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SUMMARY

Outside the workplace, technologies support a reage of activities such as exploring,
wondering, loving, and worshipping. Yet, we knaitld about how individuals
appropriate technology to support these activitirgderstanding this becomes more
pressing as computing’s presence increases in lifaily-or my dissertation, | am
investigating use of ICTs to support a subset esé¢hactivities, those related to religious
aspects of life, or techno-spiritual practices.

| focus on techno-spiritual practices within a spedaith and their worship settings —
Protestant Christianity and megachurches. | careduormative studies investigating
how megachurches, their pastors, and their laigylG3's for religious purposes in
Atlanta, Ga., U.S., Nairobi, Kenya, and SZawulo, Brazil. Findings from these studies
motivated an ICT intervention callé&hurchSharga photo-sharing site that allows laity
to take digital photographs and share them witerstiduring church worship services. |
hypothesize that this technology will increaseylaivolvement in worship services and
create new socialization styles among megachurgh la

| am exploring this technology through real workptbyments. Research conducted in
the U.S. primarily informed ChurchShare’s developtnBowever, | draw from
knowledge gained during fieldwork conducted abraaén evaluating ChurchShare.
Specifically, | will ask individuals from three dutally distinct churches to use the site.
One church will be comprised of U.S. born laity dne others will have predominately
immigrant Kenyan and Brazilian worshippers. Thil eliow me to investigate how
culturally different groups appropriate technoldgyreligious purposes. In turn, this
will lead to a broader understanding ICT adoptioroag individuals typically targeted
by HCI researchers and ones who are not. Théarek is expected to yield empirical
and theoretical finding that will contribute to hamcentered computing research.



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1.1 Motivation

In the last decade, the human-computer intera¢ki@1) community has broadened the
problems it considers and the contexts it invetggaResearch has moved out of the
office and into other environments such as urb#imgs, low-income countries, and the
home. There is a growing corpus of knowledge ahout people use and adopt
technology in these new settings (LeDantec and Ediy2008; Paulos and Goodman,
2004; Williams, Dourish, and Anderson, 2008). @mportant finding that emerges
from these studies is that the same concerns #vat tiominated HCI to date may be less
relevant outside work settings (Brown et. al, 20Ba@yer et. al, 2007; Bell et. al, 2005;
Hindus et. al, 1999). In the workplace, Informatemd Communication Technologies
(ICTs) tend to focus on productivity and efficiency anddlve relatively well-
understood requirements and methodologies (McCanlayWright, 2004; Sengers et. al,
2005). Outside the workplace, technologies suppibktr activities, many that are
unrelated to productivity and efficiency such aplexng, wondering, loving, and
worshipping (Gaver, 2001). Yet, we know little abbow technology is appropriated to
support these activities. Creating knowledge abfuiatbecomes more pressing as
computing’s presence increases in individuals'yd@ies. In this proposal, | am
investigating use of ICTs to support a subset esé¢hactivities, those related to religious
aspects of life, or techno-spiritual practices.

Techno-spiritual practices represent a significget,understudied site for ICT study
(Bell, 2006; Campbell, 2005; Dawson and Cowan, 200¢t, like other researchers, |
suggest that considering religion has much to dftenan-centered computing research
because faith influences how billions of peopleadmd use ICTs around the world.
Reports estimate there are 2.1 billion Christidn® billion Muslims, 800 million Hindus,
and 325 million Buddhists worldwide (Barrett, 200Ihese numbers challenge the
prediction that modernity (based in part on sciesnoe technology) would lead to
secularization (Stark and Bainbridge, 1996). Intast, ICTs support the growth of new
and existing religious faiths and their practidéat¢, 2006; Dawson and Cowan, 2004).
For example, Muslims can now use their mobile psdogrompt them to their five daily
prayer times, Catholics can now receive the Pogly thoughts via SMS, and Hindus
can now attend “virtual temples.” My research f&sion techno-spiritual practices
within a specific faith and their worship settingsProtestant Christianity and churches

Churches provide a compelling entry point for ustinding how technology is adopted
for religious purposes because they are undergbimmatic changes facilitated, in part,
by ICTs. High-tech projection systems are now sathdh worship settings and used for
improved communication and evangelism purposesw‘hedia,” such as projected

! Throughout this proposal, | will use “ICTs” to eefto all communication related technologies, idiig
the Internet, email, SMS, telephones, televisioadios, and mobile phones.



photographs, computer graphics, and feature filpschave become standard features in
many Christian churches (Crowley, 2007; Schult&®22 Sample, 1998). Concurrently,
the Internet is providing Christians alternativeys/¢éo learn about and practice their faith
(Brasher, 2001; Dawson and Cowan, 2004; Hgjsgaatd\sarburg, 2005). Nearly all
churches have websites where laity can send prageests, receive daily devotionals,
and download sermons. These changes are mosheindeegachurches.

Megachurches are growing in popularity around tbedvand are defining worship
practices smaller churches follow. They are anmtedevelopment within the Protestant
Christian community and are typically defined aarches with 2000 or more regular
attendees (Thumma, 2006; Vaughan, 1993). Given ldrgle numbers and ample
financial resources, megachurches have been abliofat and use expensive ICTs for
various faith-related purposes. As settings fogrisction, megachurches present an
environment with complex and sometimes contradyoti@sign requirements. On the one
hand, they are aggressively adopting ICTs to remedé@vant to their congregations’
younger members. On the other hand, megachurcihmesresacred settings where
communal worship of a higher power is most impdrtarhis tension between
entertainment and worship presents several opptasiand challenges. Despite ICT’s
significant effects on worship settings, we knotttdiabout how churches and their laity
use them and if there are opportunities to beegelbp technologies for these sacred
environments.

At the same time, religion presents a unique shematext for understanding ICT use
and adoption among different cultural groups. Iehenwwestigated how megachurches,
their pastors, and their laity use ICTs for religggourposes in Atlanta, Ga., U.S. (Wyche
et. al, 2006), in Nairobi, Kenya (Wyche et. al, 2Zpand in Sdo Paulo, Brazil. Although,
research conducted in the U.S. motivated the dpustat of an online intervention
called, ChurchShare, I plan to deploy this appitcain churches that closely resemble
those attended abroad. Specifically, | will as#ividuals from churches comprised of
U.S. born laity and other churches with predomilyatamigrant Kenyan and Brazilian
worshippers to use this ICT. This will allow meitwestigate how culturally different
Christian groups appropriate technology for religipurposes and lead to a broader
understanding of this phenomenon among individiygiEally targeted by HCI
researcher and ones who are not.

1.2 Purpose of Research

The primary goal of my dissertation research igriderstand how culturally different
churches appropriate ICTs for religious purposeoriducted formative studies
investigating ICT use among Protestant Christidnsill complement this research with
the deployment of an online intervention called €€h&hare. This application allows
laity to take digital photographs and share themh wthers during church worship
services. During my formative studies with Americaagachurch pastors and laity, |
uncovered several design opportunities, the mashprent being pastor’s desire to
increase laity’s participation in church and lastgesire to increase social fellowship.
Critics claim that the introduction of media in 8bip results in a decrease in
worshipers’ active participation and a consequecrteiase in worshipers’ passive



spectatorship (Crowley, 2007; Schultze, 2002). i&dellowship, or the outward
expression and demonstration of the intimate w@taita which all Christian believers are
united with one another is central to church wgrgKimball, 2003); however, as
congregations grow, developing these intimate icrlatbecomes more challenging.
Embedded within these design opportunities arerstinecovered during my formative
research. These also shaped ChurchShare’s design:

Accounting for imagery and screen use in megachwarship services
Preserving communal worship
Building on megachurch laity’s current practices

My formative research paired with knowledge gaifredh other studies examining
religion and ICT use suggest an Internet-basedopsivaring site could an effective
system to respond to these needs for the followeagons. First, digital photography
provides a low-cost and flexible way for laity tew&lop media for church services, thus
giving them more opportunities to participate iritichurch’s worship experiences.
Second, prior research suggests internet-basedghating can be effective in
motivating individuals to interact with each ottf@hom-Santelli and Millen, 2008).

