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Important: How to Read This Document 
 
The most expedient way to read this document is to begin with the Introduction (4 pages), 
followed by "Governing Systems" (4 pages), "Lessons Learned" (17 pages) and "Knowledge 
Management" (3 pages). 
The "Story" and "Values" sections do not contain significantly new material but are 
included as a convenience for contextualizing the practices promoted herein. 
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Introduction 
 
The Los Angeles International Church of Christ, like all faith 
organizations, is a product of five features that determine its 
resilience. Congregations develop their resiliency from: (1) 
members joined together through their commitment to shared 
values, (2) their story of origins and progress, (3) the governing 
systems they use to navigate their affairs, (4) lessons learned 
from planned and unplanned events, and (5) user-friendly 
knowledge management of these lessons in the context of the 
congregation's values, story, and systems. Ambiguity, 
forgetfulness, and irregular institutional choices due to 
selective memory are threats to resiliency. 
Resiliency, as defined here, is not merely recovering or springing back from a difficulty. 
Rather, in its highest sense, a hyper-resiliency is imagined: actually improving as a result 
of a disorder. In recent years this characteristic has sometimes been labeled antifragility. 
But there is not yet a widely recognized term to describe “growing through adversity” beyond 
resilience or resiliency. The higher model of resiliency is based on scriptural imagery 
promoted by the apostle Paul. In four of his letters the apostle uses the human body to 
describe factors sustaining, protecting, strengthening, aligning, and equipping the church.1  
When the congregation’s values, story, systems, lessons, and knowledge have become 
obscure, it can be more easily overtaken by undesirable dynamics. In fact, the LAICC 
Resiliency System Project was initiated by members of the Ministry Leadership Council 
(MLC) because of a serious development that revealed a number of vulnerabilities in the 
systems. 
Over the course of many years there were activities in one of the regions that escaped 
sufficient examination, resulting in a breach of trust. A subsequent inquiry provided by a 
task force and consultation led to the proposal of a three-stage LAICC Resiliency System 
Project. The first stage was affirmed by the MLC in May 2019. Due to schedule and 
geographical challenges, and to keep the costs down, this stage mainly used primary 
documents, perspectives from previous consultations, and other readily available material 
to develop an initial proposal. Some aspects will necessarily be amended later on as leaders 
and other stakeholders engage with the material. 
The LAICC Resiliency System project is divided into three stages, incrementally focused on 
Design, Rehearsal, and Broad Training. The first stage, Design, is the concentrated pursuit 
of understanding and re-envisioning. By viewing the LAICC as Story, Values, and 
Governing Systems, we will have achieved greater understanding. By incorporating the 
practice of Lessons-Learned Knowledge Management (LLKM), we are re-envisioning the 
congregation. The importance of LLKM is evident when we consider the many seasons of 
the LAICC since its inception. 
  

 
1 1 Corinthians 12:12–27; Ephesians 1:18–23, 4:1–16; Colossians 2:16–19, 3:15; Romans 12:3–8. 
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Initiating LLKM 
 
In the summer of 1989 congregations from Boston, San Diego, and San Francisco sent a 
total of fifty people to the Los Angeles area to begin the Los Angeles Church of Christ. Before 
the year ended, wheels were set in motion that would eventually make the congregation the 
center of a movement focused on discipling and world evangelism. The Los Angeles planting 
soon belonged to a distinct category: that of flagship churches. 
The opportunities and pitfalls of congregations in this realm are vast, making theirs a rich 
story of lessons learned in launching initiatives, managing conflict, training and handling 
staff, administering funds, and much more. The Los Angeles Church of Christ oversaw 
churches and entire geographical regions from 1992, when the International Churches of 
Christ were formally founded, until late 2002, at the removal of its most recognized lead 
minister, Kip McKean. 
The state of a prominent leading congregation during its founder period is the product of 
heritage, sacred beliefs, strong personalities, the times, and mythical interpretations of its 
destiny—accurate or otherwise. Managing growth and challenges tends to heavily rely on 
the charismatic leader’s vision and principles, and on consolidated authority. The 
sustainability, longevity, and biblical soundness of the one-man-centered megachurch 
model is being questioned in the Christian world in light of Scripture and recent fallout in 
popular churches. The churches that transition to a more integrated and gift-based model, 
maintaining character over charisma and principles over personality, will have hard-earned 
wisdom to offer their next generation of leaders and the churches that looked to them in the 
past. 
A congregation’s or movement’s ability to thrive and experience resiliency in post-founder 
eras directly correlates to how it manages the leader’s departure, improves its practices and 
policies, responds to uninvited criticism, and handles developments according to its stated 
values. Another factor is often overlooked: retaining a memory for its decisions and turning 
points and their consequences. To that purpose, this lessons-learned document will be a 
combination of a sample of lessons learned and a proposed knowledge-management practice 
for the Los Angeles International Church of Christ (LAICC).2 The lessons are not compiled 
as the definitive list of lessons learned but are agreed upon as some of the most predominant. 
The organization that embraces LLKM preserves its experience-based evaluations so that 
appropriate individuals can easily retrieve, distribute, and apply these lessons to their 
current situations. Primitive versions of knowledge management—the preservation of 
important developments for later reflection—go back to the beginning of civilization. 
Thorough lessons-learned assessments have been part of government and high-risk sectors 
for over a century. More recently, since the early eighties, the military popularized the after-
action review (AAR), a structured debriefing process implemented after an engagement for 
analyzing what happened, why it happened, and how it can be done better by the 
participants and those responsible. By the nineties, businesses were enhancing this 
approach as a means for making quick and informed improvements. 
A simple and straightforward version of LLKM monitors planned events such as a 
milestone, opportunity, or initiative; a major unplanned development; or even the sudden 

 
2 The name was officially changed to Los Angeles International Church of Christ in April 1995. 
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arrival of new information with significant implications. The events that matter are the 
ones that affect the entire organization, according to its stated objectives. 
In the Scriptures, one can detect an ancient version of LLKM in historical documents from 
the days of Moses, the judges, and the kings. A clear example from the Old Testament occurs 
with Jehoshaphat’s reforms in 2 Chronicles 19. In the New Testament, a momentous council 
is recorded in Acts, established to look into tense events that had occurred in Antioch 
involving Barnabas and Paul, some more conservative believers from Judea, and Greek 
converts. The Jerusalem leaders made use of a timeline of events, consulted witnesses, 
appealed to past precedent, and considered new information. The prominent elder James 
facilitated the discovery and conclusions, which were distributed in the form of a letter. The 
matter ended in encouragement and peace (Acts 15:30–35). Luke’s inclusion of the main 
events ensured that the knowledge of the lessons, practices, and positive outcome would not 
be lost.  
Later, in an early letter from the apostle Paul, he commented on the importance of learning 
from events that occurred long ago (1 Corinthians 10:1–13). The moments that he refers to 
are recorded in Exodus, Numbers, and 1 Chronicles, where ten major tests in Israel’s first 
forty years were recorded that became moments for learning. During the swiftly changing 
times we live in, there can be ten major events in less than half that time in a single 
metropolitan congregation. 
A large church is more than a spiritual family with clear commitments to beliefs and 
practices. And like other modern organizations, it includes employees who answer to some 
form of administration/leadership, human resources, and board. It has legal responsibilities 
to the government, its members, and the public. In order to preserve its overall interests, a 
large church that covers a large territory should especially desire to be smarter for each 
challenging development in its history. 

The organization that knows how to convert information into knowledge, that 
knows what it knows, that can act with greater intelligence and discernment—
these are the organizations that will make it into the future. We all know that 
our organizations need to be smarter. Knowledge management (KM) therefore 
should be something eagerly accepted by leaders; it should be an incredibly easy 
sell.3 

A simple way to record a lesson is to create a brief narrative that answers some basic 
questions: (1) What did we set out to do or what is normally supposed to happen? (2) What 
actually happened? (3) Why did it happen and what can be learned? (4) What are we going 
to do next time? Other questions can be added such as: (5) What crucial information were 
we unaware of all along, and why were we unaware of it? Citing sources such as witnesses 
and documents of historical importance is also a good practice.  
It is sometimes helpful to visualize buckets for value-rich categories of lessons learned, such 
as “difficult lessons,” “highly beneficial proven practices,” “areas of greatest consensus,” et 
cetera. This helps make sure that we maximize positive experiences for future opportunities 
and do not view LLKM as a record of negative events. 

 
3 Wheatley, Margaret J. Finding Our Way: Leadership for an Uncertain Time (p. 145). Berrett-Koehler 
Publishers. Kindle Edition. 



 

 5 

Three more things: First, this record-keeping practice should focus on responsibility, not 
blame, and names are not used in an LL story except where it is necessary for referencing 
an authority or resource. 
Second, the account should be short and accurate, free from spin, and able to withstand the 
scrutiny of knowledge-rich insiders. It will likely be the only version that future readers will 
learn.  
And third, it is helpful to keep the overall narrative of the congregation up to date, at least 
every few years. In that way, the development of lessons learned has supporting context. 
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Story 
 

Historical Los Angeles 
Spanish explorers discovered the tip of what is now Baja California in 1533, and named it 
"California" after a mythical island in a popular Spanish novel. For over one hundred years 
popular maps portrayed both Baja, which belonged to New Spain (colonial Mexico), and 
Upper California as an island. 
In 1542 Captain Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo and his crew visited the region now called Los 
Angeles, and met a people who spoke the Tongva language. By 1770 these people numbered 
about 5,000, covering a range of 4,000 square miles corresponding to the Los Angeles County 
basin. This tribe, whose name has been lost, was closely associated with another group of 
natives to the north, the Fernandeños. After the Gabriel Mission was built in 1771, both 
groups were collectively called the Gabrielinos. 
In May 1768, the Spanish planned an expedition to settle Upper California. They reached 
the site of present-day San Diego on June 29, 1769, and the present-day sites of Los Angeles 
and Santa Monica in early August. Beginning in 1769, a Franciscan friar and his successors 
established over twenty like-minded missions in California in just over five decades. Their 
approach to missions was part Christian and part political, resulting in military outposts 
that were also religious settlements. Thus, the version of Christianity that natives and 
settlers first encountered was filtered through Spanish “Catholic” Christians, in which there 
was no meaningful separation between church and state. 
At the same time, the legendary British captain James Cook mapped the west coast on his 
final voyage in 1778. Although Cook died near the end of this expedition, his reported 
findings of the Asia Pacific and the West Coast would play a significant part in stirring 
British and wider European interest in this part of the “new” world. 
At the beginning of the nineteenth century, Spanish influence was dominant in Baja and 
Upper California, extending from near San Diego to north of San Francisco through 
missions that ran along the coast. Property within 25 miles of each coastal mission belonged 
to those settlements, and Native Americans lived relatively peaceably outside the 
perimeter. During this era, skirmishes bewteen the natives were more frequent than 
conflicts between Mexican and Spanish settlers.  
The Los Angeles basin was formally established as a community under a Spanish governor 
in 1781, and then became part of Mexico in 1821 following the Mexican War of 
Independence. The subsequent Mexican-American War (1846–1848) and extensive 
negotiations, land purchases and a treaty, moved the border of Mexico to the Rio Grande, 
making LA part of the United States. Two years later it became a major municipality in the 
state of California. 
Los Angeles would soon be drawing people from all over the world. The period between 1848 
and 1920 led to exponential growth due to the gold rush in 1849, completion of the cross-
country railroad in 1876, discovery of oil in 1892, and movie productions. With the 
annexation of Hollywood in 1910, the area of Los Angeles contained eighty percent of the 
world’s movie productions, and was home to at least ten movie companies. The next one 
hundred years were spectacular in the realm of developments, migration, industry, and 
entertainment.  
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The population growth in the Los Angeles region over the last century was not accompanied 
by a corresponding need for conscience or a consistent moral compass. This is illustrated 
vividly by the fact that while the LA region is home to Disney, it is also home to the nation’s 
porn industry. LA is also associated with notable racial flashpoints—the Zoot Suit riots in 
1943, the “five days of outrage” associated with the Rodney King debacle in 1992, the OJ 
trial, and the LAPD’s Ramparts scandal (false arrests, perjured testimony, and framing of 
innocent people) from 1997 and 2001. LA’s moral dearth and failures related to race and 
law enforcement reveal its need for spiritual answers. 
It is not possible to precisely describe the greater area of “Los Angeles” due to its many 
diverse segments. The city of Los Angeles has a population of 4 million within 470 square 
miles. The county of Los Angeles contains 89 incorporated cities, as well as some 
unincorporated areas, within 4,000 square miles with a population of nearly 10 million. And 
the greater metropolitan area of Los Angeles includes Riverside County, Ventura County, 
San Bernardino County, and Orange County, and numbers around 18 million people in an 
area that covers 34,000 square miles.4 
 

