jesus Movement:
It was a takeoff on the Harvard University strike symbol which had a red clenched fist and the
word AStri keo bkanhcehadoné fager nbvepoietiagttonheaven with a small cross
above it and stenciled beneat h, -wideashssymbglan
of the fAJesfus Movement . 0

Church on the Way with pastor Jack Hayford was another church that exploded in the JPM.
The band ¥ Chapter of Acts, another pioneering band in the JPM, and Pat Boone were part of
this church.

Jack Sparks, #h.D.who formely taught at Penn State, founddte Christian World
Liberation Front (CWLF) at the University of California at Berkeley in 1¥8dodeled after the
radical left, the CWLF soon began the underground pRggrt On.He began his organization
with a commune itis home; by 1971 some thistwo communes with six hundred Jesus People
had spread around the Bay aféa.

Linda Meissner, who had worked with David Wilkerson, came to Seattle in 1968 and set
up the Teen Centeéshe also opened The Ark,apacf or ki ds to come and
entitled The Eleventh Houghe later moved the coffeehouse to a larger building and renamed it
the Catacombslt became by 1971 possibly the largest coffeehouse in the JPM. Other
accomplishments includethé underground papétgapeand the formation of the evangelistic
Jesus Peo®Hl eds Ar my.

Arthur Blessitt, a Southern Baptist from Mississippi, started a ministry called His Place on
Sunset Strip for runaways and addicts. From there he launched a gloisédynoincrosscarrying
and sowwinning. David Hoyt first worked in the Haight and helped to spread the movement to
Atlanta. Jim Durkin led a ministry in northern California called Gospel Outreach that spread to
several nations from the Lighthouse RanclEureka.

Jim Palosaari directed the Jesus Christ Power Houswaukee. Sammy Tippit led a
street witnessing ministry in Chicago known as God's Love in Acbamny Flanders in
Washington, D. C. , b eMoaementMrainisayn @ntett avyashiinghon'sJ e s
under g¥ Soutmech .Baptist pastor John Bisagno brought youth speaker Richard Hogue to

87 Don Williams,Call to the StreetéAugsburg, 1972)44-45.
88 fiThe Jesus PeopteNewsweek?22 March 1971, 97.
89 Erling Jorstad That NewTime Religion: Thdesus Revival in AmeridAugsburg, 1972)53-55.

% plowman Jesus Movemens1-53.
91 plowman Jesus MovemensP.
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the First Baptist Church in Houston, where a massive campaign led to the largest number of people
reached by a single church in SBC history in 197@tBaptist Church, West Palm Beach, Florida,
started the OneWay House led by Minister to the Generation Gap Fenton Moorhead with 800
youth attending nightly at one point.

Impact on Corporate Worship

The most significant longerm impact of the Jesus Movement was its effect on corporate
worship.While Jesus Music exploded in the early 1970s, the central innovators for applying this
music to church discipleship and evangelism was Calvary Chapel uedeattership of Chuck
Smith.Chuck Fromm, Smit ho $Maranathpsuggestea m dis ifteyview tthag r o f
Smithdés ministry philosophy was driven Dby his
that long before pastors were prioritizing leathgp and innovation, Smith was constantly seeking
out other churches that were succeeding in some element of discipleship or evangelism and
learning how their innovations could be applied to Calvary CHaddlis impulse for innovation
was mostsignifican i n Cal vary Chapel 6 ssuppootofiedgingovorphipo gr a m
bands (such as Love Sorfgstered a culture of innovation in worship music that transformed the
congregational singing. Gone was gh@wpacedsinging of past generations tHalt inaccessible
to not only outsiders but even those in the church. Instead, Smith looked for those who understood
the ways music was revolutionizing culture but had the vision to adapt these tools to platform the
gospel to the church and broader society

Yetthetrue exponential impact of Calvary Chapel and Chuck Smith came not as innovators
in worship but through their role as diffusors with fbending of Maranatha!as a Christian
recording labelFar earlier than anyone else within the church wdBlahith and other Calvary
Chapel leaders recognized the power of not only creating new songs but empowering churches
across the world to take hold of these new songs in their own commulRibesnobserved in
his interview that Smith recognized the powEcassette tapes to expand the reach of their worship
innovation far beyond anything previously. Fromm noted that where Luther capitalized on the
printing press, so Smith capitalized on the cassette tape. The result was not simply the diffusion of
Love Sang or other Calvary Chapel worship teams but a liseplicablesongs and a belief that
this model could be successful in churches across the cotthstprian MichaelHamilton
captures this shift in philosophy to broader impact well in observing

It is no accident that Chuck Smith's Calvary Chapel, one of the first congregations to
welcome the counterculture, was one of the first to welcome its music. And it is no accident
that in 1973 Calvary Chapel started Maranatha! Music to spread the new maotierto

92 Chuck Fromm Interview; Fromm gives an example where Smith heard of a Baptist Church across town that had a
vibrant Sunday school class. Not only did Smith engage the church to learn how they were successful but helped
amplify their success by donating lsas from Calvary Chapel to the church. The result was an ongoing partnership
between the two churches that benefited both rather than framed them as competitors.
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churches. As baby boomers moved into the churches, this music came along too. It soon
acquired a new narde"praise and worshi@' but it began as baptized rock 'n' f8il.

This diffusion broke the entries to barrier for later churches to recogniagttaetional power of

worship. If worship was a source of drawing people into church rather than an obstacle to their
participation, it had the power to transform the ways churches moved people from outsiders to
members. This was the central insight oétathurch entrepeneurs when the looked to the JPM
influence on their own modelesb.aclkn Saands iod e riilhng
Harg yadnd Marydés, 0 Hybels and Warren repeatedl]I
pioneered through the JPMhese songs were evangelistic not simply because of their gospel

focus but through speaking in the vernacular of contemporary music they connected worship to

the lived experience of the communities churches were trying to fleagistudy on a "Decade of

Change in American Congregations (21 2)" David Roozen observed:

On the one hand, and most visibly, we were introduced to thepgaked arena sized
sanctuary of the seekéiendly megachurch, complete with concert quglimusic and

large screen video. On the other hand, and more numerically dominant because of its
accessibly to typical congregations, the contemporary worship movement swept from its
West Coast origins north and east, along with its less formal style difori@a praise

music backed by electric guitars and ratide drums decidedly more Pentecostal than
Presbyteriari?

A third impact was the notable rise of megachurches that coincide with the JPM and the
rise of new worship styles and openness to new approaches, not to mention the model of churches
like Calvary Chapel that exploded both in growth locally and in chuenthtiply globally.

In the study conducted for this report, it was clear ldoater churches in particular have
been open to newer worship approaches:

93 Michael Hamilton 1999The Triumph of the Praise Songs
https://www.christianitytoday.com/ct/1999/july12/9t8028.htratcessed May 12, 2020.

94 A Decade of Change in American Congregations 20012 (David Roozen)
http://faithcommunitiestoday.org/sites/default/files/Beée%200f%20Change%20Final_0.pdf, accessed April 4,
2019.
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AW hich of the following wor ds describe

the wor ship style of your church?0

Formal

Informal 8%

70%

63%
Traditional

Contemporary 61%

77%

I I I
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

mlessthan 250 m250-749 =750+
Q11 Which of the following words describe the worship style of your church? (Select all that apply) &

Features

Evangelism and BaptismsThose involved in the movement shared Jesus with others in
innovative ways. Meissner rentesh airplane to drop tethousand issues of the papgegapeon
the attendees at a pop fest while infiltrating the participants with personal witnesses through the
Jesus People's Arnty.

P e d e r Fer Papawas designed as an evangelistic tool to counteract all the radical
underground papers propagating sex, drugs, and revolution. His first editorial began as follows:

Hollywood Free Paper supports and seeks to propagate the teachings of Jesus Christ. The
only reason we do this is because we have already tried almost every means to reach God that man
has thought of and at the end of this search
and tRe 1ife.o

The first New Year @sntinDaf $00,009, vaarty ali ohwhithdvéré h a d
passed out at the Rose Bowl parade. Over six hundred people wrote Pederson indicating they had
trusted Christ as a result of that ddhe next year, 200,000 were distributed, and over two
thousand people wroiadicating they had become Christians as a result of this. Billy Graham,
grandmarshalbf the parade that year, was impressed by the youth sharing Christ.

The Salt Company was est aby The pugpdse &f Explan fie v
6072 (lenvg was to drain the 80,000 attending in personal evangelismgue baptismal
services marked the movememMass baptisms were commaks noted aboveChuck Smith and
Calvary Chapel, Costa Mesa, baptized thousands in the Pacific Bégdhe same tira, Fenton
Moorhead at First Baptist Church, West Palm Beach, Florida, was baptizing scores in the Atlantic.

% Plowman Jesus Movemey2.

% Pedersonjesus Peoplel 2.