While research conducted in the U.S. informed CiiBhare’s development, | draw from
knowledge gained during fieldwork conducted in Mhir Kenya (Wyche, et al., 2007)

and Sé&o Paulo, Brazil, when deploying the inteneent Specifically, by deploying
ChurchShare in immigrant churches | hope to demateshow religion can be used as a
lens to examine how ICT adoption differs for cudlureasons and to understand users not
explicitly targeted by HCI — immigrants.

My proposed research investigating how culturaiffedent religious groups use ICTs is
important for the following reasons. First, examgtechno-spiritual practices can
highlight alternative paradigms for technology desihat are particularly important as
ICTs extend beyond the office and home (Bell, 2006}he U.S. — the context of my
studies — faith and work tend to be separate, es ligion provides an ideal lens for
uncovering such paradigms. Second, religion igally tied to different cultures’ value
systems (Durkheim, 1961). This makes it an attra@ntry-point for investigating the
complex value interactions that take place betwesearcher/designer and users. Of
course, this has always been the case, but as ¢tfihaes to move into contexts where
different value systems prevail (e.g., in non-west®untries) understanding whose
values are embedded in ICTs will likely become iatia challenge facing the
community.

1.2.1 Design Concept

In this section | describe my design interventidhurchShare, and what motivated its
development. All megachurches have websites tloafige information to visitors,
archives sermons, and sell faith related matefeats, books written by the church’s lead
pastor). However prior research suggests these Isitgely function as one-way
communication tools that provide few opportunifieslaity to actively create and share
content with others, thus limiting laity’s partiefpon in church outside of Sunday



worship services (Sturgill, 2004). At the sammdimegachurches have integrated
presentations technologies into their worship sei This makes it possible for
photographs, computer graphics, and film clipde@ part of Sunday services. The
introduction of new media into worship services ra@sed concerns about laity’s
participation. For example, pastors | intervieweantned that new worship styles caused
some laity to become passive spectators ratheratiare worshipers (Wyche et al.,
2006). Further, as church congregations grow daityeexpressed concerns about not
knowing other church members in their growing ceggtions (details about these
studies are in Chapter 3 and 4). These finding esigat, for some churches, ICTs’
increased presence in worship and larger congmgadire detracting fundaments aspects
of communal church worship, such as engaging irséineice and in social fellowship
with other laity.

In response to this, | designed ChurchShare, sopdtmdring site that allows laity to take
digital photographs and share them with othersnduchurch worship services (Figure
1). ChurchShare functions like other photo-shasites (e.g., Flickr™ and Snapfish™)
however; it differs from these sites in the folloggiways. First, rather than being an
independent website, ChurchShare will link to mégaches’ existing sites. Second,
ChurchShare’s home page will feature religious iesa distinguish it from secular
photo-sharing sites. Third, users will only uplaghificant photographs from everyday
life. This includes, but is not limited to, photaghs documenting the many possible
ways in which Christians experience God’s preseémtkeir lives. Finally, the system
will have an offline component. To facilitate grealaity involvement in worship
services and to create new opportunities for latiyteract with one another, pictures
will be downloaded from the site and projected dgifipre” and “post” worship times.
These are informal time periods that take placereedind after worship services.

Photograph

Figure 1: ChurchShare
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1.3 Research Questions

Beginning in fall 2008, 1 will answer the followirguestions about the effects
ChurchShare has when deployed in three culturalyndt worship settings.
Accompanying each question is my hypothesis antef éxplanation of how | plan to
evaluate it.

1. What new ICT practices will emerge among churcty lahen ChurchShare is
used?

H1: | hypothesize that religious individuals wikeiphotography to capture
meaningful moments connected to their faith, thusg them additional
opportunities to reflect on it and simultaneousljowing them to develop
media that can be shared during church worshipcesv
H2: | hypothesize ChurchShare will promote new alixation styles among
megachurch laity. Specifically, conversations stated by the photographs
projected during worship services will increaseiadellowship among
church laity
| will determine this by deploying ChurchShare @éalrworld worship settings
and by conducting focus groups with users (andus®rs) of the site.
Observations in churches where ChurchShare is geglwill accompany
these interviews. Additionally, | will analyze tpéotographs users post to the
site and ask them about their motivations for capguand sharing these
images at church.

2. What factors differentiate religious uses of ICTatientiate from secular uses?
H3: | hypothesize that deploying an ICT in a wopséetting will highlight
new factors that motivate ICT use. For examplengi$CTs to account for
faith-related instances in daily life and activpbrticipate in church worship.
| will determine this through a series of interveeand focus groups with
megachurch laity. Specifically, | will ask questsoabout why they chose to
(or not) use the site. | will code participan®ssponses looking for instances
of them describing (or not) how ChurchShare alloweethtegrate their
spiritual practices into their lives.

3. What factors motivate ICT adoption in immigrant athes? Related to this
guestion, How are those factors alike and diffefieorh those of non-immigrant
churches?

H4: | hypothesize that immigrant churches will adapd use ChurchShare
for reasons different from non-immigrant church@bese reasons may
include a desire to share photographs with not oréynbers of their church,
but friends and family living in their home couesi

Although, | conducted interviews and observatioftt wegachurch pastors
and laity in Nairobi, Kenya, and Sao Paulo, Brémiklings from these studies
did not directly inform ChurchShare’s design. Heee this research will
inform its evaluation. Specifically, | will deploghurchShare in three
culturally distinct churches. The first will be cpnsed of primarily
American-born Christian laity; the second and tlieghloyments will take
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place in Christian churches comprised of KenyamsBEnazilians living in the
metro-Atlanta area.

1.4 Expected Contributions
| expect to make the following contributions witly mesearch:

Bringing knowledge about ICT-based religious prees into human-centered
computing’s discourseHistorically, there has been an underlying asgionp
within human-centered computing disciplines thahpaters supported largely
secular activities. Gaver (2001) argues ICT regeas and designers must
respect the “full range of values that make us huirizecause by not we risk
developing technologies that are uninterestingeat,kand de-humanizing at
worst. Few topics are as well suited as religmmeixploring human values. This
offers a compelling reason why it is important treditgion and spirituality
become topics of discussion within ICT design askarch.

Providing knowledge about how religious practicestinate ICT use and

possibly rejection.Religious groups have significant influence withlifferent
cultures and social settings, and can effect tloptah and rejection of a
technology within those contexts. Thus, understagtiow ICTs are used in
religious activities increases the possibilitiesdesigning systems that are aware
of, and responsive to these motivations.

Providing knowledge about the larger social issitm®lved when deploying an
application designed for religious us&esearchers continue to deploy and
evaluate prototype ICT systems in various real evedttings (e.g., domestic and
urban environments). | will deploy ChurchShare vigity worshipping in
megachurches. To my knowledge, this will be thet fattempt to conduct a real
world technology deployment in a religious settifige findings from this have
the potential to inform the development and evabmadf other ICTs designed to
support non-secular activities. Furthermore, mgaesh will serve as a case study
demonstrating how culturally different religiousnemunities negotiate the
introduction of an ICT designed to support theligiens practices.

Finally, my research will provide insights into arcting evaluations among
culturally different groupsSpecifically, prior studies and deployments within
human-centered computing research communities tnedmngly take place in
western contexts with western users (Bell and Bt 2007. During my
research, | have had the unique opportunity ofakpd ICTs and religion in
western and non-western contexts. Arguably, inc@foog a similar non-western
perspective into any research project would stigrgit. Thus, my research,
particularly my deployment of ChurchShare in imraigirchurches, will be useful
in highlighting how underlying assumptions abowtrgsand contexts potentially
affect technology deployments.

12



1.5 Background

This section provides an overview of topics reléwarmy proposed research. | review
related research in Chapter 2. Here, | discussiwlaye chosen to examine ICT use and
religion within Protestant Christian megachurchBext, | provide statistics
demonstrating how widespread ICT use is in thessho settings. Then | describe
immigrant churches, discuss how evaluating Churah&m them complements the
fieldwork | have done abroad, and why they arer@ggng places to conduct an ICT
deployment. | conclude by explaining how | incaigged defamiliarization and

reflection into my research.