Los Angeles and Its Spiritual Paths 
The city of Los Angeles is home to traditional, radical, and contemporary churches, as well 
as unorthodox faiths. It is impossible to find such a wide array of “way out there” trademarks 
of spirituality headquartered anywhere else in the United States. The Los Angeles mission 
field has long maintained unique fringes as far as spirituality is concerned; however, the 
vast majority of residents are Catholic, following the Spanish missions’ roots and Mexican 
migrations. 
In 1906 Pentecostalism achieved worldwide attention through the Azusa Street revival in 
Los Angeles, led by African-American preacher William Joseph Seymour. LA is considered 
one of the birthplaces of this movement, which began among a largely black crowd. In time 
there were blacks and whites worshipping together under a black pastor, a phenomenon 
that did not occur in traditional churches. 
In 1919, the highly theatrical Canadian, Aimee Semple McPherson, held a series of 
meetings in LA that held people spellbound. In 1923, she dedicated the Angelus Temple, 
which became America’s first megachurch, and the Pentecostal denomination called the 
International Church of the Foursquare Gospel was born. The next four Foursquare 
churches were rapidly planted in the Los Angeles region. Today the movement has 237,000 
people attending worship in 1800 congregations throughout the world. 
During the 1940s a wealthy religious group that came to be known as the Worldwide Church 
of God (WCC), founded under “apostle” Herbert Armstrong, established its headquarters in 
Pasadena. This fundamentalist group had roots in Seventh-Day Adventism, which was very 
focused on the end times. The WCC strove to maintain Jewish laws including Old Testament 
festivals, denied the deity of Christ, and was preoccupied with world politics. It largely fell 
apart following Armstrong’s death in 1986. 
The modern Transcendental Deep Meditation (TDM or TM) movement originated in India 
in 1955 with Maharishi Mahesh Yogi, and in 1959 he brought his practice to Los Angeles, 
where he founded the Spiritual Regeneration Movement and his fame spread. He wooed 

 
4 http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/LosAngeles_DemographicProfile3.doc 
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celebrities and became the spiritual advisor to the Beatles and Merv Griffin, who helped 
televise the Maharishi’s philosophy of meditation. As a result, the guru’s fame skyrocketed 
throughout the world. By 1975 there was a full-blown TM craze that reached 130 countries. 
Today, stars such as Oprah, Ellen DeGeneres, Clint Eastwood, Russell Brand, and David 
Lynch practice TM. 
During the 1960s Tony and Susan Alamo began the Alamo Christian Foundation—a 
controversial and frequently criticized church—in the streets of Los Angeles. In 2009 Tony 
Alamo was convicted of rape, other sexual assaults, and breaking tax laws, and was 
sentenced to 175 years in prison. However, tracts can still be found in the area, indicating 
that followers of this group are still active. 
Besides these examples, it seems worth mentioning that the largest base of the Church of 
Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (Mormons) outside of Utah is in Los Angeles, and the 
Church of Scientology International (CSI), which is not a Christian denomination, but 
appears to have appropriated the term “church” for tax purposes, has its headquarters in 
Los Angeles. There are also a notable number of well-known megachurches in and near 
Santa Ana: Harvest Orange County (Greg Laurie), Calvary Chapel Costa Mesa (Chuck 
Smith), and Saddleback Church in Lake Forest (Rick Warren). 
 

The Los Angeles International Church of Christ 
The LA church originated from a dream to reach the entire metropolitan Los Angeles area, 
which is one of the most ethnically diverse places in the world. Its towns, neighborhoods, 
and territories possess a wide variety of distinct characteristics and reputations. 
The intention of the new church planting, which was originally called “The Los Angeles 
Church of Christ”, was to be a congregation of disciples that were “willing to go anywhere, 
do anything, and give up everything for Jesus.” Its main beliefs were found in the principle 
sermons in the book of Acts (chaps. 2, 10, 13) and the creedal statements of the apostle Paul 
(1 Corinthians 15:1–7; Ephesians 4:4–6), and its chief practices continue to be communion, 
baptism, and discipling.  
In 1989 the Boston Church of Christ, along with the San Diego and San Francisco churches, 
sent a 50-member team led by Tom and Kelly Brown to Los Angeles to work out of three 
locations—the Central Zone ministry near Pasadena, the South Zone in South Central Los 
Angeles, and the West Zone centered in Santa Monica. Six months into the planting Marty 
and Chris Fuqua began leading the UCLA campus ministry5 in the West Zone.  
When Kip McKean arrived in early 1990, the congregation was just over 150 members. That 
same year a small congregation of Christians from Antelope Valley joined the congregation. 
Soon, talented students, singles, and young marrieds, as well as those already in leadership, 
were recruited to LA from other congregations—first from San Diego, then from Chicago 
and many other churches. Although there were many “move-ins” (especially leaders) who 
helped, the church still grew primarily by an amazing number of baptisms. This distinct 
method of building the LA church contributed to its meteoric rise—in 1994 there was a 
church meeting with 3,000 in attendance, and by 1998 that number had risen to 17,000.  
This growth trajectory followed a highly orchestrated series of events, and West LA was 
ground zero. If there had been a central location of the Los Angeles church it would have 

 
5 The UCLA was piloted a few months earlier under Roger Farinha and Sue (McGuirk) Shoff. 



 

 9 

been the old West LA region. Lead evangelist Kip McKean, CFO Keith Rose, and many other 
significant leadership personalities lived on the Westside. Additionally, the Westside’s 
UCLA campus ministry was a legendary and important part of the LA church. An LA Story 
bulletin from 1997 made a statement about the former UCLA leaders, Marty and Chris 
Fuqua: “Working with a handful of talented members of the original mission team, they 
were blessed by God with incredible growth from 10 disciples to 120 disciples in just 4 
years.”6 Many of these converts went on to become leaders in Los Angeles and other 
churches. 
The other two original groups of disciples, centered in Pasadena and South Central LA, also 
made great contributions to the growth of the congregation. The South Zone became the 
Cross & Switchblade region in 1992 and was renamed at various points. The Central Zone 
became the Central Region. Other ministries were soon spawned from the three regions 
with the help of highly orchestrated move-ins from other churches. 
While the Boston Church of Christ was spreading the gospel throughout the world, the LA 
church was consolidating its resources and leadership in one place. Whereas the Boston 
church planted over 50 churches in its first twenty years, the LA church planted fewer than 
ten in its first twenty years. There was a clear reason for this distinct approach—to develop 
legitimacy through a large presence in a major metropolitan city—but this course never had 
broad buy-in among leaders of the other churches. This was due partly to the inability to 
replicate the model in other locations, and partly because it continually drew strength and 
resources from the other churches.  
Even though the LA church did not send out as many churches as the Boston congregation 
did, one of the church plantings was historically significant to world missions—the planting 
of the Moscow church in July 1991. The McKeans initially led the 17-member team, to be 
followed by team members Andy and Tammy Fleming. Russian evangelist, Misha 
Rakovshik, summarizes the sensational story, 

The coup of August 1991 drove many denominational missionaries from the 
country in fear of persecution. It was a very sobering time for all of us. We 
recounted the cost of staying with our new brothers and sisters. God blessed the 
decision by drawing us even closer together ... For the original team, Andy 
[Fleming] and his wife, Tammy, were a constant source of friendship and 
encouragement. From how to have a quiet time, share our faith, and study the 
Bible with others to how to get along and eat healthy food in our singles’ 
apartments, they taught us everything by example. I believe it was through their 
vision and faith that 850 disciples were baptized in the first year of the church 
in Moscow.7 

The former Soviet Union was dismantled into 15 different countries, which opened the door 
for over 32 churches to be planted across eight time zones. The leaders of the work, the 
Flemings, would eventually return to North America and land in West LA in 1999. The Los 
Angeles congregation has been significantly involved with funding and discipling Central 
America and other regions in the world. There were eight church plantings out of Los 
Angeles that involved significant assistance from sister churches: Moscow (1991), Vietnam 

 
6 Author unknown, UCLA: A Model Ministry, LA Story (Contact), August/September 1997, 6. 
7 Misha Rakovshik, From Dream to Reality, LA Story, November 2001, 3. 
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(1994), Turkey (1995), Jerusalem (1996), Lebanon (1995), Cyprus (1997), Bahrain (1998), 
and United Arab Emirates (1998). 
The nineties were concentrated with the building of satellites (called regions) much as other 
megachurches build campuses. The Los Angeles Church of Christ came to comprise distinct, 
self-organized ministries—the West Region, Ventura, South, South Central, North, AMS 
(Arts, Media & Sports), East, Inland Empire, Central, and Orange County. This territory 
appears connected largely due to the natural properties of coast, hills, and forests. This 
explains why the greater Los Angeles area came to be seen as both “one” and “ten”—one 
church as well as ten churches. Since seasoned ministers were recruited and/or trained to 
lead these ministries, they essentially functioned as self-sufficient units. For most of the 
decade, the evangelists made the regional decisions, while a handful of elders were 
overburdened trying to solve problems. The number of elders was insufficient to meet the 
spiritual needs as well as the increasing number of other challenges within the church. 
During the nineties, McKean made virtually all decisions at the congregational level. It 
naturally followed that the concept of a leader being “God’s man” or “the anointed” would 
ripple through the rest of the church, where the local evangelist made decisions. The phrases 
“top-down” leadership and “directive style” owe themselves to this era, not just in LA but 
also throughout many of the International Church of Christ congregations. Some of the LA 
evangelists were known to shepherd their people very well, but the art of collaboration 
among equal partners was, for the most part, something that the LA church and the overall 
movement began to develop after the McKean years. 
By 1999 there was a sense that the movement couldn’t sustain its growth, in addition to 
other concerns. The LA elders and evangelists were concerned with Kip McKean’s family 
issues and his pastoral influence. When the Flemings moved from the mission field to Mar 
Vista that year as Andy took on the role of administrator for the churches, Andy was 
troubled by what had become normalized under McKean’s management of financial 
decisions. There were multiple concerns preceding Kip’s 2001 sabbatical. 
The widely reported crisis of 2003 was associated with dramatic developments surrounding 
Kip McKean’s resignation in late 2002, a lengthy and emotionally charged open letter from 
Henry Kriete, and subsequent revelations that came to light regarding the way McKean led 
his inner circle. At the core was a flawed view of authority and issues of control, as well as 
a tiered accountability culture that left large numbers of people disheartened. Other issues 
such as the decision-making practices in the ICOC, especially around finances, were 
symptoms of a systemic problem related to the core issues. Even to this day members of the 
ICOC feel differently about what “first” went wrong, based on personal experiences, but not 
to the point of disunity.  
Compared to many places around the US, the crisis in LA was more tempered by open 
apologies, repentance, and the development of member-run RFAC (Regional Financial 
Advisory Committee) teams. But there were more challenges for the shepherds of the 
church. The widely disseminated LAICC membership count of over 10,000 was considered 
“soft” and “inaccurate” due to a variety of reasons including the motivation to not know or 
be straightforward with actual numbers. Integrity in reporting was an issue in some of the 
regions. Additionally, the Riverside sector of the Inland Empire broke away from the LA 
church in late 2005. While some of this adjusted size reflects far north sectors such as 
Bakersfield and Antelope Valley peaceably becoming their own congregations, most of the 
loss resulted from the impact of upheaval and a more accurate numbering of the flock. The 
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LA church eventually settled to be around 4,800 members by 2007 and has since increased 
to around 5,500. 
The LA church found its structural bearings again under the leadership of Bruce Williams, 
who emerged as the congregational evangelist. Following discussions in 2003 and 2004 it 
was decided that the LA church would stay together. Bruce’s leadership was instrumental 
in keeping the Los Angeles regions together as one congregation of many regions. 
Today the LAICC is both “one” and “eight”—one church, as well as eight churches. Some of 
the regions changed their names—AMS to Turning Point, East to Lighthouse, and Central 
to Lifeway. 
Los Angeles International Church of Christ Regions (2019) 

Since about 2007 the 
eldership has significantly 
evolved. The elders have 
functioned more 
cohesively and welcome 
feedback. As the number 
of elders increased over 
the following years there 
were a variety of efforts 
made to define core 
leadership roles within 
the regions. 