97 Williams, Call to the Streets30.

%A1, 000 Bapt i zelddiaharBapiisa2B Juhe.1970,6.e an, 0O
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Don Matison baptized almost fifty new converts in an irrigation ditch after an evangelistic
meeting in Enslen Park, Modesto, Califorrileenny Flanérs, who led the Jesus Movement
ministry called Maranatha, was featured on the front page of the WashbagilgrNewswith a
photograph of a baptismal ceremony in the reflecting pool at the Lincoln Mefforial.

Unigue Ministries. Coffeehouses wereammon phenomenon around the country as the
JPM spreadJorstad described a typical one:

At the beginning, each leader would generally follow the same pattern: rent a store in the
inner city; turn it into a counseling center and coffee house with frekviares, coffee,

and Kool Aid; and invite anyone interested to come in. During the day the preacher would
spread the word that those on drugs, runaways, or others with serious personal problems
were especially welcomévost evenings the store was turnedoim center for Bible
discussion, group counselirgndalmost always, a revival meetirigvariably there would

be plenty of group singing of cliime gospel hymns backed by either a guitar or two, or a
small combo which often added some rock gospel nesoeP

These houses differed from other rescue missions because they sought to reach young street
people for Christ and because they often lacked ties with other churches or a@affgebouses
were a key innovation, spreading across the country, nathes like The Fisherman's Net in
Detroit, Agape in Columbus, Ohio, and Powerhouse in Las VEgda® largest collection of
communes in the JPM was the Shiloh movement. Birthed initially out of communes related to
Calvary Chapel, Shiloh Youth Revival Cerg founded formally by John Higgins eventually
reached 175 in number, spreading across North Am¥¥ica.

Festivals or rallies also began to emerggesus rock concerts began to develop as the
movement progressed. Eskridge notedpghe o | i f er ati on of festivals |
Berry Farm; Valencia, California; Howell, Michigan; Ohio; Vancouver; East Texas; Wichita,
Kansas; and Lancaster, Pennsylvédffa.

Aberrant groups developed including the Children of God (COG), Tonm Al& sristi@nh
Foundation, and the Wasternationaft®® Leaders including Linda Meissner and David Hoyt were
caught up in the COG for a season. In the early days of the movement separating true fruit from
false was not easy. Apologetic groups including the Spiritual Counterfeits Project (SCP) of the
CWLFi founded in 1978 and Cornerstone from the Jesus People USA in Chiciganded in
1971 were birthed in part to respond to aberrant groups.

9 Plowman JesusMovement55, 67.

100 Jorstad;That NewTime Religion55.

Ol arry EskridgeGod6s Forever Family: The @OsfardiUnivebsitydeds)elodov e ment
110.

102EskridgeGod d6s For exXr2r Family

103 For further information on these and otlgeoups see Michael Jacd®op Goes Jesus: An Investigation of Pop

Religion in Britain and Americ8Mowbrays, 1972)22, 23; and Enroth, Ericson, and Pet@fse Jesus Peoplg]l-

66.
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Evangelical Connection
The movement reflected fit h@Tideosserned: of t he evan

If one mark clearly identifies the majority, it is their total belief in an awesome,
supernatural Jesus Christ, not just a marvelous man who lived 2000 years ago but a living
God who is both Saviour and Judge, the ruler of their destiFies: livesrevolve around

the necessity for an intense personal relationship with that Jesus, and the belief that such a
relationship should condition every Iif&>

Campus Crusade for Christternational (now Cru) was involved in the Jesus Movement
inseveralwayBi | | y Graham credited Cru with playing
Re v o | u't®Jaak Sparksowas a Cru staffer when he started the C®tifie former staffers
became leaders in the movement, including Jon Braun, Bill Counts, Gordon Wal#dtah
Lindsay, author of he Late Great Planet Earthindsay and Counts also administered a commune
in Southern California called the J. C. Light and Power Company.

I n June of 1972, Crusade held Explo 672 in
students and Christian | ay®8n0ootkdelegatesicame i ths c e n d
weeklong training conference. A crowd estimated at 150,080,000 attended a Saturday Jesus
music festival that lasted eight houessx p | o' s f o c ngslizatioa ef thé wonlcein ceirv a
generdtion. o

The JPM was prevalent on coll ege campuses.
the main vehicle of cultural assimilation for the Jesus Movement on the campus has been
evangelical group independent of denominationali &°$Inted-Varsity Christian Fellowship
reported more additions by conversion in the early 70s than in any earliéttime.

In 197Q Asbury College experienced a powerful revival which spread to many other
campuses. It started with a chapel service Tuesday, February 3Th@#fkan of the college was
scheduled to speak but instead shared his testimony, then opened the floor $or*othass of-
students responded to a call to prayer while others continued to testify. The revival spread to
Asbury Seminary the next dalfor 185 continuous hours students met in the college chapel to
pray, sing and testif{*° Henry C. James noted thetioaal response to the revival:

104 Ellwood, One Wayy0-71.

3 The 6Jesus Revol utnmean (R@ &ienr & Bbcdnbay 93X §36, capdersed
from Time,21 June 1971.

106 Bjlly Graham,TheJesusGeneration(Zondervan, 1971), 141.

riBaptists Among 80, Or@lina Baptist® duty 197215.Ex p | o
MiBapti sts Among 80, Or@liana Baptist® duty 197215.Ex p | o
109 Ellwood, One Way112.

MHoward A. Hanke, 0 Onm®divineMon@oied. Rberd B Calemani(Gld Tappan, N.J.:
Fleming H. Revell, 1970), 125. Coleman included many student testimonies and faculty appraisals in this book.

0
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Before long, appeals began coming from other campuses for Asbury students to come and
tell the story. This intensified the burden of prayer even as it heightened anticipation of
what God wagjoing to do, . .With the disp&h of these witnesses, the local revival began

to take on the dimensions of a national movemBptthe summer of 1970 at least 130
collegesseminaries and Bible schools had been touched by the revival outteach.

LHenryC. James, f Camp u sOn®RivineMosménied Robest iE.SCpléman (OTppan, N.J.:

Fleming H. Revell, 1970), 58.
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Chapter 3 Era One:
L eadershipNetwork Origins and Growth (1980 to 199)

Creating Space to Address the Pastoral Leadership Crisis

Leadership Journal, Christianity Today, and the Formation of Thought*?

Fred Smith, Sr., Paul Robbins, and Harold Myra worked together in the parachurch
ministry Youth for Christ prior to coming tGhristianity TodayHarold Myra became CEO and
Publisher atChristianity Todayin 1975, when CT was in Washington, D.C. and hadnbe
hemorrhaging financially. The magazine lost one million dollars in 1973 and was bailed out by
Billy Graham. Keith Stonehocker came to CT in 1975 as an editor. In 1977, CT moved to Wheaton.
In that period many saw CT as more of an academic magazirexnedtafter the Harvard Busines
Review, what was first called theéhurch Management Quarterlgeveral factors led to the
formation of what becamieeadership Journal

First, Myra had researched the magazine publication world and found that profitable
magaines had multiple offerings to survive. He began to search for ways to add more titles. Next,
Stonehocker observed Paul Robbins was "the mastermind behind the leadership concept."

Campus Lifenagazine of Youth for Christ was in terrible shape financiallyhose days.

For instance, they owed their printer one million dollars according to Paul Robbins. Youth for
Christ was about to shut the magazine down when then president of YFC, Jay Kesler, asked CT if
they would be interested in it. SmitRpbbins, ad Myra approvedhis move, but the CT board
declined because of the debt. Robbins, Kessler, and Philip Yancey formed a small corporation that
took on the magazine. YFC retained the printing debt, and the new corporation took on current
debt. Fred reached out for help;eoof the men from whom he received financial help was Bob
Buford. Buford gave a sizeable grant to help them to get on their feet and begin accomplishing
Myra's goal of adding more magazines.

Third, Duncan Brownwas a very successful businessman in Pittghuwho served as
chairman of the executive committee of CT whdyra was hired. Brown conductquhstoral
conferencesimed atpastorsHe impressed on Myra the strugglesstos faced. Paul Robbins
then travelled across the country intenviegvpastors. A he askewvhat they neededhe returned
with voluminous information from the pastors. Myra wrote a fundraising letter describing the
needs of pastors, eventually leading éadership JournaBecause CT was in the minds of many
a more academic magazirMyra believed a magazine likeeadership JournafLJ) could be of
more practical help for pastors, many of whom were hurting.

112 Information taken from interviews with Harold Myra, Paul Robbins, and Keith Stonehocker, all conducted in
2021.
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A fourth factor was the research that went into LJ. In addition to the interviews conducted
nationally by Robbins, Myra's backgmuliwas in marketing. This facilitated an effective way to
check the pulse of pastors. A final factor was the approach, as Stonehocker observed:

[W]e were not writing articles and pontificating, what should be done. We were recording
what churches were m@lly doing and finding successful or not finding successful. We
were mirroring thoughtful and effective church leaders to other church leaders. And that's
resonates with people. It's not somebody in an ivory tower telling you how to run your
church. It'ssomebody who is struggling the same way you are, you know, down the road
or across town or across the country. Angdvhat better way to learn than from your peers
who are struggling with the same kind of issues?