1.5.1 Protestant Christianity

Nearly all religions are using ICT to support thiaith practices; however, my research
focuses on Protestant Christianity. Protestantssaomprised of Christian faiths and
practices that originated with Martin Luther's Refation. It includes those individuals
who identify as Baptist, Methodist, Lutheran, Psgshan, and Pentecostal.
Protestantism differs from other forms of Christignthe most notable being
Catholicism, in that is rejects papal authority a@odtrine (Barret et. al, 2001; Carrol,
2000). More importantly, early adopters of teclogyitend to also be Protestant
Christians. This is largely because early ICT adplive in countries where Protestant
Christianity, technology, and innovation are intented with their culture (e.g., the U.S.)
(Winston, 2007).

Protestant Christians have consistently used téogies in ways tied to their faith.
Scholars suggest their emphasis on evangeliziogegeason they have historically
adopted communication technologies more aggregsiliah other world faiths, such as
Islam and Judaism (Carrol, 2000). This desirevangelize, or inform others of the
God’s kingdom, is evident in Protestants’ early aE&utenberg’s famous printing press
to distribute the Bible (Eisenstein, 1979). Mogeantly, telephone entrepreneurs
broadcast church services over their lines (Fisct®92). Christians were quick to adopt
radio and television as mediums to proselytize gnoav their faith (Bruce, 1990).
Unsurprisingly this has extended to ICTs. Mobilepés and email are used to send and
receive prayer requests and to mobilize group prefferts (Katz, 2006). Several
Christian oriented websites exist such as “MyChtfrehChristian social networking site,
and “GodTube® a video-sharing site, modeled after “YouTube, cgkzing in
Christian-themed videos.

Further, Protestant Christians tend to be earlytate because they have historically
been located in relatively developed regions withldegrees of technology ownership
(e.g., North America and Western Europe). Thougbkrdaning exact numbers is
difficult, an estimated 2.1 billion, or almost aagiter of the world’s population identify as
Christian (Barret, 2001). Estimates of the totahber of Protestants are very uncertain,
partly because of the difficulty in strictly defirg denominations and who belongs to
them; however, it seems clear that Protestantigheisecond largest group of Christians

2 See MyChurch, http://www.mychurch.org/
% See GodTube, http://www.godtube.com/
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after Roman Catholicism in number of followers (&g, 2001). More recent statistics
suggest this is changing and predict that indivslwdno identify as Pentecostals —a
form of Protestant Christianity — will soon outnueniRoman Catholics (Casanova,
2001; Jenkins, 2007). This is largely due to Perddism’s dramatic growth in parts of
the global south.

Pentecostalism is a religious movement within Ftate Christianity that is growing
worldwide. Religious scholars write that Penteabsin is difficult to define because it
remains a relatively new movement; however, itaseagally accepted that Pentecostals
— like Evangelicals — tend to emphasize a deepopatdaith rooted in what is written
in the Bible (Cox, 2001; Anderson, 2004). Thoulgis tharacteristic is shared,
Pentecostals engage in different activities inelgdipeaking in tongues, receiving divine
healings, and prophesying, whereas Evangelicak@duns do not (Cox, 2001). The
number of African Pentecostals is growing at aro2136% annually and that will lead to
a projected doubling of the continent’s Christiapplation in less than 30 years.

Similar trends are present in South America antisitzs indicate that by 2050 only
about one-fifth of the world’s three billion Chiiests will be non-Hispanic Caucasians
(Jenkins, 2006; Barret, 2001). Thus, compellilgueents can be made that
investigating ICTs and religion is incomplete with@ross-cultural explorations and that
immigrant churches offer an interesting entry-péimtbeginning to understand how this
growing form of Christianity affects ICT usdenkins (2006) describes Pentecostalism as
the “faith of the future” and | have observed iearmmigrant churches this form of
Christianity in area immigrant churches.

Although research examining Pentecostalism tends¢dook technology use, the
research that does exist suggests Pentecostaksareaders in using technology to
disseminate “God’s word.” In African countries, ttaglio has long served as a tool to
bring the Bible to the mass public. Similarlyeiakion broadcasts, cable, and videos, are
used for evangelizing purposes (Hackett, 1998; Di#e\WW2003). Meyer’s research on
Nigerian and Ghanaian Christians demonstrate hew hlave been early adopters of
video production technologies to create faith-aeemmovies. These films carry similar
messages emphasizing divine intervention and nlwasweliverance; their titles include
“Living in Bondage” and “Captives of the Mighty” (&er, 1999; 2006). More
importantly Meyer’s research suggests these apjatagns of ICTs for religious

purposes provides a useful entry point for morablpunderstanding how technology is
used in non-western contexts, because religioniges\a shared cultural context between
many western and non-western countries.

1.5.2 Megachurches

Megachurches are a relatively recent phenomendnniirotestant Christianity. These
growth-oriented churches are those with a sustaanedage worship attendance of more
than 2,000 The majority of them are theologically conservatimneaning they affirm the

* It is worth noting that nothing significant hapgewhen a church’s membership grows from 1,999 to
2,000. Indeed, churches with 1,000 are considereghhurches, because they have a similar theologica
stance or attract similar demographics as ones miidhe members. Finally, determining precise church

14



authority in the Bible and the need for persondhfm Jesus Christ to be saved.
Megachurch members tend to share these beliefmoBmphically they are largely
college educated, young (aged 35 or less), middkesdamilies with children. This
largely mimics the make-up of the suburban areasr@megachurches are
predominately located (Thumma, 2006; Vaughan, 1993)

Thus, it is not surprising that megachurches asprdportionately located in the
American “Sun Belt,” a region that stretches actbgssouth and southwest part of the
U.S. and home to many of the countries’ largestuddm areas (e.g., San Diego, CA;
Dallas, TX; Raleigh, NC; and Atlanta, GA). Georbis the fourth highest number of
megachurches, only behind California, Texas, anddd (Thumma, 2006).
Megachurches account for less that 1% of churah#sei U.S.; however, statistics
suggest that approximately 300 U.S. megachurcleeBane to almost 20% of the
country’s total churchgoers (Chaves, 2005). Ote&asstics indicate there are currently
1200 megachurches in the U.S. and Canada. Thénefurtdicate this number will
continue to grow rapidly in the next decade.

Megachurches’ popularity is evident in the U.S. armlind the world. Lakewood
Church in Houston, Texas, is reportedly the largbstch in the U.S. with 47,000,
weekly attendee3Some of the world’s most sizable congregationsra@outh Korea,
where Yoido Full Gospel Church has nearly 830%086mbers and an auditorium that
can seat 12,000 (they hold multiple Sunday senticeecommodate their many
members). Nigeria’s successful evangelist Daved®ye, has built “Faith Chapel,” a
church that can seat 50,000 parishioners. In Guagrnihe Pentecostal church “Mega
Frater” can seat 12,000 during worship sericésave attended services at Igreja
Pentecostal Deus € Amor and Igreja Mundial do Pddddeus in Sado Paulo, Brazil.
These churches can accommodate 15,000 worshippeiera representative of
megachurches’ global success in attracting new reesrtb the Christian faith.

Other characteristics common among megachurchésalglanclude: they lack a strong
denominational affiliation, unlike more traditionaiurches; they provide multiple
activities outside of Sunday worship including Rilstudies, recreational sports, small
groups, and mission trips; their growth can belatted to a gifted spiritual leader
(Thumma, 2006; Vaughan, 1993).

Finally, megachurches are aggressively adopting1&1d using them to develop a
worship style smaller churches want to emulate (Wéyet. al, 2006). Indeed, attending
some American megachurch services is reminiscegwioy to a rock concert. They have
elaborate light shows, smoke machines, and numgmajesction screens showing the
words to hymns karaoke style. Indeed, projectmreens have been a prominent feature

membership numbers is difficult. For various reas@uch as someone may be a member of a church but
not regularly attend services and vice versa (Hagaat. al, 1993).

®“100 Largest U.S. Churches-200Qtitreach Magazine.coni2007).
® This number includes the Yoido Church’s satelienpuses.
"«Jesus, CEO: Churches as businessBse¢’ Economist(2005).
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of nearly every megachurch | have attended. Thewkso used for displaying
announcements, video, and close-up views of thmpadegachurches provide an
excellent context for understanding ICTs use ahdioa.