A lengthy restructuring process became effective during the summer of 2012, resulting in 
four large bodies called geo-regions consisting of two preexisting adjacent regions each. The 
core LAICC leadership group included one elder and one evangelist from each geo-region. 
That development was reversed in 2014 and is covered in Lessons Learned. 
The previous twelve years have encompassed large episodes and smaller vignettes 
indicating that the large, sprawling congregation was having trouble managing the tension 
between independence and supervision, holding leaders accountable, managing conflicts 
between prominent leaders, and intervening on behalf of those without status or position 
when allegations are made against a leader. These topics are part of a larger inquiry. 
By early 2020, the Los Angeles International Church of Christ will have new region leaders 
in at least three of the eight regions, in contrast to where it was in the opening of 2019. The 
successors will be younger than their predecessors. And many of the staff are pursuing 
graduate education in Bible, Christian ministry, or counseling. 
These concurrent succession plans, increased emphasis on formal graduate education, 
outside consultation, and the LAICC Resiliency System are respectable forward steps. 
Prayerfully, these advances will be combined by the hallmarks of personal faithfulness to 
God, dynamic preaching of his word, collaboration across the ministries, and the boldness 
we read about in the book of Acts. 
 
 



 

 12 

Values 
 
It is often the case that the aspirations of vision, mission, and purpose are used 
interchangeably by members of a congregation. And it is also often the case that 
concepts of congregational identity fluctuate based on meeting location, generation, 
and style of ministry. For these reasons, congregants might give different answers to 
questions about their distinguishing features even though they share the same 
overall values. 
For our purposes, we will focus on a composite of beliefs that distinguish the family 
of ministries that the Los Angeles International Church of Christ comprises. Nuances 
will be noted, but the focus is on the long-held espoused and unstated values that are 
embedded in the story of the congregation. These are divided into beliefs and 
aspirations. 

Early Beliefs, Practices, and Aspirations 
The Los Angeles church began without a formal statement of faith and instead used 
a study series to emphasize: the authority of the Scriptures; a belief in Jesus as Lord 
and Savior; the call to discipleship; adult repentance, confession, and baptism as the 
locus of forgiveness and salvation; commitment to the church as the body of Christ; 
and evangelism. 
The distinguishing features of the LAICC compared to local religious movements 
have been its commitment to one-on-one discipling, adult baptism for the forgiveness 
of sins, a high view of authority, and its highly developed structure. A slogan captured 
the essence of the members’ aspiration: a disciple is willing to go anywhere, do 
anything, and give up everything for the cause of Christ. 
Depending on the location, personalities, and season of the ministries, the more 
aspirational values took on specific cultural features, as was the case for the Arts & 
Sports ministry and the South Central Los Angeles ministry. Nearly all the 
ministries had a heavy youth and campus focus, which gave the church a 
revolutionary character. 
 

Established Beliefs, Practices, and Aspirations 
Three years after the crisis of 2003, the International Churches of Christ developed 
wide support for a cooperation agreement titled Plan for United Cooperation. Within 
its contents was a two-page Statement of Shared Beliefs, which is posted on the 
LAICC website and again within some of the local regional websites (Orange County, 
Coastal LA, North). It was simply a declaration of long-shared convictions underlying 
the studies series. (See the Statement of Shared Beliefs in the Appendix) 



 

 13 

Some of the eight regions have also promoted a more visitor-friendly, and sometimes 
catchy, version of beliefs. These statements are consistent with the official LAICC 
statement but tend to be simpler and speak to goals, practices, and desired culture. 
Some sectors within regions developed their own website, and added statements like 
“We are a faith-based fellowship in the heart of L.A. which has a deep conviction of 
practicing what we preach. As disciples of Christ our core principle is to obey the 
Bible wholeheartedly. Our mission is to live out our faith by loving like Christ” (the 
Downtown ministry of the Metro LA). Another such example of re-articulation comes 
from the Turning Point region. Their website promotes Vision & Values, stated as: 
“our foundation – Jesus Christ crucified and resurrected, by the power of God; our 
mission – to help people find their place in God’s story; our vision – to see our church 
filled with thousands of fully devoted Jesus followers; our values – we believe in a 
great commitment to the greatest commandments and the great commission.” 
The only situation where separate statements of core values became a problem was 
in a former sector of the Metro LA called Faith Point. Its leaders promoted a so-called 
“faith-based” approach to ministry, which of itself was only mildly progressive. But 
its terminology was confusing to many members and sometimes used in a disparaging 
way: “We are faith based,” and “You are not faith based.” Over the years the “go 
anywhere, do anything” aspirations had been replaced by cloistered mindsets focused 
on sticking together as a subgroup around their leader. Their leader resigned and 
started a new church after a report revealed dynamics that ran counter to the desires 
of the majority of the Metro LA. 
The discipling practice has many more variations than the one-over-another 
approach promoted in the early days. For those not on staff, there are peer discipling, 
triads, small groups, and nonauthoritative mentoring. For new Christians and the 
training of ministers, there is still a training or supervisory component to discipling. 
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Governing Systems 
 
In its infancy, the LAICC congregation began with the simplest measures provided 
by Scriptures for mitigating common challenges. As it grew and developed leaders, 
increased the number of employees and size of administration, made plans for the 
safety of children’s ministry and youth camps, managed sacrificially given donations, 
spread farther out, planted churches, and purchased property, it required more 
systems that were based on Scripture and fitting with the laws of the land. 
In retrospect, some of the manmade systems were limited or imperfect. Just as a 
parent reviews their approach to parenting for its effectiveness and suitability for the 
age of the children and other changing factors, a church should periodically review 
its governing systems. In this section we will examine the development of the 
governing systems of the Los Angeles International Church of Christ. 

 
Scriptures and Discipling. Every congregation that embraces the Bible for its 
baseline principles in resolving challenges begins with the simple resolution system 
described by Jesus (Matthew 5:23–26, 18:15–18). In a few words, he gave clear 
direction for resolving situations in which someone “has something against you” or 
when “your brother sins against you.” 
The expectations that Jesus established constitute a strong system, to the degree that 
members uphold his words. Most of the time, if just one individual complies with 
these commands, it will produce some form of resolution. The challenges in honoring 
this system increase with size, structure, geography, and when leadership is accorded 
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too much power and control. Nonetheless, his timeless commands were well 
understood and practiced in the early days of the Los Angeles church. 
From the beginning the Los Angeles church also embraced discipling, by which every 
member is hopefully taught, strengthened, and admonished through one-another 
relationships. This Jesus-focused practice provides another principal system. 

[Jesus] is the one we proclaim, admonishing and teaching everyone with 
all wisdom, so that we may present everyone fully mature in Christ. To 
this end I strenuously contend with all the energy Christ so powerfully 
works in me. (Colossians1:28–29) 

When proclaiming, admonishing, and teaching wanes in an individual’s life, there are 
implications for their personal spiritual development. When this occurs in large 
numbers or among influential members, the church becomes vulnerable. By requiring 
the more influential leaders to identify their discipling partners (sometimes called 
mentors, guides, or advisors) it places a healthy expectation of answerability on them 
and their influencers. 
The governing systems of individual responsibility provided by going to a fellow 
Christian over an unresolved matter, along with discipling, are safeguards against 
escalating troubles and investments into our personal and collective interests. The 
LAICC began with an emphasis on these central practices. 
 
Elders, Evangelists, and Teachers 

So Christ himself gave the apostles, the prophets, the evangelists, the 
pastors and teachers, to equip his people for works of service, so that the 
body of Christ may be built up until we all reach unity in the faith and 
in the knowledge of the Son of God and become mature, attaining to the 
whole measure of the fullness of Christ. Then we will no longer be infants, 
tossed back and forth by the waves, and blown here and there by every 
wind of teaching and by the cunning and craftiness of people in their 
deceitful scheming. Instead, speaking the truth in love, we will grow to 
become in every respect the mature body of him who is the head, that is, 
Christ. From him the whole body, joined and held together by every 
supporting ligament, grows and builds itself up in love, as each part does 
its work. (Ephesians 4:11–16) 