The conclusion after a lengthy listenitayir across the nation of pastors was thikere's
a great need for a publication on LEADERSHIP, one that provides not superficiatohow
formulas, but discerning articles that don't shy away from critical issues and hard deéisSions."

At that time, Myra argued, seminaries were not effectively training pastors to face the real,
daily issues they would encounter. They effectively taught theology, biblical studies, and more
technical matters. "There was a vacuum largely, that you hadro d@ the job," Stonehocker
said. "You got thrown out in the church world and learn to swim, and a lot of pastors were
drowning." This was prnternet, and LJ became a unique resource when it was started. It had its
own identity as did CTCampus Lifeand others likeBooks and Culture.

They projected the magazine would break even in three years, but remarkably it did so in
the first year because of the response. It had a number of unique features, one of which was
cartoons. Cartoons offered a humorouws/wo look at the intimate details in a pastor's life. These
became a popular feature of the journal.

LJ struck a nerve with a vast array of pastors. Pastors from Robert Schuller to Gardner
Taylor began promoting LJ independently, as did many other pastdrieadersAn example of
afeaturewhere LJ appealed to pastors was its forums. While not creating the kind of community
Leadership Network would with its forums later, they featured a leader wrestling with a challenge
pastors normally faced. Readeuldl be a "fly on the wall" as they read of the way the leader
dealt with the issue. The first featured an interview with Fred Smithyi8ra and Robbins each
spent 20 hours editing it to get it in the best form possible for publication in LJ. Stonespake
of the linkage from this early forum approach to the work of LN:

So,it was not direct or immediate community with them, but | think there was a feeling of
community because they could identify with what was being said and what the issues were
tha people were struggling with. But | do think if we get into a leadership network and the
gatherings that CT helped them start that's where you really began to see the sparks. | mean,
the good sparks, the electricity between these large church pastorsthitiofelt fairly

113"_eadership Journal Listening Tour," PDF, October 26, 1979.
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lonely. There was nobody they could, they could really sit down with and talk, really
because their issues and interest were even broader.

"We wanted in one sense foeadership Journato be a network for pastors, talking to
each otler in positive ways and informative wayMyra observed. They researched constantly to
find the pulse of pastors. Keith Stonehocker was a researcher who produced a lot of readership
studies for CT and then for LJ.

Fred Smith Sr. was the contact throughiain Myra and Robbins would meet Bob Buford.
Buford helped with funding in the rescue ©@ampus Lifemagazine At that point, CL had a
separate board and they sought to raise money for it as a separate nonprofit. "Fred Sr. supported
that, and Bob Buford cae up with some money for that,” Myra recalled. This was the late 1970s.
As they got to know Buford, they discovered his interest in helping pastors.

Leadership JournaWould provide the context to help in the early stages of forums for
what would becomeeadership Network. Because CT was expanding from one to 13 magazines
Tincluding LJ ©ver the twenty years LN was beginning and flourishing, LJ did not have a huge
involvement after the early years. "We were [mostly] just encouraging them," Myra recalled,
adding, "We had a lot of hands in the fire, [so] we were just basically blessing [the] effort."

Bob Buford's Background and Influence

Bill Hybels once commented that Bob Buford
| 6ve ever known. o I n Hybelsd thinking, this w
that has been redirected for the advancement of the Kingdom of God onthikke n pl anet . 0
What captivated Hybels and many ot her pastors
orbit was his singular devotion to the idea of significant impact.

As an adolescent Bob Buford moved with his mother from Oklahoma to Tylers.Tidisa
father died when he was in the fifth grade. His mother ran a radio station she purchased in Tyler.
She became quite effective as a media business executive. Against the odds both of the competition
and due to her gender, in the 1950s, she persetgepenichase the first television station in Tyler.
She taught Bob about the business even as a young man.

It was in the ninth grade that Bob, whose ambition at the time was to enter the ministry,
had a revelation. "l suddenly knew instantly that preachiagtizing, marrying, and burying were
out, and making money as a TV executive was‘ihThe interest in ministry never completely
waned, however. In fact, the document "Leadership Network Founding Summary recognized that
although Buford had become a sassful executive, he reached out to Paul Robbins and Harold
Myra in part because 6fhis own desire as a young man to enter the ministry and also to a series
of local support meetings with pastot$>"

114 Bob Buford,Halftime: Moving fran Success to Significan(gondervan, 2015), 42.
115" _eadership Network Founding Summary," PDF.
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Buford told Robbins when they first met about hid talministry, but that as his father
had died when he was young, he felt an obligation to help his mother with the business, which he
took to remarkable heights in his adult years. This was in the early 1980s. When Buford saw copies
of LJ, he was eager teelp them. Robbins' first impression of Buford: "Here's somebody who is a
really good entrepreneurial businessman, but he really does have a tender heart to help the
kingdom. And we found that impression to be true the entire time we knew him."

Fast forwad three decades, and Buford took what his mother began and grew it from one
station to a number of cable television systems across the country. Buford, Television, Inc.,
enjoyed a 25 percent rate of growth for some years. He ultimately moved completéigicable
television business where profits continued to grow.

While his business, his marriage, and his faith wienerishing life brought trouble as
well. Bob and Linda lost their son Ross, their only child, in a swimming accident in the Rio Grande
River while with friends. Bob was already beginning to wonder about the second half of his life
when this calamity hit. His subsequent grief and reflection shifted his focusstroces$ie had
long enjoyed taignificancehe desired moving forward. Thad to the writing oHalftime,which
has now sold well over half a million copies.

Rossb6s death proved a pivot al turning poin
vision around church impact. In his diary Ross wrote about howdwdlued havig a relationship
with Christ that none of his friends had beca
Mallory observed, Buford turned this central idet LN. Put off by the stagnaticamd coldness
of many churchewherepeople were often toafraid or intimidated to engage, Buford wanted to
find church leaders wdhcountered this trend. More thiaelping churches who were slowly fading,

Buford believed success lay in finding churches who were innovating and building.

It was this desireof significance that also led him on a journey culminating in the
establishment of Leadership Network, which would have arguably the most significant impact in
accelerating the diffusion of innovation found in the key entrepreneuriabeli@als and their
innovations which followed.

Buford's leadership and funding helped to facilitate a shift from consultants and
denominational experts to pastors as chief influencers for effective churches in the modern world.
This may seem like a CaptaDbvious momeiitvhy woul dndét pastors | ook
for insights into how to do ministry well? But what you may not realize is that behind this very
obvious shift wher e "paswsbdrtame gromineny theymestared and t
with a pastor at all. It started with this quiet philanthropist named Buford and his mentor, Peter
Drucker. Buford sought to find a way to use the money he'd made for the Lord's work. "He was a
different breed of cat," as Myra put it.

The Young Presideit's Organization

Buford's paradigm for starting a ministry to help pastors was the secular Young President's
Organization (YPO). Buford sent a letter to Paul Robbins and Harold Myra on July 9, 1982, which
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included questions used by the YPO from a man davtike Kami, along with the YPO brochure.
He wrote Robbins on November 11, 1982, describing the YPO and their "university" approach.
In a memo from Buford t€raig Ellison, Bob Gilliam, Phil Hook, Fred SmijtHarold Myra,

Stephen OlfordandPaulRobbinsdated September 28, 1983, Buford cited the YPO model as
one of two agenda items for their forthcoming meeting at the Hyatt, Chicago O'Hare. To be a
part of the YPO one had to:

1 Be CEO and president of a $4 milligiollar corporation with no leskan 50
employees.

1 Be recommended by two members of YPO

1 Be approved by a committee of a group selected from the Board of Directors.

At the time of the memo the organization was over 30 years old and had over 4,000 members.
The purpose of the YPO was adexchange and education. Members are placed in "retirement”
at age 50. The YPO offered three annual, national "universities," weeklong seminars along with
cultural and social activities. Beyond that, local groups met monthly for a day.

It is the Core othe YPO that most influenced the formation of Leadership Network:

The ongoing maintenance of YPO rests in its local boards or "forums" which are comprised
of 10-12 members of the chapters. These forums meet on a monthly basis to critique, share
plan and ddress problems faced by different businesses.

The forum groups actually act as advisors for the different members of¥PO.

Later in the memo Buford gave this as the ministry goal for the "University of Ministers"
as he called it at the time:

The main purpose of the organization is to expose ordained ministers to ideas from
resources, people, organizatiprad other ministers which will be helpful in their
vocational and personal development.

He proposed doctrinal requirements to be minimal.

The Early Influence of Peter Drucker

As Buford influenced the reshaping of American Protestantism, he leaned heavily on the
corporate and philanthropic philosophy of Pet
seen in this fascinating quote frdrerbeswhere he recognizes thpdstoral megachurches that
have been growing so very fast in the U.S. since 1980 and that are surely the most important social
phenomenon in American society in the last 30 yelars."