1.5.3 Online Religion

Megachurches and their leaders use the Interratrexct new members and
communicate with existing ones. More broadly thterdnet is changing the face of
religion worldwide (Brasher, 2001; Dawson and Cow2004; Hgjsgaard and Warburg,
2005). Although most people continue to use trawl#l means to gain spiritual guidance
and fellowship with fellow believers, an increasimgmber are going online to satisfy
these needs. An estimated 25 million American aduge the Internet for religious or
spiritual experiences (Hoover et. al, 2004). By@pproximately 10% to 20% of the
U.S. population will use the Internet as a primswyrce of religious input or for
accessing information about their faith and leagrabout others; downloading religious
music and sermons; and exchanging spiritual guiglarece-mail (Howard et. al, 2000;
Dawson et. al, 2004). This estimate increases witenage segments in which one in
every six teenager anticipates substituting theriat for brick-and-mortar church
experiences within the next five years (Barna Rete&2006). Religious individuals are
pursuing various religious activities online indlgl emailing prayer requests,
downloading religious music, seeking informatiomuaibtheir personal faith and others
(Larsen, 2004).

In response to this, most churches have a webmrede satisfy laity’s desire to
experience their faith online. As of 2001, approxiety 110,000 (or one in three)
Protestant churches had a web site, and 19% aiothgregations that do not currently
have a web presence intend to be online withiméhe twelve months (Barna Research,
2001). Although statistics that are current aravailable, it safe to assume that even
more churches have a web presence today. The sinedoer of books (e.g., Wilson and
Moore, 2002; Sample, 1998; White, 1993), magazjee&s, Technologies for Worship
MagazineandChurch Production Magazineand online resources aimed at helping
churches develop websites suggest this. Churelsssites serve multiple purposes such
as communicating information (e.g., service times lcation), attracting new visitors,
letting laity make online donations, and allowimglividuals to obtain information about
a church without making a commitment to attend.gM#urches typically have
professionally designed and maintained sites, ardikaller churches.

Studies examining the prevalence of religiouslgoied websites in non-Western
contexts are scarce. However, that does not nedgious individuals and organization
outside of North American and Europe are not utiieginternet in ways similar to what |
have already described. Burrell describes encosimtgh individuals who created
personal websites to advertise their churches emdde inspiration for others with
selected Bible verses during her ethnographic sthdyhanaian Internet Café’s. More
broadly, her research suggests that religious agtons, religious leaders, and
committed followers use the Internet to help thettotv Christian edicts and network
with other believers (Burrell, 2007). During mysearch, | found that many
megachurches in Africa and South America have webshat like their U.S.
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counterparts communicate church information, s&loeation and service times.
However, many of these sites lack added featu@sasingly common among U.S.
megachurch websites. These include sermon pog&aststreaming video from
services, and online bookstores.

1.5.4 ICTs in Church Worship Services

Accompanying religion’s growing online presencamother significant trend in religious
life — the introduction of “new media” into Chriata worship. New media include the
projected photographs, computer graphics, featimecfips, video stories and

animations that have become a standard part of meotgstant Christian worship
services (Crowley, 2007; Sample, 1998). Christianship services once relied primarily
on oral communication and sacred texts now relprofection systems and computers to
create “multimedia experience.” Reports fromdheiovisual industry assert that 75%
of churches in North America have purchased opkrening to purchase technology
systems in the future. Systems typically cost @20,and consist of a screen, a projector,
a computer, and a videocassette and/or DVD plajds¢n and Moore, 2002). To help
churches manage and create this content variotwsasefpackages (e.g., Prologue
Sunday Plus, SongShow Plus, and Media Shout) abditgs (e.g., SermonCentral.com
and Oxygen Church Media) exist. Moreover, thesasglks have led to the creation of
new positions such as media directors, IT spetsalgd webmasters within churches
(Thumma, 2001). Projection systems are useddegrthis media in addition to word

to hymns, sermon outlines, and video-clips. Figushows how three megachurches use
projection systems in their sanctuaries. Thesewerghip styles highlight a significant
ways ICTs are currently changing religious pradtice

Figure 2: Church of the Apostles, Atlanta, GA, U.S(left); Deliverance Church,
Nairobi, Kenya (center); Igreja Mundial do Poder deDeus, Sao Paulo, Brazil

1.5.5 Christian Immigrant Churches

One only needs to drive down Buford Highway in Atior venture to the suburbs to see
the multiple churches catering to the growing immaig populations living in this region.
These churches cater to the city’s Korean, Nigeaad Honduran (to name a few)
communities. They are sometimes housed in Engliaking churches, others are free
standing, and most occupy what were formally grpséores or office building and are
now known as “storefront churches.” There is gltnadition of studying various
immigrant communities like these and their respecteligious faiths in the U.S.
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(Warner, 1998; Warner and Wittner, 1998). Thotagtih communities and countries of
origins vary, major themes that persist amongnathigrant congregations include: they
play an important role in providing fellowship; m&ining cultural traditions; offering
social services, and in giving social status to iers who may feel marginalized in their
new environments.

Of course, churches do this for non-immigrant comities too, but the desire to come
together into a community with regular face-to-fageractions is heightened for
immigrants, because they have left one place tcedonanother. Doing this entails
adapting to a new culture, often moving away framify, and learning a new language.
For many immigrants, churches provide a commuihié &ssists in making this

transition more manageable, because they providalsnd in some cases financial
support for their members. Further, immigrarike the native born, have spiritual needs
that are most meaningful when they are met in ali@ntinguistic and cultural context
(Min, 1992; Hirschman, 2004; Warner, 1998).

Clearly, immigration and religion are topics thati¢ch on a broad range of scholarly
interests including globalization, transnationalismd religious identity (to name a few).
To be clear | am not interested in examining treesaplex and multi-faceted topics
within my proposed research (although they will ouotedly influence it). Instead, | am
interested in immigrant churches as sites for déiamzation within my research
examining ICTs use and adoption. As an unfamdartext, immigrant churches are
suitable, although not ideal settings because &negtill located within a familiar
context, Atlanta, GA, U.S. Despite this, my expedes attending them and prior
research suggest they differ from other churches/e attended during my research. For
example, Van Dijk (1997, 2002) studied Ghanaiangdmstals living abroad in the
Netherlands. He found that the churches they aitdtnact different laity and offer
others kinds of support than churches not compr$@thmigrant laity. These churches
are sites for social networking and provide a “sewisfamily” for individuals living
abroad. Although I recognize the problems of exikring these findings to other
groups in other countries, | feel confident in @Bl immigrant churches in the Atlanta
area serve similar purposes.

| also ground this assumption in my experiencesingslocal immigrant churches with
largely Kenyan and Brazilian congregations. Althlo@spects of these services are
similar to ones at non-immigrant churches (e.gstqrdeads services, singing, prayer,
and using media during worship services) some tharg very different. For example,
my presence at immigrant churches tends to draamtain. WWhereas my attendance at
primarily non-immigrant American megachurches gasoticed, in contrast | am
always warmly welcomed at immigrant churches. Whil a Kenyan service | was asked
to stand in front of the congregation, describelragkground, and discuss my research.
During Brazilian services, a handful of people agghed me insisting on translating the
pastor’'s sermon from Portuguese to English. In nvaays my experience at immigrant
churches closely resemble ones | had during mghiietk in S&o Paul and Nairobi. In
addition to drawing attention and not understandioguguese, elements of immigrant
churches’ worship services mirror what | observiedbad, more than their non-
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immigrant counterparts had. For example, at ther@ad®razilian Assembly of God
Church, | observed speaking in tongues and “faglihgs” similar to what | witnessed
at Assembleias de Degsrvices in S&o Paulo, Brazil.

These experiences highlight why churches with callyidifferent congregations are
interesting sites to deploy ChurchShare. My rola &wreigner effected how people
interacted with me, what they chose to speak t@aboait, and how they presented
themselves to me. | hypothesize that this will &nhy effect some church laity’s
interactions with ChurchShare, thus potentiallyhhighting differences in how different
ICTs are adopted for religious purposes in non-grestontexts.