There were a few evangelists in the Los Angeles church family by the end of the first 
year. Therefore, more serious matters not resolved by other members could be 
addressed by the evangelists, another system promoted in the Bible (Titus 1:10ff; 2 
Timothy 4:1–5). Soon thereafter, elders were recognized, and this crucial resource 
would be another important governing system (Acts 20:17–34). And even though the 
LAICC has not historically emphasized the role of the teacher, there is now a 
significant move toward developing further education and the possibility of a distinct 
teaching ministry. These three biblical roles—elders, evangelists, and teachers, 
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provide systems that equip the members as well as adding protection from external 
and internal threats. 
Agreements, Policies, and Memorandums. As employees were added to the Los 
Angeles congregation, there was the need to pay attention to accepted practices 
associated with human resources, and the law, of course. Agreements such as job 
descriptions and employment policies were added. The need for children’s ministry 
protections and the development of youth camps led to even more policies. 
Over the years two things are certain to happen in an organization, at least at some 
level, which can occur in any order or simultaneously. First, in the case of the LAICC, 
there were important enhancements of the administrative systems due to the 
increasing involvement of legal counsel, board experts, human resource managers, 
and additional ecclesiastical support. 
Second, there will always be a tendency toward institutional drift, which is obvious 
throughout Scripture and in recent memory among our fellowship of churches. This 
occurred in the LAICC when the top-down culture promoted by the leader led to 
compromises, intimidation, and control issues, with mostly downward-only 
accountability. This particular drift was addressed at a congregational level in early 
2003 but can recur when ministries become silos. 
When the congregation is a multisite association comprising distinct geographical 
ministries, there is a necessary increase of independence. However, independence can 
allow for individuals to become unaccountable, leading to unintended consequences. 
This scenario is even more likely when a congregation and its leaders are completely 
autonomous from outside answerability. This explains why groups that break away 
following a dissension do not usually fare well, historically. 
Agreements provide insurance against inconsistent or illogical handling of drift and 
the problems associated with drift. The highest form of agreement is corporate 
bylaws, required by law. Other forms of agreement can be expectations of how certain 
issues will be handled. Further insurance systems include policies—such as a 
conflict-of-interest policy, sabbatical and leave of absence policies, or a policy on how 
complaints are formally registered. 
A memorandum, sometimes called a memorandum of understanding, is a formal 
communication designed to make something important very clear to the affected 
parties. A memorandum can be anything from an understanding of how ministries 
will handle transfers of membership or address conflict between members of 
adjoining ministries, to a means of conveying the qualifications of a role or how 
interns will be compensated. Memorandums are not legally binding, but they serve 
the purpose of limiting confusion. A breach of expectations stated in a memorandum, 
without good reason, might signal that something bigger is amiss. 
Members in the LAICC who might benefit from the intentions established by 
agreements, policies, and memorandums can only help in their reinforcement if they 
are aware of these accountability systems. 
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Designated Response Teams. In advance of any issue that is likely to arise over 
time, imagination is important. It is wise to anticipate the need for carefully selected 
teams for responding to such issues. Otherwise, a hasty response might 
inappropriately tilt a matter toward a particular outcome. 
This concept of a response team is not new to the LAICC. On a few occasions the MLC 
has put together a task force to address issues, with positive results, in Coastal 
(2014), Metro LA (2018), and in the Inland Empire (2019), for instance. This approach 
can be enhanced by careful selection of members and identifying the skills required 
for a given situation.  
A strong practice is identifying a pool of individuals from various roles who are proven 
to be competent with handling difficult matters. This measure is based on principles 
promoted by Jethro, Moses, and Jehoshaphat (Exodus 18:17–23; Deuteronomy 1:8–
19; and 2 Chronicles 19:4–11). 
For mediations, a good rule of thumb is that for every 300 to 500 members there 
should be a dozen members capable of conducting a mediation and/or an objective 
investigation. When possible, mediation teams of three are recommended. The use of 
a pool of competent individuals allows the parties to identify one to three people from 
the group that they agree upon to help them with their dispute. 
For church-related conflicts associated with a methodology or doctrine, it is advised 
to have a select list of individuals who have the competencies raised by the particular 
subject and occasion. 
If there is an allegation about an offense involving suspected harm, there should be 
the expectation that the matter will be thoroughly and objectively investigated, 
meanwhile protecting the accuser and accused. Not having just anyone conduct these 
investigations and policies helps ensure that they are performed in a just and 
honorable manner rather than being agenda driven.  
MLC & LAICC Covenant. The Ministry Leadership Counsel was designed to be 
composed of one elder and one evangelist per region, plus the administrator and COO. 
The group convenes about nine times a year, often in conjunction with an all-church 
elders-in-training meeting held on the same day. Both groups contribute significantly 
to the level of cohesion of the LA church. Over the course of time the MLC has 
developed an understanding of its eight-and-one region-to-LAICC interdependence. 
A covenant was developed in 2014 for respecting boundaries. Prior to 2019, the 
covenant focused on preserving a region-to-region understanding and did not have a 
mechanism for handling the event of an outcry from members of one of the regions. 
It became apparent that a mechanism was needed to determine if a threshold was 
reached that revealed a possible breach of conduct within a region, distinguishing it 
from someone’s unhappiness as a valid concern. 
For more, see Findings, Observations, and Recommendations for specific proposals 
for the LAICC Governing Systems. In the future, this document will be amended to 
reflect those changes. 
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Lessons Learned 
 
While it is too late to develop a full lessons-learned chronicle that holds all lessons 
going back to the beginning in 1989, it is possible to generally depict the main lessons 
of the LAICC's thirty-year history and distinguish them by eras. 
 

 
 

An Aggressive Growth Strategy and Its Aftereffects (1989–1999) 
During the eighties the discipling ministries of the Churches of Christ evolved into 
the Boston Movement. The Boston congregation grew using a house church model, 
and from the faith and energies of many Christians moving in for training. In 1984, 
the Boston leadership explained its reason for using house churches: “Not only are 
the house churches an effective and convenient means of grouping Christians for 
spiritual and administrative purposes, but the establishment of house churches also 
marks one more step toward our goal of restoring the spirituality, discipleship, and 
evangelistic impact of the New Testament church.” 
The growth of the Boston church until 1989 was unparalleled in Restoration 
Movement history, especially for a North American city. The congregation then 
shifted to the megachurch model, and in the same year they oversaw a planting in 
Los Angeles. Boston’s offspring plantings, especially those in large cities, began 
moving to the megachurch model. 
The Los Angeles Church of Christ was initially composed of three groups based in 
Pasadena, South Central, and Santa Monica. After some difficulties in leadership, 
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reinforcements were sent in to help the church through their challenges. Marty 
Fuqua came to lead the congregation. Kip McKean also came to help out for a few 
months. But he decided to stay and soon became the lead evangelist with the 
intention to build “the model super-church for the Boston Movement.” The new 
congregation would never fully experience the house-church model that led to the rise 
of the Boston congregation, and would grow through very different strategies.  
Whereas the Boston church benefited from the lure of men and women volunteers 
who sought more training, the Los Angeles church was soon in a unique position to 
direct churches to send their members to help build the LA Church. This was possible 
because by 1992 the International Churches of Christ was formed with Los Angeles 
as the headquarters, and the overall fellowship was divided into world sectors. Much 
like a traditional denomination, funds and people could be gathered into a central 
location where authority was consolidated. The growth of the congregation was 
greatly helped by the large number of people, mostly leaders, who moved from 
Seattle, San Diego, Chicago, Denver, and Miami—over 600 in all in the first decade. 
A critical look at requesting the talented servants from other places does not discount 
the positive developments in Los Angeles. During the nineties there were great efforts 
of giving to the poor, ministering to the troubled, raising leaders, bringing many 
students to Christ, giving sacrificially, and planting churches. 
This inquiry is concerned with larger lessons learned and their implications for the 
wholeness of the Los Angeles church and its early legacy. For example, the recruiting 
approach was replicated in other cities, damaging the growth and sometimes even 
the faith of members in the giving churches. By the late nineties the aftereffects of 
this methodology were becoming more apparent. On occasion, the Los Angeles 
leadership sent out staff members to lead or assist churches, which sometimes 
created new problems because receiving churches were not usually able to screen, 
interview, and reject the incoming leader. By 1999 church leaders were pushing back 
and claiming that the Los Angeles model could not be imitated, and that they had 
been weakened under McKean’s leadership. 
The deeply tiered hierarchy of the ICOC, with Kip McKean at the top of a pyramid, 
allowed the founder’s blind spots to permeate the LAICC and the movement. Some 
ministers in Los Angeles and elsewhere were critical of the path of the ICOC and 
found clever ways to inhibit their ministries from many of the facets of McKeanism. 
But the critical thinking required to build churches in a healthy way was a difficult 
tension to manage, especially when growth and trusting leaders were so heavily 
promoted in conferences, classes, and bulletin articles. 
The mythology promoted by videos and magazines utilized themes centered around 
“The Lord’s Anointed,” a reference to leaders like the early kings of Israel—men that 
God was using in a special way. A close look reveals that some of those kings were 
not very approachable, and the consequences of this were often quite extensive. 
One implication of using the anointed-leader model was that it made it difficult to 
challenge a leader about their preaching, their life, and their methodology. The 
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aftereffects of a decade under this thinking were exasperation and bitterness in the 
ranks, the surge of adversaries among former members, unresolved conflicts among 
leaders, and increasingly weak churches. In spite of all the baptisms and planting of 
churches, the ICOC was increasingly hemorrhaging rather than strengthening weak 
members. 
Even though the supporting churches were weakened from the McKean strategy, it 
would be a mistake to assume that the Los Angeles congregation was getting 
progressively stronger. The increasing growth in membership, significant church 
plantings, momentous congregational events, and the number of prominent ministers 
serving in Los Angeles did bring encouragement and an appearance of vitality for a 
time. But some of the elders were deliberating, even openly, as to whether the 
emphasis on size, numbers, and reaching “sharp people” was in contrast to the gospel. 
During the mid- to late nineties the retention rate of members across the ICOC was 
alarming. Unsurprisingly, by the late nineties, the elders in Los Angeles reflected on 
the underlying causes. Even when the 20-year-anniversary issue of the bulletin, the 
LA Story, titled "From Here to Eternity" (August 1999), promoted the uniqueness of 
“God’s Modern-Day Movement” and highlighting the “Model Super-Church” in 
Christian history, some of the Los Angeles leaders were challenging the paradigm, 
methods, control of information, and overall aftereffects. Soon they would be 
questioning their top leader. 
 

Lesson #1 (1999)—Weaker Christians were overlooked by a culture that 
cherished performance over grace and humility. 
The number of people leaving the church was on the rise. One of the 
elders and his wife invited members to their home from their region, 
those who wanted to come, and often those who were on a list for being 
“weak.” The goal was to try to grasp why so many were leaving the 
church. This organic approach became the Spiritual Recovery Ministry 
that was implemented in Los Angeles and in many other churches. SR 
leaders were usually mature couples serving in the eldership or in a 
quasi-shepherding capacity. Most participants who attended did not 
desire to "fall away" from God or otherwise leave but needed 
strengthening and encouragement. Many of the leaders lacked an 
understanding of grace, and leaders were not sufficiently equipped to 
address the humanity of Christ’s sheep. 
ACTION: Spiritual Recovery participants were empowered to speak up 
and were listened to without judgment, providing recurring themes for 
the SR leaders to consider. The takeaways were used to inform the 
leaders of the performance-based culture that was being created. And 
elders were taking a more assertive role with evangelists. 
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Reflection and Struggles (2000–2002) 
Some of the most poignant lessons learned from this decade of super-growth would 
not become clear until after 1999 when Andy Fleming moved to Los Angeles from 
Moscow, where he transitioned to the role of ICOC administrator. By 2000 Andy had 
discovered significant issues with finances and decision-making. In fact, McKean was 
forced to take a sabbatical in 2001. This move was partly the consequence Fleming’s 
opening the books, along with McKean’s treatment of ministers, the needs of and 
condition of his family, and questions about both his theology and methodology, 
together with the overall consequences of these.8 

Lesson #2 (2001–2002)—A heavily centralized top-down leadership 
model leads to blind spots, increased possibilities of harm, and 
insufficient recourse for grievances. 
The command-and-control leadership model proved to be risk prone, is 
inadequate for holding itself accountable, and calcifies its authority. As 
a result, in Los Angeles, beginning at the top, some of its leaders were 
unable to comprehend the effects of their choices on other individuals 
and congregations. 
ACTION: The lead evangelist was disciplined and sent on a sabbatical, 
which provided time and space for reflection. The LAICC began 
implementing a team model for leadership within and initiating 
apologies to outside churches. 

Crisis and Reckoning (2003–2005) 
The reflections, openness about struggles, and initial changes in the ICOC and the 
LAICC had not reached the greater fellowship. In November 2002 there was a 
meeting of many ICOC leaders in Long Beach, timed with the end of Kip McKean’s 
sabbatical and his removal as LAICC leader and ICOC leader. World sector leaders 
in Los Angeles began stepping down, disowning the ICOC model, and making 
significant gestures toward a relational versus positional connection to the other 
churches. But there was no universal response to the events and no longer an 
authority by which to form one. 
The subsequent disorientation of the movement immediately resulted in an emotional 
discussion of where to assign blame. Upon returning home from Long Beach, some of 
the ICOC leaders were being questioned for participating in the approaches fostered 
by McKean. By early 2003 there was increasing instability, most notably in London. 
On February 2, 2003 Henry Kriete released a letter that became, as Andy Fleming 
states, “a rallying point and unified voice of grievance and/or criticism that had not 
been available to leavers in previous years.” A firestorm ensued in LA and in many 

 
8 For a more thorough treatment of lessons learned from this period, see Let Each One Be Careful How 
He Builds, http://www.missionstory.com/let-each-one-be-careful-how-he-builds-(2018).html. 
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other places, and the ministries experienced both unhealthy open forums and healthy 
town hall discussions. 