116 Bob Buford Memo, September 28, 1983.
7pet er Drauncakgeerme nit M s Nerbes Cemliea5d998) m, o
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Bob Buford in his typically humble fashm s ai d t he two fAfounders
Network were Lyle Schaller and Peter Drucker. Schaller provided insights into churches, while
Drucker gave wisdom related to management. The impact of Everett Rogers and the Diffusion of
Innovation played a vital te as well. Buford had met Rogers through the Young Presidents
Organization (YPO) forums, which also informed Buford as he foundetti®arol Childress of
Leadership Network declared, The di f fusi on of innovation mode
Netwa k%0

According to Dave Travis this statement 0 1
Network.il n t Bbe di9ffusi on scholars began to study
wr ot e, i e degree ¢odwhiehsan innovation is changed or modified by a user in the
process of its adoption and implementatié® Evangel i cals di dnot have
corcepts; Scripture provided the substance for their wieginventingapproaches to be more
effective was crucial, however.

Peter Drucker himself commended Buford's crucial role in a letter following the Estes Park
gathering in 1986. In a }3age, extremelyletailed followup letter dated September 22, 1986,

Drucker told Buford: You have emerged as a leader of a group that has very high standards and
makes very high demands. This needs to be said and needs to be taken intd's#édaieat in

the letter hereiterated this, saying that building important relationships and developing mutual
confidence, as well as creating a community, "is somethingyanigan do.. . . . something only
youcan do."

Drucker believed the Evangelical churches were doing songettaw:

But there is no doubt that the Evangelicals are creating a new mode. They are making the
Church available to the modern world. And they are creating a Church that fits the reality
of our society in which a majority, or at least a leading minarapsists of highly educated

and highly professional people who, at increasingly conscious of the fact that they need
more than this world and, more than material possessions and more than worldly success.
Increasingly, precisely because we have succegstyple, they feel a need.

Drucker astutely noted that the success of the very large Evangelical churches brought its
own problems. On more than one occasion in the letter, however, Drucker argued that the best way
to help these leaders was not to dwell on the problems (he warttezl"dlanger” of that) but on
the opportunities. He acknowledged Buford was asking the right questions for these leaders. He
exhorted Buford to focus his efforts in specific ways rather than trying to do too much for too
many.His focus should be primarilgn the large Evangelical church pastdFar the time being,
the focus of concentration,gharget of opportunity is tharngeEvangelical Church and their key
peopk,” he wrote, naminfthe Senior Pastor, the rest of the professional staff, and theteets

118 Dave Travis Interview. Als&verett Rogers Diffsion of Innovations Dave Travis notes Nov201Q.

119 Carol Childress, Interview.

120 Everett M. RogerDiffusion of Innovations,@Ed, (New York: The Free Press, 1995), 17. Emphasis added.
21 Drucker letter to Bob Buford, Septder 22, 1986.
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among the CongregatidnThat would keep Buford and his team busy for at least a decade, he
said.

Drucker did observe as well that his definition of "Evangelical® was more loosely
understood than many would affirm. Rather than using the normalbgieal categories like
Bebbington's Quadrilateral, Drucker saw Evangelical as commitment to "the pastor as the center"
and the "cure of souls.” This includes theological parameters, but no specific dogma. His definition
is interesting'Evangelicdlin that sense means basically a pastorate aiming at making a difference
to the way the individual lives and not just only a pastorate that makes a difference to the way the
individual dies"

The Formation of Leadership Network

Buford sought out Fred Smith, Jr., a Harvard Divinity School grad, for atimmee
consultation in 1977rom this singular meeting would develop a relationship that would prove
integral to the founding and flourishing of what became Leadership Networkislnnitial
consultationSmith went to Southern Methodist University for Buford to ask the question, "what
would you do with a gift of $100,000,000?" Based on the response of people he met at SMU, Fred
gave Bob this lesthanenthusiastic report: "Thereeadeeper, darker holes to throw money at; if
you can't find anything else, finé?® For the next five years Smith kept in touch with Buford while
in Charlotte teaching at a private school. When Buford called Smith to talk about starting a
foundation, Smh spent a day with him in Tyler. In December 1984 Fred, his wife, and small child
moved to Tyler, soon founding with Buford what would become known as Leadership Network.

Buford wanted to help churches innovate and become more effective. Peter Drucker had
planted the idea in Buford that large churches was the place to go for inflééRoed Smith's
father wrote forLeadership Journalvhose role is noted earliaihere LJ specifically helped at
the beginning was in providing an initial list of pastorsanfje churches to contact for the initial
forumsthrough CT

It was not easy at first finding the pastors for the meetings that would ensue. Pastors of
large churches didn't really know other large church pastors. Smith setlpHEbple in cities
acress the country with a simple plan (this is-fmeernet, remember): get out the yellow pages,
find the churches with the biggest ads, and call them to see whether or not they had 1,000 or more
attending. From there they started building a list. By 19&%; began having far more forums as
they invited more to be involved. By 1987, Rick Warren and Bill Hybels were involved.

The convenerfor the mostparl i dnot | ead; in Bufordo6s Yvords,
These pastors di ddn ohta dk nnoawmn ye adcihf foetrheehrdo eaen nbuer
been i n a meeting |ike this, | do#®#B%t know any

122 Fred Smith Interview.

1Z3pave Travis Interview.
124pave Travis Interview.
125 pave Travis Interview.
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On August 3, 1982, Harold Myra wrote Bob Buford in response to Buford's ideas about
forming a "university" for pasrs. Myra mentioned that Keith Stonehocker of CT would help with
research on the possibility of seminars growing out of Leadership magazind_@datirship
Journal). "Your ideas are very stimulating and | very much like the creative and yet pragmatic
way your mind runs," he wrote.

Bob Buford asked Fred Smith,, dJo assess his idea of a similar idea of the university
approach of the YPO for pastors. Smith wrote Buford on November 22, 1982. In the letter he
affirmed the idea, agreed tHagadership Journatould be useful in this, and offered practical help
and resources.

Plans were made for a small advisory group to meet in Chicago at the Hyatt O'Hare
Airport on October 6, 1983. In a memo on August 15, 1983 to Ethspn, Philip Hook
Harold Myra, Paul Robbins, and Fred Smith, building off an article by Malcolm Muggeridge on
"stay behind agents," Buford advised the need to gather around a small group with impeccable
Christian credentials. These in turn would select one hundred peopleere "the most
innovative spiritual thinkers and doers of our tifriEhis would includedoctors, businessmen,
college presidents, writers, mrinisters,all of whom 'are infused with God's spirit and with a
profound need to serve God by helping others.

This memo did not specify pastors, but Christians who were innovative spiritual thinkers.
He went on to emphasize a conference for these leaders could be held with a "really transcendent
speaker,"” namin§olzhenitsyn, Mother Teresa, DruckandMuggeidgeas examples. One of the
outcomes he sought was a university for Christian leaders.

However, Buford sent a memo on September 28, about six weeks later, to the same group
while adding Stephen Olford and Bob Gilliam to this correspondence. In this meraodience
was clearly ministers. The stated goal was for a university for ministers following the YPO model:
"The main purpose of the organization is to expose ordained ministers to ideas from resources,
people, organizationgnd other ministers which Wbe helpful in their vocational and personal
development.

The memo called for minimal doctrinal requirements the purpose is to teach and
minister through the program, not convince any member of any certain persuédisiaiso
mentioned the term "m@ork™ which for obvious reasons would be important in the years to come.
Building off Muggeridge's description of "stay behind agents,” the document employed the idea
of pastors as "stay behind agents" for the work of God in service to humanity. Ceeaéitvgork
for such "agents" was a goal Buford and his colleagues sought to do.

Following the October 6 meeting Paul Robbins wrote a memo on November 30
summarizing the meeting and offering a plan of action. Addresseéchtg Ellison, Bob Gilliam,

Philip Hook, Colin Jackson, Stephen Olfoahd Harold Myra Robbins noted the tremendous
frustration facing pastors. Following the YPO model, he proposed a university for ministers built
on these presuppositions:

1. Start smal-25 pastors would be invited participate by invitation only.

54



2. Crossdenominationatwe would need a neutral sponsor teéctively crosses
denoninational lires.

3. Tight focus-develop few objectives for anited group of peers. We would start by
aiming at the pastors of large churches

4. Emphasis on the individual pastor/person.

5. Networking-the creation of peer relationships that will allow for a comfortable
examination of common problems and proven solutions. We would hope this event
would be the starting place of neifelong friendshps.

6. Emphasis on peer helpery few. "headliners" or specializedsearch people would be
invited to participate.

Robbins suggested the parameters of pastors who served large churches (over 1000 members) be
invited "for 48 hours of relaxation and peer interaction, i.e., spiritual inspiration, information
gathering, idea exchange, the '‘comparing of notes," and thewmpofor building solid

friendships with each otherfRobbins understood the weightiness of the burden large church

pastors and their loneliness, speaking about it to Buford, Smith Sr., and others at the initial
October 6 meeting:

They feel very lonelpecause if they're in a denomination, they're considered to kind of be
the miniserial stars.So, whenever the denomination has a conventiory teededto be

the headlinersandall the other pastors flock in to hear what they're doing and how they're
doing it. But they don't interact with other larger chupdstorsThe independent, larger
church pastors are even in worse sh@pey may go to aNAE meeting oto the religious
broadcastés convention, or to various Bible conferences. But most ofirtine they go,
they're expected to spedikitthey want to learn. They're going to go back to this big church
and it's not pastoring or shepherding anymore. It's ranching. It's got a whole set of
problems, quite different from the midedized church or themaller church. And | heard
pastor after pastor say, I'd give anything. If | could just get to know my peers somehow
some way. Sd said, why don't we learn more? And maybe we could create some sort of
pastor's forum thing and limiti6 ministers of leger churches.