More broadly, deploying ChurchShare in immigranircies provides an opportunity to
examine a user group the HCI community has ovkdde— immigrant communities.
Thus, deploying it in these settings will allow teemore deeply understand how ICTs
are adopted for religious purposes and contributeutman-centered computing
disciplines’ knowledge about this user group. Hinaleploying ChurchShare in these
different settings demonstrates how religion cama lbiseful entry-point for examining
user groups, who differ in terms of what languatpey speak and where they are from,
but have powerful shared context — their Christaith.

1.5.6 Defamiliarization and reflective design as re  search strategies

Human-centered computing research predominantistalace in western contexts, with
individuals from them (Bell et. al, 2005). | havadithe unique opportunity of examining
ICT use and religion in multiple contexts, inclugliritlanta, Georgia, U.S., Nairobi,
Kenya, and Sao Paulo, Brazil. Traveling to theaatries for the first time forced me to
defamiliarize, or “make strange” my assumptionsutbechnology design and
evaluation, specifically questioning who the HChouaunity targets and does not target
when deploying prototype systems.

Indeed, evaluating a prototype system with U.Snhusers in familiar settings seems like
almost naturalized part of HCI research; we unconsty design and deploy systems
with users who share our worldview (Sengers eR@D5). Sociologist Madeleine

Akrich describes this as “I-methodology” or desig¢éendency to rely on personal
experience and, whereby they replace their pradaashat by that of the nonprofessional
when imagining who will use their products (Akrid995). This is often an unconscious
process: the designer is not aware of the factthigatiser representation he or she is
using resembles him or herself. Sengers et. @5P@uggest that reflection or

“bringing unconscious aspects of experience to @ons awareness,” should play a more
central role in HCI research.

| have spent three months conducting fieldworkigtasht places. During my time in S&o
Paulo and Nairobi, | interacted with individualsavnink and act in ways that are
different from me. Indeed, their Christian faithnetrates every aspect of their life in a
way that seems strange. For example, | have waigbeple place their hands on their
televisions to receive a pastor’s healing and ateskeworshippers have demons removed
from them during exorcisms. These are just a sawipihat | have seen at Pentecostal
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church services in Brazil and Kenya, but not inth8. Arguably, an intense Christian
faith is a characteristic left out when technolagyelopers imagine those who will use
their systems. Thus, | wondered, “How could | istigate Protestant Christianity and
technology use if | did not account for the diffieréorms of worship | experiences
abroad?” Asking myself this question prompted mgl@e why I initially wanted to only
evaluate ChurchShare in a church comprised of Araerborn laity and to explore ways
| could investigate how individuals like those IseloveD in Brazil and Kenya might
adopt ICTs for religious purposes.

Returning to Brazil and Kenya to deploy ChurchShveoeld be outside the scope of my
dissertation and the research conducted in théSegsedid not inform the application’s
development. Indeed, ChurchShare requires that bisee access to a high-speed
internet connection and this is not always the aasenya. Given the high-rate of crime
in S&o Paulo, it is questionable whether individwabuld want to take random pictures
outdoors because it would draw attention to themesehnd an expensive piece of digital
equipment. Thus, immigrant churches in the Atlaarea seemed like a desirable
alternative.

Services at Atlanta-area immigrant churches resethiolse | attended abroad, where
speaking in tongues and “faith healings” are compfece in services. Further, by
deploying ChurchShare in Brazilian and Kenyan inmamg churches | can
simultaneously investigate how cultural differestape ICT use for religious purposes
and begin to account for a user group that haslinettly targeted by HCI —
immigrants. Finally, | hope my research can sawve case study, demonstrating how
other designers can integrate defamiliarizationrafiéction into their technology design
and evaluation processes.

1.6 Methods: Design Ethnography and Design-Based Re  search

My approach to understanding how to design ICT<hurch worship includes two
complementary methodological approaches. Theifirdésign ethnography (DE), or
focusing on the broad patterns of everyday lifeongnt and relevant for design
(Salvador et. al, 1999). The second is designébessearch (DBR), or designing
interventions, evaluating and iterating on thematuralistic contexts to develop
evidence-based theory (Barab and Squire, 2004).

Design ethnography and other ethnographically nesipapproaches have become
standard among human-centered computing reseaialenssted in exploring new
contexts such as the home, urban settings, andveetern settings. Unlike more focused
guantitative tools, ethnographic techniques (@lgservations and open-ended
interviews) are more appropriate for developinga@atder understanding of daily life
suitable for understanding future technologiestefaipitous and opportunistic
interactions rather than a linear plan or formalgbem statement tend to guide these
studies.

In contrast to traditional ethnographic explorasiavhere the researcher seeks to
holistically understand the conditions of the conmityiunder study, DE focuses on
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aspects of everyday life that can be translatexldesign concepts. Additional
differences between these approaches include lefgitme in the field and data
collection tools used. Traditional ethnographemslt®® spend months, sometimes years
conducting fieldwork, to gain access and build @ppith the individuals under study.
DE’s typically take place over shorter periodsiofd. For example, my design-oriented
fieldwork in Nairobi, Kenya lasted six weeks (Wydatte al, 2007). Finally, unlike
traditional ethnographers, design ethnographersengjoy photo-elicitation tools or
cultural probes (Gaver et. al, 1999) to determiow participants’ thoughts are relevant
to design.

Like design ethnography, DBR was proposed as amaltive to the quantitative
experimental studies conducted in lab environmeBt®wn originally conceived of
design experiments as a methodological approactlatteampts to examine learning in
“messy”, naturalistic contexts, while simultanegystoducing evidence-based
theoretical claims about learning in those envirenta (Brown, 2003). Although, design
experiments typically take place in educationdiirsgs (e.g., classrooms) they provide an
effective framework for my research because churtike classroom are unpredictable
environments.

Specifically, isolating a single variable withirclhurch worship service (e.g.,
participation) would be difficult; moreover, by g so | could risk overlooking other
factors that make churches such rich settings.ekample, the sense of sacredness
evident in worship environments, sporadic chur¢ératance among some laity, and
others that cannot be determined until an apptinas deployed “in the wild.” Finally,
my research is driven by a desire to understantegtsithat have been overlooked within
human-centered computing disciplines. DBR provatesccepted and useful
methodological toolkit for researchers interestedtudying technology interventions
outside office setting and various “real world” texts (Barab and Squire, 2004). Thus
paring DE and DBR is a suitable and appropriate fwayne to conduct my research.

1.7 Proposal Overview

In this proposal, | present the formative work thattivated ChurchShare and an
overview of how | will deply it in three culturallgistinct worship environments. In
Chapter 2, | ground my research in prior HCI stadiad relevant work examining
religion and ICTs from other disciplines. Chapt@érsnd 4, describes the formative work
conducted with church pastors, megachurch laitgt,afocal megachurches. | present
initial findings from these studies as well as dagielevant themes that influenced
ChurchShare’s development. Chapter 5 providegalee account of how | will deploy
and evaluate the application. Finally, in Chaptergiesent an overview of the
completed and proposed research, and a timelineofapleting my thesis.
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CHAPTER 2: Related Work

In this chapter, | present related work relevamhioproposed research. First, | provide a
brief history of HCI that demonstrates how thediglinterest have evolved from an early
focus on ICT use in controlled environments, teergénterest in examining ICT use in
“real world” settings. Second, | present prior gsbers’ efforts to understand ICT use
for religious purposes. Finally, | discuss relatesearch examining online religion and
ICT use in church worship services. This sectenves as an overview of related work
in this area and | will expand upon it in the drsson.