Lesson #3 (February 28, 2003)—Leaders at all levels are to be 
accountable to the church body for what they do and don’t do, including 
their methodology, failures to protect, and teachings. 
ACTION: (1) The release of a five-page apology with ten very clear points 
of remorse, affirmed by 21 evangelists and elders and their wives. Topics 
included: Arrogance in the Staff, Weakening Other Churches, Giving 
Through Compulsion, Authoritarian Discipling, Not Emphasizing the 
Greatest Commandments, Not Fulfilling the Role of the Elders, Abusive 
Accountability, Not Teaching the Bible in Depth, and Discouraging 
Older Disciples; (2) the formation of regional financial advisory 
committees (RFAC), which would work as an extension of the LAICC 
board, work closely with local staff, and make sure that salaries followed 
the newly embraced Hay pay scales model and that expenses were 
reimbursed within the overall LAICC policy; and (3) the implementation 
of a conflict-of-interest policy because of issues raised in one of the 
regions during open forums. 

There was another significant development that year, relating to geographical 
strategies. The Los Angeles church includes a vast geographical territory that 
includes Riverside County, Ventura County, San Bernardino County, and Orange 
County and extends even farther north, beyond the traditional Los Angeles boundary. 
The leaders of the LAICC continued to see it as one church instead of many churches. 
The benefits of staying together were sharing resources, the ability to address 
troublesome behaviors in a leader, maintaining consistency of doctrine, and solving 
thorny doctrinal issues together, such as the matter of divorce and remarriage.  
But in the Inland Empire region, the Riverside sector, located centrally within the 
region, made what seemed to many like an abrupt attempt to separate from the LA 
church during the summer months of 2003. The plan called for “localization,” which 
had numerous implications, especially when more fully understood. 
The following explanation of the Riverside event is provisional. A thorough 
examination for a more precise understanding would require authorization and 
willingness. A preliminary investigation into documents from both sides of the 
conflict reveals the following components: (1) The Riverside sector voted to approve a 
resolution asking to be autonomous in administrative responsibilities. (2) The initial 
developments failed to sufficiently include LA elders and evangelists prior to 
presenting a declaration of intent to the local members. (3) There were related 
appeals from other places in the IE region, including the Desert Cities and Temecula, 
each pressing for “localization.” The possible breakoffs threatened the wholeness of 
the IE. 
The concept of localization of responsibility was not the problem, and some aspects of 
localization that were proposed were already being considered and openly embraced 
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by key LA figures. However, the rushed occasion and the spirit of some of the 
presenters was widely reported as a problem. Moreover, the greater LAICC had not 
had sufficient time to repair and transform crisis-related issues when the Riverside 
departure was first presented.  
It was these troubling actions that led the LA leadership to refuse to hold talks where 
the idea of breakoffs was still going to be on the table. The leadership did, however, 
bring in respected individuals to moderate the conversation and hopefully mediate 
the relationships. But arbitration of a series of splits in a few IE locations was not 
going to be an option. (Most church consultants will affirm that no large religious 
body supports splits or departures of its members that originate with dissentious 
behaviors or appear rooted in personal ambitions.) Any form of localization would 
have to result from time-proven reconciliation and healing and as an overall LAICC 
strategy. 
The result of a few August 2003 meetings was a rejection of the desire to form a 
separate church under the circumstances. Over 70 members of the Riverside sector 
left immediately, as did 40 members of the Temecula sector. The leaders of the LAICC 
fully supported full localization of ministries in its northernmost areas. Within a year 
of the crisis, the LAICC leadership released the following statement: 

Many questions have been raised about the future organization of the 
LA Church. Should we remain one church or multiply into several 
churches? As many of you know, the LA Church spans a very large 
geographical area. Up until one year ago, the LA Church’s borders 
covered 48,167 square miles, in 8 counties with a population of 
18,047,000 people. Since then, there have been three geographically 
distant sectors that have reorganized and become individual 
congregations: the Antelope Valley Sector and the Bakersfield Sector 
merged into one congregation and the San Luis Obispo Sector also 
became their own church… There have been numerous questions and 
discussions over the last couple of years about the wisdom of having one 
church that included so many cities, counties, and square miles. Even 
with the tremendous transportation network we are blessed with here 
in Southern California, it is still a vast distance to oversee and manage. 
Many factors dictate that we move in the direction of the LA Church 
reproducing churches that are more geographical in some of the areas 
outside of LA. For some parts of the LA Church, the question is not if, 
but when.  

—Elders and Evangelists of LAICC (March 15, 2004) 
 
The leadership of the church was evolving in how to view itself as a whole and in 
parts, both integrated and separate. Changes would be slow and methodical, 
originating out of consensus, not personality. Some of those who originally remained 
in the Inland Empire in August 2003 eventually decided to go on their own. In 
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November 2005 the remainder of the dissenting group departed and incorporated as 
the Riverside County Church of Christ. 

Lesson #4 (2003–2005)—Planned separations from the congregation 
should include all shepherds of the congregation, due to the implications 
for other ministries and the burden they bear for the overall flock. 
Strategies for becoming independent, which are inevitable and 
necessary in some cases, should not be hurried by aggression, other poor 
behaviors, or bad feelings. Communication, consideration, and 
collaboration should be employed in order that sensitive issues that 
might manifest later can be addressed on the front side. 
[Side note: I (Steve Staten) met with about 75 members of all three 
sectors of the IE in 2019. There were many individuals who seek greater 
independence, for purposes of understanding their local resources and 
managing their affairs, but not one individual proposed a full break from 
the LAICC. Some wondered if there was a way to become a formal family 
of LAICC churches—yet directed locally.] 

 

Reforming and Restructuring (2006–2015) 
In one sense, there was an earlier restructuring that began with the removal of the 
lead evangelist in 2002. The idea of a “lead” evangelist was replaced with a 
“congregational” evangelist. The difference was not broadly understood, but it meant 
that there would never be another evangelist over the elders, and the evangelists had 
greater freedom in how they performed ministry. Bruce Williams occupied the role of 
congregational evangelist, and he was also an elder. 
Between 2005 and 2015 there were progressions that are important but that do not 
rise to the level of major decisions or agreements. Some of them belong to the category 
of increased wisdom. Augmented thinking about the qualifications of elders falls into 
that category. 
 

Qualifications of Elders 
Over two days in 2005, May 2–3, an important development occurred. Bruce Williams 
was considering stepping down from the eldership, anticipating that one of his grown 
children was leaving the Christian walk. It was the prevailing interpretation in the 
ICOC that the children’s faithfulness qualifies or disqualifies an elder—based on 
what the apostle Paul wrote about a qualification of an elder: “a man whose children 
believe” (Titus 1:6). This view is the most conservative perspective on what was 
meant by Paul, and not widely held in any tradition. 
The Los Angeles leadership brought in Wyndham Shaw (Boston), Gordon Ferguson 
(Phoenix, now in Dallas), Douglas Jacoby (Athens, now in Atlanta), Ron Brumley 
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(Seattle, now in San Diego), and Steve Staten (Chicago). Each elder or teacher 
presented his views on the following questions: 

1. Do the children need to be baptized? If they need to be baptized, do all 
of the children need to be baptized? If not, how many do?  
2. If they are baptized, are they required to remain faithful in order for 
the man to remain an elder? If so, for how long? 
3. Once the man has been appointed, are these qualifications also to be 
used as disqualifications? In other words, were these passages to be 
applied in appointing men and later disqualifying them? 
4. Is the qualification about children to be applied only to those who live 
with the elder, or is he responsible for his children's actions regardless 
of their age, even after they are adults and living apart from their 
parents? 
5. Is it possible for children of an elder to rebel, struggle, or go through 
times of serious sin or questioning and it not be attributed to sins of the 
father who is an elder? 

Ron Brumley presented the prevalent view, while Douglas Jacoby offered the 
perspective that Paul was using descriptive versus prescriptive language. In 
other words, this is the essence of the person you want as an elder versus this is 
the formula. The fact that the descriptions in Titus 1:5–9 and 1 Timothy 3:1–7 
are different was generally accepted as a strong case that Paul was not being 
formulaic. Jacoby also made the case that pista tekna (“believing children”) 
referred to faithfulness to the father and was not related to conversion. The 
remainder of the presenters were in the middle on a continuum. 
There was no formal position statement that came out of the discussion, but 
the event led to the following understanding and general practice: (1) The 
ideal is to appoint elders whose [of age] children have all converted, (2) it is 
important to have elders who know how to lead children to faithfulness, (3) 
adopted children have complex issues that they must sort out, and their 
faithfulness to God is not as strongly connected to their adoptive parents, and 
(4) an elder is not liable for the behaviors and choices of adult children who 
depart from faithfulness to God at a later age. 
The handling of the situation was a model for what a prominent church could 
do on behalf of the greater fellowship. Some of the lessons from this exercise 
were passed on to other places. 
 

Decision-Making, Conflict Resolution, and Accountability (2012–2013) 
Since the early 2000s a high-level member of the LAICC staff was involved in many 
extracurricular business operations, some of which brought concerns about conflicts 
of interest. This individual was also perceived by some to be inflating the size of the 
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membership and church attendance and misreporting income streams. Some aspects 
of these matters were occasionally brought up either to a board member, staff in 
another region, an elder, or the church leader. A few inquiries were made, and one 
inquiry resulted in a new conflict-of-interest policy—but there never was an official 
coordinated effort to examine the veracity of all the claims. The problem was 
exacerbated by the individual’s charisma and his ability to persuade an accuser or 
other LA representative of a “misunderstanding.” 
The semiautonomous nature of the many regions over a wide space means that 
ministries can take on some of the traits and values of their leaders rather than 
reflect the essence of the overall LAICC. A ministry could be progressive, in the 
positive or liberal sense, or old school in the favorable or unflattering sense. These 
differences are not a surprise in a location like Southern California. But when they 
lead to tensions and suspicion, it is easy for mischaracterizations to occur, for feelings 
to get hurt, and for real issues to be overlooked. Worst of all is for a prominent leader 
to be so independent that they are not held answerable. Well-established systems, 
proper resolutions, and competent oversight are required to navigate these waters. 
A high-level relationship problem occurred in 2011 between the congregational 
evangelist and the leader in question, resulting in a mediation in June. An issue that 
was auxiliary to the conflict was broached when the LAICC congregational evangelist 
raised concerns about hearsay and complaints of inappropriate time commitments, 
income streams, and questionable reporting. The mediators were informed of a racial 
component, in that pushback came in the form of race-charged accusations. The 
mediation report suggested that all prominent LA leaders have at least three people 
as mentors and peers in their lives who know the answers to questions in sensitive 
categories, some of which related to concerns about the alleged abuser. However, 
there was insufficient follow-up on the accountability suggestion. 
Two of the mediators were leaders in the sister church in Boston, and they provided 
insight on how they managed issues in their own large congregation. The following 
year a decision-making matrix was developed, partly because of the stressors that led 
to the earlier conflicts, and from feedback from Boston. The matrix, which was used 
from mid-2012 through 2013, covered decision-making, accountability, and multiple 
scenarios, such as what to do when there is a conflict with a high-level minister. In 
addition, the eight regions were formed into four geo-regions, adding a level of 
hierarchy, which was factored into the matrix. 
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If someone had a problem with a main evangelist that could not be worked out, they 
could involve an elder, and then escalate it to the LA leadership group, and then the 
whole body of elders. On paper, it might appear to be sufficient; however, the charts 
were not self-explanatory. It is not clear how often the accuser, the accused, and the 
go-to representative followed the matrix process for conflicts, and whether reviews of 
the process and outcome occurred.  
The matrix appears to have been written for the leading evangelists and elders, not 
anyone else. It appears that there was also no clear fail-safe access for those in regular 
staff roles and most members of the church. For most members who would have a 
conflict with a prominent leader, there was a lack of clarity about how to proceed, 
especially if an elder was not available or sufficiently adept for the matter. 
These blind spots could have been overcome by a congregation-wide conflict-
resolution plan, communication of the plan, mock-conflict training, and independent 
oversight. The lessons learned from the strengths and failures of the matrix become 
most evident in a matter that developed in the Westside sector and came to a head in 
March 2013. 
 