Smith and Robbins agreed that they should have this meeting without any agenda andmythout
recording of the meeting. "We want to promise people that they can come and just be who they
are and interact with a pure peer group,” They amlids Robbins recalled. "Arlleyestablish
the agenda. And we talk about what they want to talk about. Bob loved theTitles.'moved
from the original idea of a pastor's university to pulling together pastors who would help us see
how we could make argater impact. They decidddadership Journalould sponsor it and
Buford would fund it.

Robbins followed up this memo with a letter to Buford on December 3. He reported on the
enthusiastic responses of large church pastors, indicating "we're on thieagglit In this letter
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Robbins also argued that pastors should only be expected to pay for travel expenses. He included
suggestions to that end in the letter of invitation to be sent to pastors. Robbins then asked Buford
to fund expenses beyond travel.tih months, letters (see below) were sent to a preliminary list

of fifty pastors identified by Robbins and others at LJ.

Letter of Invitation to Pastors

Dear First Name,

On several occasions we, the editord.eddership Journalhave been asked
host seminars for pastors. Wave always resisted and probably will continue to res
for our expertise is in magazine publishing. There are a number of very good se
already in existence that provide valuable help and information.

However, a group of our close readers/frierfidsre urged us to be the cataly
for a special gathering of 25 pastors of large chureh@sen who need to know o
another. Our friends feel that pastors of large churches are seldom given the oppd
to informally interact with one another about coomproblems and concerns.

So, we have agreed to host such an event. There will be no broc
announcements, or fuflage ads. We just want to quietly draw together a small g
of men like yourself for 48 hours of interaction. We are committed teveetklpositive
environment, a minimum amount of structure and scheduling, and a maximum am
dialogue and discussion.

Total attendance will consist of oueadershipeditors, a couple of our regula
columnists (men like Fred Smith), one or two trustedurce people, and 25 pastors
large churches.

We cordially invite you to join us for what we think will be a very uni
experience.

We plan to begin Tuesday evening (dinner) April 24, and conclude by
Thursday, April 26.

Tentative locations ar®enver, Colorado Springs, or Dallas. A final decisi
regarding location will be made in the next 30 days. We anticipate that each part
would pay his own expenses.

Would you be able to join us? If so, please record these dates owajlendar
and drop me a note indicating that we can count on your participation. We are w(
from a 1list of 50 names, so we need to hear from you as soon as possible. Full d
the event will be sent to you after the first of the year.

| look forwad to hearing from you.
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And with that the first meeting was set to be held at the Navigator's retreat center at Glenn
Eyrie April 2426, 1984. No one knew then the impact that meeting would have on shaping the
era of atrepreneurial evangelicalism, but history tells the story. They invited 50, and 34
responded. That was too many (they wanted 25). So, they did a second invitation and created a
second forum.n Robbins reflection, the success of those two forums launtkadership
Network. For those who were present, it was impossible to not notice both the untapped potential
of these innovative leaders and their desperate need for support, community, and collaboration. It
was as if these forums had unexpectedly struiclRoibbins went on,

It was a pure open hearted, very honest, almost confessional, kind of an experience where
people said ofteri]'ve never told anybody this before, band then they would tell of an
experience they had that was very painful, or they would talk about a situation they were
dealing with in their own church that was causing them to wofidemy time up here?
Should I be moving ori©Or they were talking alutamoral failureof arother staff person,

and that they were dealing with this. And nobody really knew that. Or they would talk
about the difficulties they were having in their marriage. It was transparent.

Other leaders echodhle impressiornRobbins fad In a memo from Keith Stonehocker to Harold
Myra, Paul Robbins, and Terry Muck dated October 5, 1984, he noted that Budsrdareful to
mention that he did not expect CT to be taking any particular initiative from here on. He simply
saw us as valuablresource people. | confirmed our willingness to share our experience, moderate
one or two more forums to help them train ottmederators antend our identity to them in some
way in the launch phase to build their crelii"

In the letter from Bob Bford to Paul Robbins August 20, 1984, referenced in the
Stonehocker memo, Buford could hardly contain his enthusiasm over the possibilities that lay
ahead:

Paul, | am really convinced in my heart that this ministry is needed and ordained by God.
It has ben thoughtfully and prayerfully conceived by sincere, dedicated and mature
Christians whose hearts are in the right place. The pilot conference was an 11 on a 10 scale
-- perhaps the most successful thing | have ever been involved in. | have a realftwurden
this personally and have had it since Fred mentioned it to me over lunch. If God has
something else in mind, | am sure that He will make it plain, but right now the signs indicate
we should be bold and go ahead.

This enthusiasm was solidified with Br&mith Jr. being hired as LN President, writing a memo
in early 1985 that the priority of the organization must be capitalizing on the success of its
Af el |l ows hi pA ptahwassetrfar "Yeaell featuing five "retreats” like the one held in
Glenn Eyrie the previous year. Goals were set for participants: 130 by end of the first year, 375 b
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the second375 by the third1,375 by the fourth, and 1,875 by the fifth. The plan stated that by
year six the organization should be capable of fundind.itse
In a memo from Fred Smith, Jr. to Paul Robbins, Haddon Robinson, Fred Smith, Sr., and
Frank Tillapaugh on April 17, 1985, Fred Smith said the following:
What we desire is to help create a flexible network of innovators which will generate the
energy ad agenda instead of a rigid and vested hierarchy which dictates direction . We are
needs centered and not facility or program centered. Thus, the staff wilhbmeal, and
the leadership will rotate regularly. The Fellowship will evolve and not be fieadept
in the adherence to flexibility, education and idea exchange, personal growth and
ecumenism. These characteristics must color the who le enterprise from its inception.

By that year, the following statement described the emetgadership Network:

Leadership Network is a catalyst for putting the best and the brightest together with their
peers in ministry. It serves to help them find ways to meet and exchange ideas, practical
help and get beyond the superficial. These Forums kaveloped out of the need for
leaders to learn and grow in ways that are not available elsetthere.

The response from pastors in attendance was overwhelmingly positive. Dr. Robert R. Davis, pastor
of the Old Cutler Road Presbyterian Church, a laigerch in Miami, wrote Fred Smith, Jr.,
October 10, 1985, gushing about the impact on his life and ministry:

The mutual problems that all ministers, regardless of denomination and age, share was
fascinating. The answers to many of the problems that I hade now brought hne and

put i nt oThegresalts that thi® eminar had on me are staggering. | honestly had
planned to phase out my ministry at age 55, or in three years. | was so bogged down in
time-consuming details that | saw no way to escapd,yet be a pastor of a larger church.
Thebottomline results of the seminar were to me that | cancelled my plaratieedment

i n t hr eAdof this as a eult of a teertiny little seminar? Yes!

The August 122, 1986 meeting in Estes Park, Galdo, would have fareaching implications

for Leadership Network and by extensitime larger evangelical movement. Peter Drucker spoke

to a select gathering that included large church pastors, parachurch leaders, and denominational or
educational instittions.

Participants at Peter Drucker Summit Conference

126|_eadership Network Founding Summary"
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Standing Second Row from Left:

- John Huffman Peter Drucker Summit Conference
. Gordon MacDonald

1

2 .
3 YMCA of the Rockies

3. Joe Aldrich

4. Bill Banowsky Aug 19-22, 1986

5. John Vawter

6.