2.1 A Brief History of HCI: New Contexts for unders  tanding Technology Use
Human-centered computing disciplines (e.g., HCIC®S and UbiComp) have
dramatically broadened from their original intetlead roots in engineering, computer,
and cognitive science. Indeed, the disciplinediest researchers might think examining
ICT use in churches is surprising, because, argueddlgious beliefs contradict the
rational and logical thinking that has historicallgfined cognitive and computer science.
However, | contend my work is the natural extensiba research trajectory that has
continued to broaden the problems it considerscandexts it investigates. This
evolution has brought many changes that make ngarek possible. For example, HCI
has opened its doors to industrial designers, apthogists, and other researchers not
educated in disciplines that shaped early researttte field. Broader participation has
resulted in a diversity of methods including grogvinterest in more subjective
approaches to conducting research. In this sedtignoyvide a brief history of these
changes in human-centered computing disciplinesisiong on HCI. This history is
inspired and modeled after ones presented elsevggre Dourish, 2001; Grudin, 1990;
Harrison et. al, 2007). Unlike these, | focus owhdClI has shifted from studying a
single user in a controlled environment to explgnvays technology shapes experience
in real world settings.

In the early 1940'’s, electronic computers emergieel University of Pennsylvania’s
ENIAC (Electronic Numerical Integrated and Computeas one of the earliest
examples. The machine was expensive, filled ameerdom, and was accessible to only
a few highly trained individuals. Given this wasacomputers first came into being it
is not surprising that Card, Moran, and Newell,83Rdeveloped a model of interaction
that only accounted for a single user, interactiityy a lone computer, in a controlled
environment. This model known as the model humacgssor (MHP) framework
guided early HCI research. Much of this work easdal computer-mediated tasks using
understood metrics to measure how efficiently userspleted jobs and the number of
errors made during the process. The MHP framedamksed on the cognitive aspects of
computer use while overlooking the larger socia anvironmental factors that shape
users’ interactions with technology (Hollan, Hutthiand Kirsch, 2000; Kaptelinin and
Nardi, 2006).

In the forty years since the ENIAC, computers hb@eame less expensive, smaller, and
networked. Accompanying these changes came noweal fea people to interact with
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computers, such as the keyboard and mouse. Indommputers became accessible to a
wider range of users and present in settings atsidesearch laboratories. Within this
period, successful software applications also este(g.g., spreadsheets, word
processors and operating systems), as did them@rsomputer. This culminated into
more attention to the various ways users “convénagtti computers using these new
input devices (Grudin, 1990) and interest in soféisaesthetic design (Forlizzi,
Zimmerman, and Evenson, 2008). Most importaiittipspired novel research questions
about how people and groups interacted with computetside of controlled
laboratories, thus highlighting many of MHP’s liatibns. Situated Action (SA),
Distributed Cognition (DCog), and Activity TheoriT), emerged as responses to
human-information processor theory. Though thexations and details of their
implementation differ, what they share is an uni@deding that users are a part of larger
socio-technical system. Unlike, the MHP, SA, DCawgy AT, incorporate the social and
culturalwith the cognitiveThis is significant for three reasons. First, ijgests that
cognition takes place “in the head” as well as $ald¢ the head,” thus highlighting
contextual factors role in ICT use. Second, it poto a wider range of research methods
HCI researchers can use for understanding and awadutechnology use outside of
controlled settings. Indeed, positivistic approactiel not allow researchers to gain the
holistic understanding about users’ relationshigh WCTs in less-controlled
environments such as the home and workplace. I¥isifting away from the MHP
framework created a need for a broader range 8¢ $&ihelp HCI researchers make
sense of ICT use in these new settings.

A leader in this new area of HCI research was apiblogist Lucy Suchman (1987). She
challenged the epistemological stance underlyirgitpdstic approaches to research and
argued for a more situated approach to understgndiers’ experiences with technology.
Her studies examining users’ interactions with aaXanachine’s interface were
instrumental in motivating widespread use and aecee of methods and methodologies
drawn from anthropology, the most significant bestignography. In turn, HCI saw
growing participation from social scientists contilug situated studies of users’
interactions with computer interfaces in officetisgfs.

At the same time, the emergence and acceptanbe dforld Wide Web highlighted
designers, specifically graphic designers’ skhigttbecame increasingly necessary when
developing computer applications. The Internetigyéhcollection of interconnected
pages that included links, buttons, dropdown meapglets, and multiple paths through
a set of information required information desighskslls and newly minted interaction
designers (Forlizzi, Zimmerman, and Evenson, 200B)s, it became increasingly
common for HCI researchers and practitioners td firemselves collaborating with
designers.

Studies examining multiple users’ interactionswueked devices, and new software
applications demonstrated that ICT developer mossicer an even wider range of
factors. In addition to the design and cognitivetdas, research exploring “groupware” or
collaborative software applications, demonstrakenle were economical, motivational,
and political factors underlying users’ interacamith computers (Grudin, 1990). Like
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Suchman'’s earlier work, these studies made usartitpant observation techniques,
and other methods including contextual intervieWsxpn, Holtzblatt, and Knox, 1990).

As the computer continued to “reach out” so dicceeshers’ interests. Growing attention
was devoted to understanding computers outsideeofvbrkplace, the most notable new
setting being the home. Researchers recognizeddnagstic settings were unique
environments with priorities and concerns not ewtde the work environments (Hindus,
1999; Hindus et. al, 2001). In the workplace, aggilons tend to focus on productivity
and efficiency and involve relatively well-understbrequirements, methodologies, and
ways to be evaluated. In contrast, people dousitgursue tasks and solve problems;
they also explore, wonder, love, waste time, andship at home (Gaver, 2001).
Figuring out how these activities translated inbeel ICTs was arguably a process more
suitable to creative designers and artists’ mobgestive approaches to understanding
and developing technology (Gaver and Hooker, 200igreased interest in topics that
had less to do with usability and more to do witl €xperiential aspect of ICT use
prompted greater participation among designersGhdsearch (Jordan, 2002; Green
and Jordan, 2002). This eventually led to radycalierdisciplinary teams working
together to understand technology design for naweots outside the workplace.

For example, the U.K.’s Equafaproject produced notable early research aimed at
understanding domestic life. Researchers frondagign, and the social and computer
sciences collaboratively explored aspects of daméfd including routines (Crabtree
and Rodden, 2004), they developed novel data ¢atetools (Gaver et al., 1999), and
created devices that resisted supporting workplaemes such as efficiency and
production. For example, Gaver et. al's (2004) fOrable,” is an electronic coffee table
that displays moving aerial photography controbgdhe distribution of weight in its
surfaces. The table encourages users to be clamabwonder rather than complete a
task.

Other interdisciplinary explorations have resultegrototype systems used to
understand ICTs use in domestic settings. MictdResearch’s Socio-Digital Systems
group has conducted several ethnographically iedstudies to understand everyday
domestic life, including clutter (Swan et. al, 2Dt making (Taylor and Swan, 2004),
and organizing systems (Taylor and Swan, 2005kirTteldwork has lead to novel ICTs
designed for the domestic environments. An exansgiee “Whereabouts Clock,” a
situated awareness device that supports familyrdmation (Sellen et. al, 2006). Brown
et. al (2007) evaluated the device during a lomgrteéeployment in five U.K. families’
homes. Their findings demonstrated how the clogipstted family co-ordination, but
also more emotive aspects of domestic life, sualeassurance, connectedness, and
togetherness. This research demonstrates hownilegignd evaluating ICTs outside
laboratories and office environments can pointitieraative habits and practices
technology can support.

8 See Equator Project, http://www.equator.ac.uk/
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| provide this brief overview to demonstrate howrtain-centered computing disciplines
have evolved from narrowly focusing on users intcaled settings to exploring a wider
range of contexts and valuing disciplinary perspestoutside of traditional computer
science. Consequently, this has lead to an opemwigsn the community to examine
religion, a topic that until recently was margizall within HCI and related fields.
Finally, this prior work motivated my personal irgst in studying ICT use in new
settings, specifically churches, which despitedlsgnificance in society remained
overlooked in HCI research. Like the home, urbavirenments, and low-income
countries, megachurches present a new contextéad€Cl community. Similar to these
environments | hypothesize that understanding h@gauohurches adopt and use ICTs
will contribute to the communities’ understandirfghow people develop new ways to
use technology.