Multifaceted Intraregional and Interregional Disruption (2013–2014) 
The divergent ministry cultures, unsettled feelings between leaders, and conflicting 
approaches reached an inflection point in 2013, deeply affecting one region and the 
relationship between leaders in different regions. The background involves unrelated 
matters that came into play with each other. 
The International Churches of Christ are not unlike other movements in regard to 
paradigms and thinking about leadership and hierarchy. There are tensions in 
numerous locations, along a continuum of traditional and progressive thinking. A 
simplified version of traditional ICOC thinking is that it seeks to be a kinder version 
of past approaches but maintains the need for leaders to be in control, keep track of 
growth, set policy, and be the primary decision makers. A basic view of the 
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progressive thinkers is that they seek freedom to try new things and learn from 
outsiders, because “what got us here won’t get us there.” 
The definition of leadership and the metrics of success are often envisioned 
differently. This tension can lead to misunderstanding and stereotypes. It would be 
unfair to portray progressive thinkers as theologically liberal. In fact, progressives 
are often quite theologically conservative, although not compliant with established 
customs and methodology. And it is also unfair to impugn the motives of those who 
emphasize traditional, “tried-and-true” practices. 

 
The same varieties that exist in the ICOC are represented in the LAICC, which was 
one factor behind significant conflicts in the church beginning in 2013. The 
congregational evangelist and his closest associates were perceived to be on the left 
side of the above continuum, while some prominent, frustrated leaders and members 
were on the right. A flashpoint occurred within the Westside sector in the Coastal 
region that indirectly involved the Turning Point region, where leaders were 
reviewing their alignment with the LAICC. 
The background of Turning Point was the Arts, Media & Sports Sector, which was 
formed shortly after the church began. The ministry originated as a way to reach out 
to those in the entertainment industry. Over time, it included a wider array of other 
vocational demographics beyond entertainment, and emerged as being quite racially 
and economically diverse. The AMS sector/region of the LA church became the 
Turning Point Christian Church, one of the many churches within the LAICC 
congregation. Before 2013 the TP leadership had gradually been developing the idea 
of becoming a separate organization, financially and corporately. 
Much of the internal thinking was rooted in practical considerations. The TP had the 
same doctrinal foundation and mission as the rest of the LAICC. Variances of worship 
styles, personality, and overall methodology were not unusual, but there were 
unresolved relational tensions, philosophical polarities, and some issues of trust. 
Meanwhile, a nearby ministry, the Westside sector of the Coastal region, was 
experiencing significant problems by early 2013. Some of the leaders felt that their 
ability to navigate ministry was hampered and that the formation of geo-regions was 
a return to the more top-down approach. A combination of troublesome hiring 
decisions, unresolved feelings over matters from the past, individuals who developed 
serious wellness conditions, and a lack of clear and robust conflict-resolution 
roadmaps led to a meltdown. The announcement of a ministry leader’s resignation in 
March 2013 turned out to be a flashpoint marking a decay of relationships and 
exposing the weaknesses of the LAICC conflict-resolution systems. 
Two LAICC elders secured outside consultants agreeable to the main parties but who 
could not be in place until the end of the year. I (Steve Staten) was the lead 
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consultant, but I had to wrap up my education and former staff position, which took 
until the end of the year. Unfortunately, about two dozen members, mostly leaders, 
left the Westside sector within six months. They began worshipping with Turning 
Point, which itself was not a problem. But it would be difficult to engage those who 
left alongside those who stayed. 
The disposition of some prominent members degraded toward the LAICC, the Coastal 
leadership, and even the consultation before it started. In fact, most of those who 
departed to the TP would not engage with the consultation in 2014, even though their 
voice was being represented by sympathetic members who stayed in the Westside. 
The three-month-long consultation, January–March 2014, found plenty of 
responsibility on all sides. Some of the accusations from ex-Westside members were 
factually wrong or exaggerations, but their deeper sentiments concerning top-down 
decision-making were well substantiated. Many members of this founding ministry 
of the Los Angeles church felt like they had become a stepchild, with decisions made 
without sufficient involvement from their representatives. 
The leaders of Turning Point did not take the side of the dissenting group, but were 
sympathetic to some of their concerns. The emails and social media behaviors of a 
new Turning Point Westside Bible Talk became a flashpoint, saddening their 
Westside friends. By the year anniversary of the March 2013 firestorm, the primary 
leaders of the group reached personal crises. Slowly, over time, some of the 
relationships between ministries began to recover. 
The entire matter revealed that there were not mechanisms in place for resolving 
conflicts among all levels in the LA hierarchy and for obtaining region-to-region 
coordination for when trans-regional issues arise. It also revealed the need for 
improved screening of hires, onging evaluating leaders in highly influential roles, and 
involving professionals when wellness issues become part of larger conflicts. 
 

A Covenant (2014–2015) 
The challenges of intraregional and interregional conflict produced the incentive and 
momentum required to review important interrelated matters. 
By October 2013 the role of congregational evangelist was no longer widely supported. 
For a number of years, the LAICC had been led by a congregational evangelist with 
a group of three elders and three evangelists supporting him. A broader, more 
facilitative position was being discussed. This desired change was partly financial, 
about the overhead to pay for an evangelist outside the ministry they served. And it 
was partly about how agendas were developed, specialized programs were run, and 
ministry metrics were decided. 
Meanwhile, the Turning Point region was seeking separation. Even though some of 
the trust issues likely improved with a more cooperative and collaborative model that 
was coming to the Ministry Leadership Council (MLC), the wheels of change were in 
motion. In March 2014, Turning Point representatives sent their proposal to the LA 
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Church Ministry Leadership Group. While this proposal was being considered, other 
changes were going on. For instance, as a consequence of no longer following the 
congregational-evangelist-led model, it meant the end to geo-regions and the matrix 
for decision-making, conflict resolution, and accountability. Many ministers believed 
that the subsequent model would make staying under the umbrella of the LAICC 
more attractive. 

Lesson #5 (2014)—Region-to-region relationships should function 
according to a coauthored covenant, in order to engender trust and avoid 
the problems of overreach. 
In the summer of 2014 the LAICC began transitioning into the current 
group/team leadership model and paradigm, composed of an evangelist 
and an elder from each of the eight regions of the LAICC and called the 
Ministry Leadership Council. And a team was formed for the purpose of 
developing a covenant; finalized the following year, it was the  

LAICC Regional Leaders & Elders (MLC) Covenant 
The goal of this covenant was to inspire unity and collaboration 
that would primarily be relationship based more than structure 
based (Deuteronomy 7:9). The following are the four core 
elements of this leadership covenant: 
LAICC Leadership Culture – As a group, we desire to continually 
explore new and better ways to lead the church. Relationships 
within the group will be based on Jesus’ teaching of mutual 
respect and submission (Mark 10:42–45). Our goal is to work 
together with an understanding that each group member is 
valuable and plays a vital role based on his individual strengths 
and gifts (1 Corinthians 12:12–27). We desire to glorify God and 
honor Jesus’ prayer for unity (John 17:20–21). 
Authority & Oversight of the MLC – The following statement 
describes how the group will work with respect to each of the 
regions of the LAICC: We are functionally one and eight 
congregations. “Each of the eight regions is the governing body 
over their part of the church except in the unlikely event that 
something is happening that is causing significant spiritual 
damage to the rest of the Los Angeles church. The determination 
of significant 'spiritual damage' must be based on clear biblical 
teaching and a two-thirds vote of the MLC. This process can be 
initiated by one of the eight regions asking for help from the MLC 
or by the MLC initiating with the local leadership.” 
MLC Meetings & Schedule – Meetings will generally be held once 
a month except during the months of January, July, and August. 
Meetings can also be cancelled or adjusted based on perceived 
need as decided by the entire council. In the event that a member 
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cannot attend, an approved alternate may attend in his place. The 
group will work together to assign responsibilities such as 
selecting a chairman/facilitator, agenda planning, and committee 
development. It is the MLC’s goal that a yearly retreat be held, 
preferably sometime in the fall, to promote greater unity and 
deepen our relationships in cooperation. 
Administration & Optimization – Each region will share the cost 
of one centralized administration, based on regional size and per-
member contribution. In the spirit of pursuing improvements and 
cost efficiencies, an ongoing evaluation will be conducted by the 
LAICC board of directors, the Administration Team, and the MLC 
on a periodic basis. 

The covenant approach won much support, and it alleviated some of the concerns of 
leaders within Turning Point. And although the matter of separation may not be 
permanently settled for all the ministries, the covenant made sense to most of the 
evangelists and elders. Boundaries were established that decreased overreach, 
improved understanding, recognized independence, and provided ways for the MLC 
to get involved with each other’s ministries based on a more reasonable rationale.  
The LAICC Regional Leaders & Elders (MLC) Covenant was intended to engender 
respect and trust across the church on biblical grounds. An improvement over the 
matrix, the covenant had one of its limitations—it gave no perceivable option to any 
member outside the MLC experiencing or witnessing a grievance. Even though the 
two-page agreement allowed for intervention into a ministry when “one of the eight 
regions [was] asking for help from the MLC,” it was implied that the “ask” would have 
to come from the leading evangelist and/or elder belonging to the MLC. 
Some interpreted the covenant to allow for an outcry form of “ask” from enough 
members of a region to support an intervention, but no indicator was understood as 
to what "outcry" meant. From whom? How many? In what form? Therefore, a region 
leader could operate in a silo, and even make, change, or override the governing 
principles of the LAICC, if that was their intention. 
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Learning and Engaging (2016–2019) 
 