7
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. Art DeKruyter
. Bill O'Brien

. Louis Knowles /
9. Loren Mead L

Back Row from Left
. Robert Davis
. Terry Fullam

10. Norman Shawchuck . John Pearson
11. Carl George . Bobb Biehl
12. Haddon Robinson Bob Andringa
13. Leith Anderson . Bob Seiple

. Paul Cedar

. Gordon Loux

1
2
3
4
S
6
7
8
9. Bill Hybels
10. Harold Myra
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s

Seated Front Row from Left:
1. Randy Pope
2. Frank Tillapaugh
3. R.J.Ross

4. Bob Buford
5. Peter Drucker
6. David Hubbard
7

8

9

1

. Larry DeWitt

. Fred Smith, Jr.
. Ted Engstrom
0. Paul Robbins

Larger churches also had a greater proclivity toward change and innovation, as shown in
the 2017 survey of pastors by the Wheaton College Billy Graham Center. In the survey, churches

with 750 or nore members clearly showed a greater openness to trying new ministry ideas as seen
in this chart:

AW hich of the following statements most
closely describes your instinctstoward
ministry trends and changes?

| like to buck the trends and create new
ways to do ministry

| actively look for new ministry ideas that

others create and | am among the firsté 4%

42%

I like new ministry ideas but | tend to wait
until they have an established record ofé

| am cautious towards new ministry ideas
but will adapt them once they becomeé

| am very skeptical about new ministry
ideas and prefer to stick withé

Don't know

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
mlessthan 250 m250-749 =750+

Q10 Which of the following statements most closely describes your instincts toward ministry trends and changes? (Select One)o
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After the initial success of the Leadership Network forums, Buford wrote a lengthy letter
to Peter Drucker on September 2, 1986. He sought Drucker's advice as he worked through a sense
of calling, he had. After noting the remarkable finansiatcesshe experienced as a businessman
he told Drucker!'l think | can contribute in a unique way to the churdtis advisors told him of
a "considerable gap in leaders between Bill Hybels age 34 and the Ted Engstrom/Billy Graham
generation." He felt particularly bad to working with church leaders:

| feel a sense of calling and destiny about this work. | would feel unnatural and adolescent
to stay where | am and not go on to "the next phase." | have worked 23 years now in the
businesé Our efforts so far with sear pastors of large churches have been well received.
They say the Pastors Forums are useful. We don't have unique an agenda except to help
them be more effective.

Then, Buford offered this assessment of evangelicals and entrepreneurialism:

It's far fromcertain that evangelicals will become a predominant culfarak, but the
opportunity seems there. This time | sense it is going to be the entrepreneur/activists who
are going to be most capable of meeting people's needs rather than the establishment
fortress keepers or the contemplatives or the theologians. But that's just a hunch.

The Development of Leadership Network Culture

Buf ord began to |l ook for Al slands of Stren
establish LN which wouldliscover those islands, including key churches and pastors, invest in
them, leading to an exponential return aoly financiallybutalsofor the Kingdom.

Leadership Network, reflecting Bufordos h
anything. Insted, it sought to help create pathways and onramps for the pastors, leaders, and
churches the stars, or as he put i1t, Ato be t

These churches and their leaders, encouraged by Buford, addressed an issue pastors faced:
the growing divide between what seminaries taught and what pastors faced. LN recognized that
some things were beyond the calling of seminaries.

Dave Travis, chief executive and encouragement officer currently at LN, said they define
entrepreneur dsomeonavho gathers resources and deploys them in such a way to get a higher
impact than they would otherwis&"He observed that at the earliest Leadership Network
gatherings "you saw old hand leaders who pastored established churches. And then you saw, uh,
a nunber of those leaders who had started planted and were essentially doing church in a
different way. And, uh, part of that became kind of a new entrepreneurial leadership mindset."

127Dave Travis Interview.
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They did three of the forums in 1985, and soon scores followed. All wet@apas staff
from churches over 1,000 in attendance. At first there was little screening: Catholics, mainlines, a
lot of Church of Christ ministers, and others were a part. The common denominator then was a
feeling of isolation. After one Forum a South&aptist pastor confided in Freid,] 6 m s af er be
seen with a Presbyterian than with the wrong

The next Forum, as they were called, came in 1985, and many would follow. Many of the
attendees at the early Forums became recognized innovativesledtiese included Leith
Anderson, Rick Warren, Bill Hybels, Randy Pope, Paul Cedar, Robert Lewis, among others. It was
a mixture of older men who had been building their churches a long time and younger men who
were seeing explosive growth. Most of theadmo one else to talk to about what they faced in
their churches. Robert Lewis observed, fAnSudde

What did they do in the early forums? They t&dwith questions that avoidedo-driven
discussions abouheir churches. They answered: 1) where did you grow up? 2) who other than
your father was your most significant infl uenc
Fred said. After that each one would go to a board and write issues he wanliedbous Fred
moderated some of the early meetings, sometimes others did.

There were no trardenominational gatherings happening then; parochialism marked
denominations. Leadership network wanted to "be the platform not the show," and whereas most
denomnations had methods they considered priority for their churches, LN was "model agnostic."
Interestingly, Dave Travis observed how Leadership Network didn't connect as much with the new
paradigm churches like Calvary Chapel, Hope Chapel, or Vineyard. Elveloged a little earlier
than Leadership Network and being their own "prd¢émominations” were pretty insular, other
than their important work diffusing worship style as noted in the previous chapter. Travis believed
the reason many of the early churctiest latched to Leadership Network were independent was
because it was harder at the start to step away from denominati@mah the case of these newer
churches, prot@enominational ities.

Carol Childress said, "Leadership Network became the place for the sudden explosion of
large church pastors and other staff members like executive pastor and others. Large churches in
this era went from 20% of church population in large churches to now" 886 said these
churches included the most evangelical (most conservative) in the mainline denominations.

"Denominations didndot know what to do with
go to in their denomination,” she observed. These were adolyters, mavericks, those who tried
new things. Leadership Network became a safe place for them to gather and talk. They connected
on al l l evel s, to their soul s. Al't was a mee
believed.

Buford's influene through LN was recognized more in some ways outside the evangelical
world than within it. Jim Collins, author @ood to Greatsaid Buford created one of the largest
and most sophisticated networks in the world, talking about the large church network LN
formed??®

128 Bop Buford Interview.
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Beyond lessons of leadership and innovation, a distinctive emphasis laced through the LN
culture was the quality aéntrepreneurshiphat needed to be discovered, taught, sustained, and
celebrated in a pastorate that had long diminished iteriiapce. In the vision of Buford and
Smith, pastors were hungry to learn, to create, and to lead but had been taught that these
organizational and business principles at the centererdfepreneurshipvere somehow
incompatiblewith their calling as minists. In truth, LN maintained thagntrepreneurship
emphasized many of the same qualities and habits that pastors had long prioritized but applied
them in slightly different ways. Halftimesvheres mo st
he outlines th nature oentrepreneurship:

True entrepreneurship is not foolhardy; nor does it require particular courage. It merely
seeks to gather and examine as many of the facts as possible about the market and the
environment that might impact a decision. Andntledecision must quickly be matfé.

While not explicitly about pastors, Buford made this connection in the epilogue as he
reflected on the work of Leadership Network

Leadership Network serves as a resource broker that supplies information to antisconnec
leaders of innovative churches. The emerging new paradigm of the tfwshiyentury

church calls for the development of new tools and resources as well as the equipping of a
new breed of twentyirst century church leader, both clergy and laity. Leglli@ Network

serves the leadership teams of large churches, as well as leaders in the areas of lay
mobilization, denominational leadership at the middle and regional judicatory level and the
next generation of emerging young leadéfs.

Today, many schota and church leaders suggest that our current pastoral culture of
leadership is simply the product of a long history of religious innovation and entrepreneurship that
has marked American religion dating back to the Great Awakening. In a sense, theses think
maintain, our pastoral leadership culture was inevitatdevever, this fails to grasp the state of
affairs in the midkwentiethcentury as pastors were stagnant and/or overwhelmed in their work
largely due to a lack of knowledge, support, and commuRastors knew what to believe but not
how to lead, taught by seminaries and denominations that the one would naturally flow into the
other.

In this sense, it is critical to understand the magnitude of generating a leadership culture
within the American pastorate where before there was only need. The dedication, vision, and
empathy in equal parts to teach pastmsonlyhow to lead but to desn bigger about what could
be done in their churches and communities. Carol Childress captured this well in reflecting upon

129 Buford, Halftime, 36.
130 Buford, Halftime, 220.
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this aspect of BfuBob dwasda LMars dfegraecmar kabl e t
good steward of the resources Gotrested to him. He was relentless in pigsuit of making a

di fference. 0 Greg Ligon sdoudék &nowmmowonet &h
this kind of investment of his life and leadership forthiengt h of ti me wi th th
comments permeate each interview from those who understood the before and after of the
American pastorate. The leadership culture revolution was subtle but it remains one of the more
significant shifts in American church identity and giree of the twentietleenturythat continues

to bear fruit today.

Leadership Communities

Leadership Communities, which were gatherings of “fikaded ministry and thought
leaders," were essential to Leadership Network's rise and influence. LN brought tpgstbes
and leaders to meet by affinities (which expanded greatly in the years following) to meet for the
purpose of "collaborati¥ve |l earning and develo

Teaching Churches

Beyond the immediate and remarkable impact of the pastor forums and cdies)me
of the more influential approaches early on was that of Teaching Churches. This accelerated the
diffusion of innovation as some of the early churches participating in the forums became teaching
models for other churches. LN gathered a groupaafiteg churches across the U.S. for a number
of years to learn from one another and to perfect those skills useful in teaching other churches and
leaders. In an article about Teaching Churches, Andy Williams reported that frorl@@0®Mine
churches intte pilot group for Teaching Churches served nearly 17,000 churches and over 61,000
people. In 2005 they added the Christian Communications Network satellite broadcasts to extend
that reach to millions. The nine teaching churches shifted their goals aidgegdrom mostly
large conferences to more specialized and contextual tréitfing.