2.2 Human-Centered Computing Perspectives on Religi  on and ICT use
Human-centered computing disciplines have progrebsextended their research
interests beyond the office, into the home, andtmexntly into religious settings. One
of the first attempts to engage the HCI communiiythis topic was in 2001, when
Muller, Christiansen, and Nardi (2001) posed tH®¥Wang question, “Can we have
spiritual experiences online?” They believed tbenthant design rhetoric in HCI (e.g.,
command-and-control; constant updates and inteongtworked against the ambiguity
and mystery some associate with spiritual life eiflquestion was not answered;
however, this early CHI workshop was the commusify’'st encounter with religion.
The following year Hlubinka and her colleagues &t 8l Media Lab developed
“AltarNation,” a tangible interface that allows hgally isolated individuals to pray with
larger faith communities (Hlubinka et. al, 200Research examining religion and
technology remained absent until recently.

This absence was surprising because religion mesyalaffected topics the HCI
community is interested in, such as technology adopuse, and development. To
explain why religious uses of technology or “tectsparitual practices” should no longer
be overlooked by human-centered computing rese@enevieve Bell published “No
More SMS from Jesus: Ubicomp, religion and Techpioitsial Practices,” at UbiComp

in 2006. This research moved religious and spiritQ& use from the marginalized realm
of “technological oddities” to a more central resgaopic within human-centered
computing disciplines.

Bell discusses three reasons why religion represesignificant area of interest for HCI;
each motivated my research. First, faith remameraduring part of peoples’ lives
nationally and internationally. This makes it deal entry-point for understanding the
kind of cultural work technology performs. Indeeeljgion is one of the few ways large
groups of people imagine solidarities regardlesgenigraphic location, race, and class.
Second, ICTs increasingly support and are changanigus spiritual practices. For
example, Catholics can choose to receive dailgimis texts from the Pope, Jews can
place a prayer request in Jerusalem’s Wailing WiallSMS, and Christians can submit
online prayer requests through their church’s websFinally, understanding techno-
spiritual practices is important to researchersadtitioners interested in designing
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ICTs for non-workplace settings. Whereas efficieand productivity are important to
consider when developing workplace technologiesy Hre not as central when
designing applications for the home or religiousisgs. How do you design an
application that makes an individual pray fast@itils question seems ridiculous and
highlights Bell's concerns about applying metaphaed to develop office technologies
to ones designed for sacred settings. She corelwdencouraging those in the
community to understand, design, and deploy ICasdbpport techno-spiritual
practices.

Researchers have responded. Today “spiritual cangius an “area of expertise” in the
Ubicomp’s online submission systéand there are a number of published papers
examining the topic (Foucault and Melican, 200&ri8tg and Zimmerman, 2007; Bell
and Kaye, 2005). A notable example is, Woodrufags (2007) study of how Orthodox
Jews use home automation for religious purposesinterstand this they conducted
tours of families’ homes and asked questions abowtthey used technology on the
Sabbath —a day Jewish law restricts adherents fimamually turning devices on and off.
They present empirical findings and a collectiores$ign implications applicable to the
broader population. Broadly, their findings suggdtdrnative ways to envision the smart
home.

To date, a study pairing an empirical understandingow religion affects ICT use with
the real world deployment of a system is absenth@uproject could highlight
alternative paradigms for technology creation affier ansights into how users’ negotiate
the introduction of ICTs into their spiritual liveSpecifically, by studying religious uses
of technology | can focus on how ICTs are usediore than utilitarian purposes and
instead examine the spiritual motivations and relig language that will hypothetically
underlie users’ interactions with ChurchShare.

2.3 Perspectives from other disciplines

Though human-centered computing disciplines hale siarted to understand why
religion is an important topic to examine, researshn other disciplines, such as
communication (Campbell, 2004), geography (Kond@1J0and sociology (Dawson.
2005) have for a longer period. These studiesaagely descriptive and highlight the
multiple ways mainstream religious groups and irthlials use ICTs. Others theorize
about how the Internet will change religious preesi (Brasher, 2001). While a growing
number attempt to understand if religion is experesl online, the same ways it is
experienced offline. In the remainder of this ettl present related work that is central
to my thesis.

2.3.1 Online Religion and ICTs

There are a number of studies focusing on religpastices in online communities
outside the HCI community (e.g., Hgjsgaard and Wiayb2005; Hoover et. al, 2004;
Howard et. al, 2000). Consistent among them igraterstanding that studying religious

® See International Conference on Ubiquitous Commgut{UbiComp) submission and review site
https://precisionconference.com/~ubicomp/.

26



uses of technology has the potential to providaglris into how ICTs are used for more
than practical purposes, but are marked by spintidivation and religious language
(Campbell, 2005). Within this prior work, | will sicuss research that broadly describes
why religious groups and individual have adoptelinentechnologies. Then | focus on
three areas relevant to my proposed research.ifBésfthe churches’ adoption of web
pages. The second is the use of online environnteméeplicate offline religious worship
settings. Finally, | outline relevant researchtedato using ICTs in worship settings.

Campbell (2004; 2005a; 2005b; 2007) has devotetfggnt attention to studying how
religious groups use the Internet for spiritualgmges. Within her notable and extensive
work examining this topic, she has identified foemsons religious individuals (primarily
Christians living in the U.S.) and groups use titerinet, or processes she calls
“spiritualising the Internet” (Campbell, 2005). rét, religious individuals understand that
the Internet is a spiritual medium that facilitatebgious experiences. Religious
individuals understand online ICTs are an extensiatheir offline spiritual worlds, thus
they readily use them to support their existinggrelis practices and to explore new
ones. Second, and related to the first procesdnthkrnet is a sacramental space suitable
for religious uses. Campbell’s prior work suggebktt religious uses of ICTs are set
apart, from secular uses, or are “made sacred.5,TIAT designers should understand
and acknowledge that religious uses of technologydsstinctive from secular uses. She
compares online worship settings to European Gathtisedrals and recommends that
like these, online worship environments need ardisve design to distinguish them
from secular online places. Third, the Internet teol that promotes religion and
religious practices. Specifically, like the radiod television before it, ICTs support
proselytizing, preaching, sending and receiving@rsa Finally, religious individuals and
groups adopt ICTs to affirm their religious beliefdetworking with people from similar
faith tradition online is how this it typically den Campbell’s research provides an
initial framework for understanding religious us#4CTs. My proposed research
extends this by using a technological interventiofprobe” (Hutchinson et. al, 2003) to
understand religious uses of ICT in a real-worlidisg. This will allow me to investigate
the social processes that accompany religiousafd€Sl in a way that is difficult to do
with empirical investigations alone.

Like Campbell, others have explored religious ufd€Ts. Today, nearly every
mainline religious organizations has adopted sayma f ICT for religious purposes,
the most prominent being a website. In theory, i religion online offers many of
the same benefits that traditional worship offetgh as a sense of community, spiritual
education, notification of church events, and thpastunity to submit prayer requests.
However, while researchers have examined why melgypbrganization adopt ICTs few
have studied whether religious websites meet tisgrs’ expectations. The scant
empirical work studying this suggests they may Rot.example, Sturgill’s (2004)
content analysis of more than 300 Southern Ba@tistrches’ websites found few
opportunities exist for laity to actively createdashare personal content with members of
their church. She speculated this was due to clesradlying on their websites to attract
new members, instead of meeting the needs of rgisties. She concluded that there
were opportunities for churches to provide laityhwinore computer-mediated ways to
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communicate and build community. Interviews | cocteéd with megachurch laity
indicate, that despite the ample online resouréfesenl by their churches, some still find
it difficult to meet people in their large congréigas (details in Chapter 4).

Figure 3: “Body of Christ Christian Church” in Second Life.

Some religious organizations have attempted to makee environments more
interactive by developing “virtual churches” or figr churches.” Examples include the
“First Church of Cyber Spac&: the “Church of Fool§,” and the various Christian
churches found on the popular Internet based wartdvn as Second Life (Figure 3).
These online worship environments tend to replitaigitional Protestant worship
settings. Online churches have pews, a podiurthbpastor, and meet on Sunday
mornings. Experts predict this online form of wapswill grow in the future (Barna
Research, 1998). This motivated questions aboathveh or not ICTs should replicate
offline worship experiences.