The positive, consensus-derived restructuring changes since 2001 were 
improvements and stop-gap measures, addressing needs most apparent to the 
decision makers. Each structural advance solved certain things yet still allowed for 
some undesirable dynamics to persist—often felt by those who do not influence the 
decisions. 
It is easier to see in hindsight that a subversive issue was at play. The lack of a 
congregational evangelist beginning in late 2013 created a vacuum that was intended 
to be filled by a facilitating evangelist. The absence of a selection process for this role 
opened the door for a new dynamic. If a facilitator had been vetted by well-accepted 
and compelling criteria, this approach would have been logical for the times. 
However, the facilitator for many MLC meetings between 2014–2016 was a leader 
associated with an increasing number of concerns that were not sufficiently 
investigated. In fact, if he had been thoroughly investigated as early as 2010, and 
measures were in place for taking action against a region leader, he would likely have 
been disciplined. 
Between 2016–2019 there were two developments that led the MLC to set up task 
forces/consulting teams to assess matters originating at the top role of two regions. 
Their task was to bring clarity, aid in resolution, and leverage the insights for the 
benefit of the greater LAICC. This is a hallmark of a learning organization. 
The Metro LA. In 2016 there was an aggregate number of questions about the region 
leader raised from ex-ministers and current ministers, as well as members who 
transferred to other regions of the LAICC. Most of the issues stemmed from 
allegations of deceptive reporting and conflicts of interest, but there were deeper and 
more personal elements. Solid, irrefutable, and unignorable facts were eventually 
presented to the only elder in the region. In October 2016 the regional evangelist was 
asked to resign from the Metra LA. 
During a lengthy interim without a fulltime leader, conflicts emerged which revealed 
that the dynamics and consequences of the previous era were not well understood. 
Trust had been damaged, and some of the staff and other members wanted answers 
and greater accountability for why the former leader was not called to account much 
earlier. 
A task force was formed for an inquiry, and a consultant met with of a total of 110 
members and staff. The inquiry revealed a longstanding culture that was isolated 
and competitive and contained subordination mindsets, where honest dissent 
involved unnecessary risk and loyalty trumped truth, all resulting in unhealthy 
relationship dynamics. Having such a culture in one of the churches within the 
greater LAICC church for an extended period was costly in faith, in relationships, 
and in monetary ways. Many resolutions, mediations, and collaborative measures 
have taken place and continue to the present day. 
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The Inland Empire. An unusual number of losses, challenges, and other traumas 
began to take a toll on the region leader. His most trusted support system shrank as 
people moved to other regions or churches or passed away. The local staff pressed for 
the region leader couple to take a leave of absence/sabbatical, as well as asking for an 
outside examination of the heavily hierarchical leadership culture. There was no 
established protocol for staff speaking up and forcing issues with their leader, so there 
was discomfort and perceived risk in pressing for this important conversation and 
possible intervention. 
The lead couple of the IE agreed to a leave of absence, for counseling and traveling to 
spend time with some of their mentors. Meanwhile, a small task force was formed, 
and a consultant met with a total of 75 members and staff. The interviews revealed 
the need for shared shepherding and authority, improved decision-making 
mechanisms, an eldership, and a leadership approach that would better fit the aging 
ministry spread over a larger geographical area. Two things could have made a 
positive difference if they were in place much earlier. First, a focus on mental and 
emotional health of leaders that includes training and some form of documented 
accountability. Second, formal mechanisms for junior staff to utilize for bringing up 
concerns without fear of reprisal.  
In the case of Metro LA, a top-down leadership dynamic appeared to be calculated 
and self-serving, rooted in concealed choices and behaviors. This leader appears to 
have been complicit in basic conflict-of-interest matters from an early period, but 
some of the issues were not widely perceptible for some time. The full story and 
implications around the former leader’s activities may never be known. “The sins of 
some are obvious, reaching the place of judgment ahead of them; the sins of others 
trail behind them” (1 Timothy 5:24). 
In the case of the Inland Empire, the dynamic was much more transparent, largely 
rooted in the paradigm embraced by the leader’s interventionist style, embedded into 
long-established top-down decision-making practices. This approach often served 
crisis situations quite well, but eventually wore out staff and other supporters, 
especially when more collaborative approaches were needed. 
While people in both regions felt hurt or exasperated or otherwise affected, the 
situations in Metro and the Inland Empire were not the same in scope or severity. 
But it became evident in both cases that there was a lack of fail-safes or pathways for 
addressing conflict between roles of lesser and greater responsibility in the hierarchy. 
And the remnants of McKean’s authoritarian leadership paradigm were very evident. 
Accountability was largely in one direction. 
The lessons from Metro led to the initiation of the development of the LAICC 
Resiliency System, more fully described elsewhere. At its core, it begins with a clear 
picture of how the LAICC navigates the introduction of new ideas, threats, 
opportunities, surprises, and so forth. Then it is enhanced through a lessons-learned 
knowledge management approach, along with training. One of its endorsements came 
from the leader of the Inland Empire.  
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Lesson #6 (2016–2019)—Some ministers functioned too independently, 
without sufficient accountability, requiring improved ways of assuring 
the well-being of the saints and preserving unity across the church. 
In cases like this, a leader is capable of being insufficiently accountable, 
which can lead to possessing an unfair advantage in a conflict with other 
believers. Ministries must operate as open systems where leaders are 
just, accountable, and on equal footing with other believers when it 
comes to interpersonal conflict. 
ACTION: Initiate the development of an LAICC Resiliency System. The 
purpose is to outline the current structure, processes, policies, 
covenants, commitments, and roles, and enhance them for managing 
conflict, change, and risk. The use of LLKM enables the leaders and 
other highly informed stakeholders, those involved in formal roles, to 
enhance the church. It would be evidenced by Organizational Clarity, 
Recourse for All Members, Institutional Learning, and Increased 
Readiness. 

 
By leveraging the combined lessons of the past three decades, the LAICC will be 
taking a huge step toward undoing the vestiges of the top-down control mindset 
formed during the founder era of the LAICC. The serious problems that have 
developed in the Metro LA, for instance, will be greatly reduced. 
The many great features of the Los Angeles International Church of Christ that are 
owed to the earlier, founder era can still be kept or recovered, if we blend LLKM with 
a practice called Appreciative Inquiry (AI). Simply stated, AI is the art of asking the 
right questions of committed stakeholders and developing a composite picture of the 
past, present, and desired future. Aspirational organizations like churches are 
perfectly suited for this approach, because it resonates with “surplus thinking” 
mindsets supported by the Scriptures (Philippians 4:8). Both AI and LLKM are about 
asking the right questions of the right people, which leads to greater engagement.  
The recent decisions made by the MLC have already led to a greater engagement with 
more of its members. For instance, those who were appropriately critical of 
developments and insufficient measures related to the Metro LA ministry going back 
over a decade are being brought into the conversation. Their experience-based 
perspectives are helping make the LAICC better. 
For the most part, we have focused on “lessons learned.” Now we turn our attention 
to a simple and straightforward practice of leveraging those insights. The following 
proposed practice of “knowledge management” was developed specifically for the Los 
Angeles International Church of Christ. 
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Knowledge Management 
 

KM is about using our human capital and knowledge in a manner that 
solves problems and produces the best possible outcome for the largest 
number of people.9 

—Brent Hunter, The Power of KM: Harnessing the 
Extraordinary Value of Knowledge Management 

 
At the most fundamental level, knowledge management is concerned with converting 
tacit knowledge into explicit and retrievable knowledge. Tacit knowledge is in the 
heads of leaders and other stakeholders, and involves intuition, experiences, 
memories, and expertise—which are easily lost until the knowledge is made explicit 
and propagated to the parties who can most benefit from it. At the point of starting a 
KM practice, the organization will find key information scattered all over, as was the 
case with the LAICC. However, the practice of KM will prove its value. Without this 
capacity to convert inside understanding for later recollection, organizations are 
vulnerable to repeating their mistakes. 
Explicit knowledge is comprehension that we can codify, record, share with others, 
and go back to for reference. The simplest example is a brief summary of a narrative 
of a development and some takeaways. In major instances, supporting material can 
include manuals, procedures, checklists, training aids, and formal record keeping. 
But most of the time it is much simpler—it is keeping track of wisdom-induced 
knowledge. 
Toward the goal of producing the best possible outcomes, by cocreating and verifying 
the "Lessons Learned" section and making it available, we strengthened the 
knowledge management of the Los Angeles church. 
It is proposed that the overall church leadership begin to increase their capacity to 
identify the most poignant matters that can be leveraged for the benefit of the whole 
congregation, distinguishing normal matters from pressing topics. And before the 
matter is lost, that it be converted to a simple report. A strategy is needed to 
distinguish what is treated as knowledge worth memorializing, where to put it, who 
is the caretaker, and how it is accessed. 
While KM doesn’t require complexity, it does more than the memory of leaders can. 
Human recordkeepers eventually die, retire, move away, or even age out of being able 
to accurately recall events. And while the congregation is not beholden to all lessons 
learned from the past, a good strategy that is streamlined and simple in its 
sophistication can transform even the worst challenge into a unifying event. 

 
9 Hunter, Brent. The Power of KM: Harnessing the Extraordinary Value of Knowledge Management. 
Spirit Rising Productions. Kindle Edition. 
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A KM Strategy  
1) Identify Oversight. The ownership of overall KM requires a team comprising 

those who believe in the concept, are expected to be around for a substantial 
duration, and are committed to collaborating on lessons learned, preserving 
crucial memories, and making knowledge accessible to the appropriate parties. 
Synthesizing knowledge and integrating it into the narrative is an important 
part of this role. When the lessons learned and other knowledge are widely 
believed to be important or valuable, they are to become part of KM. 
The KM representatives for the LAICC are _____________. 

2) Framing the Category and Importance of the Development. Not all events and 
issues are worthy of a magnifying glass. Is the development so weighty or 
pressing that it can affect the whole of the Los Angeles congregation, 
consuming time, energy, or other resources? 
There are at least five classifications of significant events in the history of a 
church, each having a precedent in Scripture: 
• Advances—an idea whose time has come or a sudden opportunity  

Example: the availability of a resource commissioned by a donor for a 
specific purpose, requiring a substantial commitment on behalf of the 
congregation 

• Appeals—a request to address a method, doctrine, unmet need, or sensitive 
topic such as perceived inequities (of race, gender, or generation) 
Examples: The handling of unmet needs in the account from Acts 6:1–7, 
and the doctrinal issue managed at the first Jerusalem Council (Acts 15:1–
35)  

• Disorders—a scandal or a confirmed organizational failure of significant 
proportions, an unproven allegation toward a principle officer of the church, 
a disagreement in which intransigence is displayed, a disruptive group in 
the church, et cetera 
Example: the mitigating of activities of Eastern tribes, which, through fear, 
poor communications, and misinterpretations, nearly led to war (Joshua 22) 

• Unprecedented Decisions—any extraordinary decision requiring broad 
support, most often prompted by the desire for improved efficiency, safety, 
growth, or health 
Example: the decision for Gentile churches to help financially support 
believers among the churches in Judea (as laid out in 2 Corinthians 8–9) 

• Other Developments—If a perceptibly small change leads to significant 
consequences, it is worth reviewing. Or when certain practices turn out to 
be repeatedly beneficial, then they should become part of officially recorded 
knowledge. 



 

 37 

Example: a successful policy for keeping children safe from abuse in 
children’s ministry 

All of these scenarios are called developments, though some occur swiftly while 
others develop over long periods. Depending on the nature of the development, 
crucial information can be acquired in advance, while it is occurring, or at the 
end. 

3) Development Oversight. The responsible ownership of any matter important 
enough to be recorded for future benefit requires quality control. At least two 
designated individuals should be able to account for the inception of the 
development, its progress, and a report of lessons learned. 
The teams should be chosen based on competency, gifts, history, and objectivity 
toward the situation. The team’s sources of knowledge should be the most 
appropriate for the situation: preexisting records, interviews of crucial 
participants and witnesses, surveys, and town hall meetings. Their goal is to 
create a durable assessment that will stand up to the review of the greatest 
number of informed and credible sources. 

4) Recording and Retrieval.  
(This section requires coauthoring with MLC leadership) 

Format and Length—it is suggested that LL and other information for KM be 
limited to no more than two-page summaries. Supporting documents can be 
referenced and linked. 
Electronic—where should the knowledge be stored. One option is an internally 
managed Dropbox with restricted editing and access. 
Congregational Reporting—when does the congregation learn of a matter? 
How much access to the LLKM record does the church receive? 

5) Onboarding and Outboarding. When an individual is being considered for a 
role, it is an ideal time to make sure that the candidate has the opportunity to 
access relevant documents and history related to the position. And when 
someone is leaving a role, it is an ideal time to secure their unvarnished 
perspectives about developments that they were nearest. Exit interviews of 
former holders of a post can provide fresh insight that they might otherwise 
feel at risk to share. 
Note: Some churches use varieties of these approaches with incoming and 
outgoing members from other congregations. 