Churches like Wooddale and pastor Leith Anderson were early leaders in this emphasis.
His church was one of the teaching churches, employing coaching and mentoringaadavgtr
group teaching. Others cited in Williams' article included Wayne Cordeiro in Hawaii's New Hope
Christian Fellowship, Robert Lewis and Fellowship Bible Church in Little Rock, Michael
Slaughter of Ginghamsburg United Methodist Church in Ohio, Negv€bhurch in Irvine,
California, Vineyard Church of Columbus, Ohio, Community Church of Joy in Glendale, Arizona
with pastor Walt Kallestad, North Coast Church in Vista, California, and Fellowship Bible Church

Bl Strategy Statement," Leadership Network, No date, PDF.
132 Andy Williams, "How Teaching Churches Add Influence to Information: From Exploration to Deep Drilling,"
Leadership Network, 2005, 3.
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North, Richardson, Texas. The Teaching ChuNgtwork was based on the following five
premises:3

T

Healthy churches communicate their health to churches that have the potential to
be more effective in fulfilling the Great Commission.

T Churches that have been blessed by God seek to share those blesisiciysrches
that are not as blessed.

Developing churches have an expanded array of models from which they can learn
and be mentored.

Teaching Churches interact with those seeking change at the peer level in a
mentoring context which increases learning ahange.

The opportunity for change and growth increases in Developing Churches when
evaluation and assessment precede new information and when accountability to
promote change is required.

The Ongoing Impact of Drucker

As noted earlier, Peter Druckeraw a vital influencer in the rise of entrepreneurial
evangelicalism. Warren Bird said of Drucker:ytfur ministry has been impacted by Rick Warren
and Saddleback Church, Chuck Smith and Calvary Chapel, or Bill Hybels and Willow Creek
Church,they oub6ve also been influenced by Drucker,
relationship with each 0¥ these | eaders and o

Il n 1982, Bob Buford met with Peter Drucker
would be the beginning of a relationship that would have profound impact on the American church.

At the timeDr ucker 0's influence helped estactour age
Leadership Network in 198there were about 500 Protestant churches in the U.S. with over 1,000
in weekly attendance. Leadership Network began to develop many of these pastors and younger
leaders who would grow even larger churches in the ensearg.yThey leveraged leadership and
management principles as they helped to create communities for interaction and encouragement.
By 2012, over 7,000 megachurches could be found in the country (churches with a weekly
attendance of over 2,000). While thene certainly other factors in this expansion, Leadership

Net workds involvement, and particularly the u:
churches for others, played a vital role in this growth

Buford gave Drucker great weightintermsoh f | uence. fAOt her than |
Jesus, through his words and example in the Bible, no one has had more of an influence on me
than Peter," he wrote, addi ng, AHI s authority

133 "Teaching Church Network: An Overview," Minneapolis, Wooddale Church, accessed May 2, 2020.
134 Warren Bird 2015, Leadership Network Blog.
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was something liberiaiy about pushing off from my two great sources: | chose to trust the Bible
for my spiritual reference and to trust Peter for my organizational refer&fice."
In the 1970sPeter Drucker was very interested in making an impact. He came to believe
that of tre three sectors of government, business, and nonprofit, the one that held themisst
for impactwas the nonprofit sector. In the nonprofit sector, the fagst segment held the most
promise among nonprofits. Of the faiblased segment, churches Icbonake the greatest impact.
And, of all churches, the large churches were the strongest in profiiéeis,Dr ucker 6s i nt «
in and influence on the rising movements of megachurches grew out of his conviction as to their
importance: "While all traditiosl denominations have steadily declined, the regaches have
exploded. They have done so because th¥y have
Drucker also influenced individuals who were a part of Leadership Network in particular,
such as Bl Hybels and Rick Warren. The staff at Willow Creek at one point spent a year and a
hal f going through Druckerdos The Effective E
Drucker in the 1980s for helping clarify Bill's vision. Drucker himself wasnangitted Christian.
Hybels recalls a particularly transformative exchange: "He asked me, 'Bill, what is your unique
contribution to Wi llow Creek?' Il said, "Wel |,
you what your title was. What is theique contribution God is asking you to make?' | said, 'Maybe
you should order another glass of wine and let me think abot#iybels determined from that
encounter that a unique contribution could be for him to help resource pastors who didn'¢ have th
access he had to thinkers like Drucker.
Jeff Chu in an article fofast Companyuoted Hybels explaining the impact of Drucker:
Al think the | ocal church is the most i mportan
potential, so---- whyghould we limit the learning that pastors and thiised leaders are exposed
to?0 Hybels says. fAWe try to find the people
we ask them to take their expertise and learning and spread it out over eunacid . 0
The 2017 Wheaton College Billy Graham Center survey of pastors shows the impact of
secular business and management practices like those championed by Drucker, particularly on
larger churches:

135Bop Buford,Drucker & Me: What a Texas Entrepreneur Learned from the Father of Modern Management
(Worthy Books, 2014)7, 28.

136 Brad Smith Interview.

137 peter F. Druckemanagement Challenges for the 21st CenfttgrperCollins, 2009)29.

138 jeff Chu, Fast Company, 201titps://www.fastcompangom/1702221/hovwillow -creekleading
evangelicaldearningbusinessworld, accessed May 10, 2020.

139 jeff Chu, Fast Company, 201titps://www.fastcompany.com/1702221/hevillow -creekleading
evangelicaldearningbusinessworld, accessed May 10, 2020.
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Warren had met Drucker through seminars about e Beter showed a growing interest
in the impact of | arge churches. AWe were one
forced mys e4 DBruckepwouldospehd nmch @f his last twenty years helping pastors
of large churches and parachurotganizations specifically with a view to improviheir

processes of management; of devedoping people
Large churches have been criticized for operating more like a business than a ministry, but
thswasnever Druckero6s aim. Buford argued: Al knot

for becoming more 'businesslike’ by adopting modern managementpfggicbut Peter was
adamant that the function of management is to make the church more churchlike, not make it more
busi ne®m aniinkesiewowithChristianity Todayin 1989, Drucker observed:

All nonprofits have one essential product: a changetiamubeing. This is a
di fferent approach from business. Il n busin
not to educate the customer; itds to sati sf
woul d say the <c¢hur chosnthmeiway the parishioner ivaskte a d |
change the padiinthd oGod®ss waall weess

Drucker met with Jim Mellado and Bob Bufor
work on the diffusion of innovation might apply to the megachurch movegesarally and the
Willow Creek Association particularfi#?

140 Marciariell's Interviev with Rick Warren (in his draft to the bo@oing for Others What Peter Did for Bob,
276.

141 Maciariello 2012, 223.

142 Buford 2008 Halftime, 200,

143(CT 1989, Managing to Ministry: Interview with Peter Drucker).
https://www.christianitytoday.com/pastors/1989/spring/8912014 randessed August 19, 2020

144 Maciariello 2012, 199.
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The Innovation of Megachurch Leadership

As will be shown in the coming pages, two founding pastors and their churches emerged
as Exhibit A of the impact of LN: Rick Warren and Saddlé&bgalley Community Church in
Southern California and Bill Hybels with Willow Creek Community Church in Chicagoland.

Warren and Saddleback

Rick Warren was in high school in northern California in the early 70s when the Jesus
People Movement erupted. Rbree summers he worked at a Christian camp. He had heard about
the hippies coming to Christ in Southern California. At the camp he had a significant moment in
the Redwoods on his knees at the camp. "l said, God, whatever you want me to do, I'm yours. If
you're really there, | want a better life than I'm living right now."

He went back to his high school that fall and over the months to come led around 100 of
his friends to Christ. Warren is nothing if not a hoarder of specific, formative artifactsll Has
the Good News Bible with the list of friends, girls on one side, guys on the other, and he marked
them off as they came to Christ.

Evangelism was his focus early in ministry. He preached around 120 revival meetings
before age 20, preaching thrdays at one church and four at the next one. He developed
discipleship studies to help youth to grow during those meetings.

Warren went as a sheterm missionary to Nagasaki, Japan, in 1§744e saw some
magazines at theome of amissionay theretha caught his eye. He read an issu€hfistianity
Todayon Key 73, which was a national evangelism program many denominations joined in for
that year. He noticed all the articles were written by professors at the Fuller School of World
Missions. He was introduced to people like Winter, TippéttGavran and P&er Wagner. As he
read those, he thought, "A lot of what we're doing in the church is not necessarily biblical. It's not
even necessarily effective. It's cultural. It's American from the 1950's carried over into the 60's and
not working in the 70's."

Another magazine he read was published by InterVarsity and had McGavran on the cover
with the caption: "Who is this man and why is he dangerous?" Warren read the article and
McGavran's principles made sense to him.

A voracious reader with over 40,000lumes in his library, Warren discovered as a child
he was natural at taking information and synthesizitdj it.

Through the influence primarily of Roy Fish, Professor of Evangelism, Warren enrolled at
Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary to easnvhDiv. He ran into Wayne McDill, then

145 The following information is taken from Warren, Interview.

148 He observedEor instance, when | was a kid, | collected coins and | collected stamps, and National
Geographics, and rocks and a dozen different things. And, it wasn't the stuff that ¢ ldadidt, it's that | liked to
sort it.
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an evangelism specialist for the Baptist General Convention of Texas (BGCT). McDill was
offering any student free books on church growth if they would read it and write a summary of the
book. Warren volunteered. Heaw apparently the only student out of thousands who did so. He
read maybe 20 of them and was asked to create a church growth seminar. McDill used that to make
a church growth course. Warren finished it and learned that for completing it he won a fi@e trip
California to meet Donalt¥icGavran "They paid my all expensésr my trip as a poor seminary
student to Fuller for a weg¢khe said:' That was actually the first time | met Donald McGavran in
person’ Later, over 120 dissertations would be written add@eback at Fuller.

While at seminary Warren's professor of missions was Cal Guy, who introduced him to
Roland Allen's classithe Spontaneous Expansion of the Chuftis book profoundly impacted
him. He wrote a 2fpage summary of the book which hil ias.

As he transitioned to Southern California to start Saddleback, he put together a list of the
100 largest churches in the U.S. He wrote them all in January 1980 with a series of questions, and
requested bulletins, any building program info, amds. Every morning for a while he would get
packets from these churches.

He determined a goal of 20,000 people attending the church he would plant by 2020. At
the time it seemed like an astronomical goal, but they reached it by 2000. "I just mad®[the g
up,” he said. "l actually have the charts where | figured out how peogiel'd have to lead to
Christ each month and how many small groups | would have to build."

Key events 1980s for Saddleback

On April 6, 1980,the first official service was I at Easterwith 240 attenthg. Warren
had mailed letters to 15,000 homes in the Saddleback Vhilé982, Saddleback foredlits first
statenent ofvalues.In 1984,Warrenenrolled in the D.Min program at Fuller Seminary to study
with McGavran, Wagne@and others.

Hybels and Willow Creek

The story of Willow Creek starts with two anecdotes from Bill Hybels while just a youth.
The first: a conversation with his father. His dad talked to Bill about his desire to invite an
unchurched businessman to their church. Bill's response was suddsar@ainsing, because he
begged his dadot to invite him because their church was not in Bill's mind a welcoming place
for someone outside their fold. The second came in high school when a teammate on the baseball
team hit rock bottom after frivolous livingde asked Bill to take him to his church, and Bill did
so. After that, the friend became distant until Bill asked him about it. "What you took me to was
not normal,” his friend said. "I've just been wondering why a normal guy like you goes to a place
like that.'147

Later in 1973, Hybels thought:

147 Rediscovering Churgl82.
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The typical traditional church is no place for the unchurched. To anybody but the already
convinced, the average church service seems grossly abnormal. It makes no sense to
those who havendét grown wup in it, to those
the titles we choose, the way we dress, the language we use, the subjects wetlescus

poor quality of what we do Tall of these lead the average unchurched person to say,
"This is defiitely not for me. o

How did Hybels go from a youth pastor at an established church to pastor of one of the

most influential churches of our tirdéart of the story is timing. Similar to the stories of Bill Joy,
Bill Gates, and Steve Job driven to utilize computers in new and innovative ways, an older Boomer
like Hybels would become driven to reach the unchurched in his generation. A confluence of
music, evangelism, unchurched youth, and a professor's influence all fanned the flames of
innovation in his life and ministry.

Bill had gotten to know a musician named Dave Holmbo while working at a summer camp
called Camp Awana. Holmbo was older tharbElg. In 1972, Holmbo began working with the
South Park Church in Park Ridge, lllinois, where Bill was youth pastor. The Jesus People
Movement was flourishing across the country at this time, and its influence reached to Dave and
the musical group he ledlhe church saw the potential for reaching youth and started a
contemporary service, which was pretty unheard of at that time. Holmbo's group was called the
Son Company and soon began singing across Chicago. They sang original songs and some of the
betterknown songs from the Jesus Movement written by pioneers like Michael Omartian, Larry
Norman, and Chuck Girard.

Bill's wife Lynne and he were dating at the time. She recalled a particularly touching,
evangelistic song by Girard's group Love Song calleddHands." The song could have been
the theme song for the ministry at the time, she obsehvsalid,

'‘Accept him with your whole heart

And use your own two hands

With one reach out to Jesus

And with the other bring a friend. o

"That 6 s wh wdre dbingg she redaliedl $God honored their sincerity with a
steady stream of conversions. Baptism services in local park district swimming pools were the
highlight of eactmi ni st r ¥ season. 0

Son City was "created during the height of the 'secondepldasus People movement,
when evangelical teenagers were adapting elements of the countercultural Jesus People persona as

148 Rediscovering Churcls2.
149 Rediscovering Churgl85.
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their own, *>°Eskridge observed. They decided to plan a big outreach event on Wednesday nights.
John Ankerberg spoke the first thneeeks. They started with 125 the first week. Hybels started
leading the fourth week. Within six months, 300 youth came weekly.

In May 1974 Son City had a major outreach focus. Almost 600 attended. After the message,
almost half professed their faith inh@st. Bill wept, asking, "Where would those kids who
received Christ tonight be if there hadn't been a service designed just for them, a safe place where
they could come week after week and hear the dangerousalifgforming message of Christ?"
Thatnight Hybels committed to be part of a ministry where the irreligious could come to hear the
gospel.

One of the key encouragers for Hybels at this time was his Trinity College professor Gilbert
Bilezikian. A defining moment came when Son City grew tdQ,2oung people. Some of the
youth attending were from Pallatine, some 20 miles west. They decided to start the church there.
They began with about 150 youth.

Hybels spoke at a conference on youth ministry at Garden Grove Community Church
(Schuler); whié there he sketched on a napkin what became-gtep7strategy for Willow. He
later took about 25 members of the core to Schuller's leadership conference. Pritchard noted why
the influence of Schuller was not highly touted by the leadership: "Schutterispa at theology
was met by many evangelical theologians with anger or condescension. It was this condemnation
and disrespect of Schuller and his message within the evangelical community that probably caused
Willow Creek staffers to hesitate to acknovgechis influence®?

In the early years both Hybels and Holmbo worked 80 hours a week, which took its toll on
the newlyweds. They experienced what they call the Train Wreck, when strained relationships
collapsed. The church continued to grow, moving to its present campustmEsorington.

In February 1981, Willow Creek moved to its current property in South Barrington, lllinois.

In August 1986, Hybels attended the Peter Drucker Summit with Leadership Network at Estes
Park.Willow Creek was built on a seeksensitivestratayy. Leaders adopted these statements for
the church®®3

"The Mission of Willow Creek Community Church is to turn irreligious peoipi® fully

devoted follower®f Jesus Christ.

The Visionof Willow Creek Community Church is to be a biblically functional

conmunity of beli ever s s ocan(k madcanplished im thed e mp t

world."
At the center of both were a phrase Hybel séb
pastors who would arrive at Willow Creek wanting to learn whabtdHoly Dissatisfaction.

150 Eskridge,God's Forever Family2013, 275.

151 Rediscovering ChurghtO0.

152 Gregory Allen Pritchard, "The Strategy Wfillow Creek Community Church: A Study in the Sociology of
Religion," Ph.D., Northwestern University, 1994,199.

153 https://www.willowcreek.org/en/about/beliedmdvalues accessed Jurds. 2020.
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Critically, the importance of Hybels and Warren was primarily felt in their networks of
diffusion among other pastors unfamiliar with resources of leadership. Just as LJ and LN had
stepped into a vacuum by meeting the Meedesources among megachurch pastors, Hybels and
Warren translated those early insights into replicable church systems/movements that others
pastors could grab hold of. Reflecting on the influence of Hybels on his ministry in the 1990s,

Andy Stanley remmbered being completely unaware of any resource on church leadership.

Stanl ey noted, Al had never heard a talk on |
|l eadership book. o0 Instead, Stanley had begun
unaware any pastors would dare to learn from these sources. Against this backdrop, Stanley
found Hybels as an oasis in the midst of dese
for thousands of other pastors to engage the emerging resources oneduecship within the

Willow orbit and beyond that to other Leadership Netwdfk.

For Stanley, as with thousands of others, the example of these pastors innovating created
a template that liberated them to see innovation as a tool rather than a hexiésyg Avay
from his first encounter with Willow, Stanleye f | eEwedrythidgabotitit was a complete
par adi g'imwith headershipdNetwork having laid a foundation of forging channels of
communication between pastors around leadership and inoioytite stage was set for the next
generation of Entrepreneurial Evangelicalism. Now as driving influence began to shift to the
pastors themselves, the floodgates of diffusion would open.

154 Andy Stanley, Interview

155 Andy Stanley, Interview; Interestingly, Stanley would then become a similar influence on the next generation of

church innovators through North Point. Just as he and his staff had toured Willow to learn ideas irob& mid

other pastors would tour hisva church building in the early 2kentury to understand how they were innovating.

This story drove home i n St anleanindovationi Thode whdleatnedeneeded g e n e |
to foster a culture of teaching to then help those wiedle@ to learn next.
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