Our next step is to rehearse past, present, and imaginable scenarios with the LLKM 
practice. 
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Next Steps 
 
The quality of the design of the LAICC Resiliency System is dependent on the 
accuracy of the Story and Values, the quality and utilization of the Governing 
Systems, wide agreement on the Lessons Learned, and willingness to embrace the 
Knowledge Management practice. 
It is anticipated that there will be significant questions about the sections titled 
"Story" and "Lessons Learned." The most accessible LAICC histories were brief, 
usually coming from bulletins, and written for purposes of encouragement. And 
earlier stories of lessons learned were more informal and not archived with any sense 
of organization. Articles, bulletins, various memorandums, and interviews were the 
main resources. The "Story" and "Lessons Learned" sections are currently the most 
up-to-date overviews. Further reviews will help us improve these narratives and 
conclusions. 
Stage 2: Design and Rehearsal, hopefully to begin right away, involves obtaining 
further perspectives about the five elements of the design of the LAICC Resiliency 
System—Values, Story, Governing Systems, Lessons Learned, and Knowledge 
Management. A well-reviewed survey will be used to include the participation of 
elders, all ministry staff, administration, the board, the RFAC teams, the small group 
leaders, and those in important roles (camp, children’s ministry, et cetera). It will be 
important to survey a cross-section of a wide variety of demographics, but to make 
the inquiry manageable. A hybrid Appreciative Inquiry survey will be developed for 
the purposes of engaging devoted members of the eight Los Angeles regions who 
represent the various forefronts of ministry. 
Two things will occur, making use of Stage 1: Design, along with the results of the 
survey. These are simulations and revisions. 
Simulations. From among those who are surveyed, we will select willing participants 
to participate in collaborative workshop settings. Based on responses to the survey, 
we will identify the dates, locations, and venues that are most appropriate to secure 
the greater participation. Prior to the sessions, participants will have access to 
supporting material. During the sessions, the participants will receive a brief 
overview of the system and be introduced to it more intimately through the use of 
mock tests. They will be asked to engage with the LAICC Resiliency System in the 
treatment of ideas, threats, opportunities, surprises, and so forth. 
Revisions. The LAICC Resiliency System will be amended by incorporating lessons 
and feedback from workshop simulations. The final product will also assimilate 
updates to current policies and practices approved by the MLC, Board, and 
Administration. By bringing clarity to history, values, structure, and systems of the 
LAICC and habitually incorporating the lessons learned into the awareness of the 
congregation, we will honor God, further protect our members, preserve our resources 
and be better able to give an answer for the hope that we have (1 Peter 3:15). 
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Appendix 
 

The Structure of the Los Angeles International Church of Christ 

 
 
The structure pictured above comes from interviews, consultations, and the 
examination of documents.  
The Eldership. When it comes to major issues in shepherding the congregation, the 
elders have the last word. There are monthly elders-in-training meetings that are 
used to develop regional elderships. 
Ministry Leadership Council. More often referred to as the MLC, this group is 
usually composed of one elder and one evangelist per region. There are some 
exceptions as to who represents the region, but there are always two people who 
represent each of the distinct ministries. The group convenes most months. 
Administration & Finances. The LA Admin team consists somewhat of two 
branches—administration and finances: 
Administration. A Chief Operating Officer oversees HR, IT, Legal, Risk Management, 
and general operations, and also works with the Board and MLC in the day-to-day 
operations of the church and approves all checks and outgoing payments. A Human 



 

 40 

Resource Manager works full time and manages HR, Risk Management, Children's 
Ministry screenings, et cetera. 
A fulltime employee manages digital media, running many of the LAICC websites, 
producing videos, distributing congregational lessons, and handling online 
registration of large events. Two part-time employees work from home and help with 
project management, camps, and children's ministry issues.  
Finances. A Treasurer/CFO oversees most financial matters (general accounting, 
paying bills, managing assets, working with regional and congregational budgets, et 
cetera). Other fulltime and part-time employees handle accounts payable and 
accounting. 
The Board and General Council. The ten-member board consists of a chair, eight 
RFAC chairpersons for the eight sectors, and an at-large board member. An 
additional Legal Counsel representative participates in these monthly meetings. The 
COO and Treasurer/CFO report to the at-large board member and the head of the 
Admin subcommittee. Each region has an RFAC team; these teams operate under 
certain guidelines, but there is wide variance in how often the teams meet and how 
the ministry staff is involved. 
Treasured Entities. The most prized features of the Los Angeles International 
Church of Christ, regardless of roles, have to do with children, younger disciples, and 
specialized community needs. For example, the Youth Camp and the Kingdom Kids 
children’s ministries are deeply meaningful entities and have the attention of more 
people than any other aspect of the church. The Campus, Singles, and Latin 
ministries are also treasured across the LAICC. 
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Statement of Shared Beliefs 
(from The ICOC Plan for United Cooperation) 

 
“May they be brought to complete unity to let the world know that you 
sent me and have loved them even as you have loved me.” John 17:23 NIV 

 
The following longstanding biblical doctrines and cooperative ideals have already 
guided us well on our journey thus far. These statements begin with the highest 
historical Christian essentials and move toward our common aspirations to be well-
connected in Christ. 
 
GOD: Father, Son and Holy Spirit 
We believe in and we surrender our lives to the one God who made the heavens and 
earth and who breathed life into humanity. We worship and praise the Father who 
spoke the world into existence. We worship and praise Jesus, the Son, who died upon 
the cross to redeem us from sin. We worship and praise the Holy Spirit who is the 
seal of our salvation. 
 

1. Our eternal purpose is to know God and to glorify him as God, and let our 
life shine so others will see God. Our devotion and ultimate loyalties are to the 
Father, who is over all and in all and through all; to Jesus the Son, who has 
been declared both Lord and Christ; and to the Holy Spirit, who lives in us and 
empowers us to overcome the workings of the sinful nature (Acts 2:22–36, 
Romans 8:12–28).  

2. The cornerstone of our faith is our belief in Jesus Christ. Everything we hold 
dear in our faith originates from his words and his way of life (John 3:16, John 
12:47–48, 1 John 2:5–6). 

3. The Bible is the inspired and infallible Word of God. It is sharp, powerful, 
effective, challenging, exposing, and encouraging when it is revered, studied, 
preached, taught, and obeyed because it is from our Creator and therefore 
relevant for all generations (1 Timothy 4:13, 2 Timothy 3:16–17, 4:1–5, 
Hebrews 4:12–13). 

 
GOSPEL: the work of God 
The culminating event of the Christian faith occurred between the time of the 
Passover and Pentecost at the end of the Gospels through early Acts. The death, 
burial and resurrection of the perfect Lamb of God are the substance of our faith. 
What the first twenty chapters of Exodus are to the Jews (as God rescued and brought 
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them to Sinai to hear the law) is very much what the events in Jerusalem were for 
disciples. Many were eyewitnesses to events of the atonement, the risen Jesus as 
“both Lord and Christ”, and heard the promise that was for everyone, even “those 
who are far off”. 
 

4. Our salvation totally depends on the work of God, prompted by his own mercy 
and grace, not our good deeds. That work redeems those who hear, believe and 
obey the Gospel message through baptism into Christ through their faith in 
God’s power and continue to remain faithful unto death (Romans 2:7, Acts 
2:22–37, Ephesians 2:8–10, Colossians 2:12, Hebrews 10:32–39, James 1:12). 

5. Our earthly mission involves every member’s participation in the Great 
Commission to “Seek and save what was lost,” in bringing the good news of 
Jesus Christ to all parts of the world. As we go about this mission, our 
testimony must be consistent with a Christ-like life of doing good deeds and 
supporting and encouraging other Christians and churches around the world. 
In imitation of Jesus’ mission, we are committed to remembering the poor by 
demonstrating compassion to those who suffer by regularly doing whatever we 
can to lessen their burdens and supporting group benevolent efforts through 
international agencies such as HOPE worldwide and others (Matthew 28:19–
20, Acts 10:37–38, Colossians 3:1–6, Luke 19:10, Galatians 2:10, James 1:27). 

6. Our motivation to love God, love each other and love the lost is prompted by 
God’s love for us, demonstrated in its greatest form by the sacrificial death of 
Jesus Christ on a cross for our behalf (2 Corinthians 5:14–21, 1 John 3:16, Luke 
10:27). 

 
The INDIVIDUAL Response: the surrender of God’s children 
As disciples of Jesus, we surrender our lives to his Lordship. We rejoice in our 
adoption as God’s children, and each accepts the call to be holy and follow the example 
of Jesus. 
 

7. Our conversion begins with belief in Jesus as God’s Son, and in his death and 
resurrection from the dead. Subsequent steps must include unmistakable 
repentance of sin, embracing discipleship, and confession that “Jesus is Lord.” 
Finally, we become Christians at the miracle of rebirth with our immersion in 
water for the forgiveness of our sins and the promise that God will give us the 
gift of the Holy Spirit (John 20:31, Luke 14:25–33, Acts 2:38–41, Romans 10:9, 
Titus 3:3–5). 

8. Our personal discipleship to Christ begins with our total commitment to the 
Father, who is over all and through all and in all. It involves an understanding 
of and a commitment to his terms of surrender to his Lordship, a daily decision 
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to deny self and persevere to the very end (Luke 9:23ff; 14:33, Romans 2:7, 
Galatians 6:9). 

9. Our holiness in daily living is a command from God. From baptism we are 
called to be set apart from the world and the ways of the world (sanctified) and 
live as saints of God (Ephesians 1:1, Ephesians 2:1–4, 1 Thessalonians 4:3–8, 
1 John 2:15–17). With holiness in mind, the romantic and marriage 
relationships of Christians are to be pursued with only those who “belong to 
the Lord” as defined by Scriptures (2 Corinthians 6:14–7:1, 1 Corinthians 7:39). 

 
THE CHURCH COMMUNITY: sharing in fellowship and strengthening 
As members of the body, we are bonded by our immersion in water that united us 
with Christ’s death and brought with it the promise of absolute forgiveness, the Holy 
Spirit and a new life; our hope of heaven and the gift of eternal life; the church body 
and our devotion to being members of the family of God—a community that helps its 
members grow to be like Jesus. 
 

10. Our membership in each congregation constitutes baptized disciples, men 
and women who have pledged to live their lives as saints of God in the holiness 
he requires. Our members agree to strive to be devoted, not only to their 
Maker, but to the body life of the church. This includes making wholehearted 
efforts, for example, to attend each applicable meeting of the body, and 
pursuing joyful, watchful, challenging, and encouraging “one another” 
relationships in which we spur one another on toward love and good deeds 
(Acts 2:42, Romans 12:10, Hebrews 3:12–13; 10:24–25). 

11. Our community worship includes our devotion to God’s Word, prayer, 
fellowship, and the Lord’s Supper as a weekly sharing in the presence of 
Christ as a sacred event—breaking the bread and drinking the fruit of the vine 
together. As a community imitating the first century disciples, we give a 
willing sacrifice to God as a fragrant offering and a sign of our thankfulness. 
Since everything we enjoy in life is a gift from God, we agree to cheerfully and 
sacrificially contribute of our finances to the church so that the ministry of 
Jesus will advance throughout our communities and around the world (Acts 
2:42–47, 1 Corinthians 10:17–34, 1 Corinthians 9:7–14, Philippians 4:14–19). 

12. We believe in the church supporting women as they serve a vital ministry 
role in evangelizing, baptizing, teaching, counseling, and training other 
women. In addition, we recognize the value and significant influence that all 
sisters can have in the lives of the brothers (1 Corinthians 9:5, Titus 2:3–4, 
Acts 18:24–26, Romans 16:1-15). 

13. The decision-making responsibilities of established congregations belong to 
the individual congregation. We are also resolved to pursue and maintain our 
congregation’s links with other congregations and individual Christians—



 

 44 

soliciting, giving and receiving input and godly influence from those outside 
our local congregation (1 Peter 5:5). 

14. Our communication within the church and outside of our brotherhood 
should always be genuine, respectful and never deliberately antagonistic. We 
affirm the authority of exemplary leadership—including the twin shepherding 
responsibilities to build up the church according to her needs and discipline 
the church in order to protect her (1 Peter 2:17). 

15. Mature conflict resolution is a priority to our churches and may sometimes 
require help from outside our own congregation. We agree to obey the 
scriptures that insist on godly conflict resolution, renouncing gossip and 
slander (1 Corinthians 5:1–13, 6:1–8, Philemon). 

 
 