Schroeder, Heather, and Lee (1998) were amongrgtéd study users’ experiences in
an “E-Church.” They explored how a small group ofi€tians attempted to replicate
prayer meetings online. The meetings took pla@enmulti-user virtual world where users
take on avatars and communicate using text. Tlearelers observed the online
experiences and compared their findings with thensonal knowledge about Christian
worship in offline environments. They found thaspige missing key elements found in
offline worship (e.g., a sense of emotional soligaamong congregants, body contact)
the virtual church created new ways for individualexpress and share their faith.
These included opportunities for Christians to wgrsvith people from different parts of
the world.

Jacobs (2007) similarly examined how worship spacegransformed when they move
from a physical to a virtual environment. He evédsahis through a careful analysis of
worship settings —both offline and online— in tvedtl traditions, Christianity and

19 See “First Church of Cyberspace,” http://www.gobtveeg

1 See “Church of Fools,” http://churchoffools.com/
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Hinduism. Jacobs draws from relevant architectieeature that demonstrates physical
worship spaces are distinguished by architectugaifgers. For example, a steeple
typically signifies a building is a church. He falthat virtual temples and churches
were "highly conventional in their design” or clyseesembled their offline counterparts.
He further argued that they must be if they areutcessfully encode meaning in the
ways required and expected by their worshipers. él@wn he also suggested there are
opportunities to create online experiences thatgeagisers with their faith in alternative
ways, a suggestion echoed by Brasher (2001).

These studies and the interviews | conducted vasigrs suggest there are some
benefits to replicating worship experiences onlimayever; as pastors repeatedly told
me, “nothing will ever substitute physically comitagether to worship.” Thus, it is my
contention that rather than replicating offline momments, online there are other ways
ICTs can support worship. Specifically, developamdine forms of worship that are
inline with religious individuals’ existing religics and technology use practices.

2.3.2 ICTs in Church Worship

Although there is a growing body of research examgionline techno-spiritual practices,
few researchers have empirically studied ICTs &dfea worship services. However,
this topic has spurred much commentary in the @oguiess. Some articles are critical
of laity focusing their attention on large scrednsing worship (e.g., Murphy, 2006)
while others praise technology arguing churchesl tet® remain relevant in their laities’
lives (e.g., Scott, 1997; MacDonald, 2006). Despitme concerns, it appears that ICT’s
presence in worship services is here to stay. istesidenced by the numerous
magazines that provide church media directors natis on the latest technologies and
useful advice on how to appropriately use themrduworship (e.g., Media Ministries
Magazine, Christian Computing Magazine and Techyiekfor Worship Magazine);
countless “how to” books on the topic; and yeadwentions for people interested in
incorporating technology into worship services.

Outside of the popular press, both Shultze and eyhave been among the few
researchers to empirically study ICT use in chwolnship. Schultze (2002; 2004) has
expressed concerns that media worship distandgdram the pastor's sermons.
Specifically, he argues that “uncritically embraginformation technology can lead to
moral and spiritual poverty during church worshipt’ other words, he is concerned that
focusing on media during worship may interfere vty focusing on God. Based on
his numerous observations in churches he develgpiei@lines suggesting appropriate
ways to use media during worship services. For gk@anme encourages pastors to use
media in moderation to illustrate key points rattieam relying on it throughout services.

Crowley (2007) carefully examines the “positive gibdities” and “perils of using media
during worship services.” Positive aspects of gsiredia in worship include enhancing
communication and creating greater liturgical asdes deaf worshipers. Perils include
laity taking on a passive role in church worshipjfahey are viewing a PowerPoint™
presentation at work, or watching a movie in awiae Crowley argues this contradicts
an important aspect of church worship — particmat— and asks if there are ways
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technology can increase this in worship servic®se proposes communal co-creation of
worship media to remedy some of the concerns pogew media in worship.
However, she does not implement a technologicaérys$o support this.

To my knowledge, few researches have examined lomawestern megachurches or
immigrant churches use technology in worship ses/ién exception is DeWitte’'s
(2003) observations in Ghanaian megachurches. I&@itoitheir American counterparts,
the churches she visited projected hymn lyricsaaens, used PowerPoint™ slides to
make announcements, and had sanctuaries filledoaitieras broadcasting services all
over the world. She argues these ICTs are usefureiating and sustaining megachurch
leaders “charisma.” During my observations in Niaiy&enya, | saw projection systems
and new media used in multiple megachurches inodgiKenya (Wyche et. al, 2008). |
have also seen multimedia used in the immigrantathservices | have attended in the
Atlanta-metro area.

2.4 Summary and Relevance to this Work

In this chapter, | provided a review of relevantrkvim HCI and related disciplines aimed
at understanding religion and ICT use. My researsgiloring how megachurches use
ICTs is part of a larger trajectory within HCI reseh that has progressively broadened
the problems it considers and contexts it investgaAlthough, there is growing interest
in understanding religion and its ties to techngldgvelopment, there has yet to be a
study that pairs empirical work with design worldaesults in a long-term deployment
of a system. Thus, the community lacks empiricgtiyunded insights religious
organizations and individuals adopt and use ICTsechno-spiritual practices. More
broadly, the community is only beginning to undanst how religion is an effective
entry-point for understanding ICT use non-Westettirsgs (Wyche, et. al, 2008)
another issue | explore in my research.

30



CHAPTER 3: Megachurches, their Leaders, and ICT use

In this chapter, | present formative work examinmnggachurches, their leaders, and ICT
use. Much of this chapter draws from findings wered during interviews conducted
with megachurch pastors and observations condattAtlanta-area megachurches.
These findings provide initial answers to the falilog questions 1) How are ICTs being
used in megachurch services? 2) How are Americategtant Christian megachurch
pastors using ICTs? The most prominent theme weredvirom my interviews was a
overwhelming desire among pastors to increasesaitivolvement in church. The
chapter concludes with a discussion about howigslfrom this research informed and
inspired ChurchShare.

3.1 Background and Motivation

HCI researchers typically begin projects by underding the context for which they are
designing (Norman and Draper, 1996). To my knowdgagp prior systematic research
examined how megachurches and their leaders (hergafstors) used ICTs. Thus, my
project began with an in-depth exploration of tféegusing on ICT use in worship
services.

This formative work took place in Atlanta, GA, witlon-immigrant churches for the
following reasons. First, the southeastern U.Saiama site of intense religious activity
and home to many of the country’s largest megattasr¢Carrol, 2000; Vaughan, 1993).
Second, given this was my initial attempt at exiplpissues related to religion and ICT
use, it made sense to start in a context | wadlitawith before studying the topic in
other countries. | grew up attending a Presbyte@iaarch in Roanoke, VA, between
1985 and 1996; and served as a deacon in a chateledn 1998 and 2000. My
familiarity with life in the southeast and more adby Protestantism was instrumental in
helping me gain access to churches and build rappthr the pastors | interviewed.

| began by interviewing pastors because they ae thurch’s leader, thus they play a
central role in developing worship content, makilegisions about ICT use, and guiding
worship services. Finally, because the Atlantarmatea is home to many
megachurches, the pastors interviewed and the lobsi@bserved are arguably “lead
users,” in terms of their ICT use. In other wottti&y are currently using ICTs in ways
that other churches will use them in the futuréisTapproach is consistent with other
researchers who argue that studying extremes me\gceater understanding of design
relevant issues others will encounter in the fu{ien Hippel, 1986).

3.2 The Study

The study consisted of three data-collection cycBgen the study’s exploratory nature
and my interest in translating empirical findingsoi technology ideas, | used methods
commonly used in design ethnographies such as\aligers and semi-structured
interviews. First, | conducted a series of brogadanterviews with student pastors at the
Georgia Institute of Technology. | did this to getense for how church leaders were
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using technology and to better familiarize myseathwhe spiritual terminology used in
churches (e.g., “God’s presence,” “the Holy SpjritLearning how to ask appropriately
phrased questions was critical in developing rajpwah the interviewees so they trusted
me to respect their feelings about technology agidtgality. At the end of the first cycle,
| analyzed the data for promising areas of inqaingl revised the interview protocol to
reflect these areas.

During the study’s second cycle, | used the Intetmédentify pastors at area churches to
interview. | approached churches with websites itiiduded their pastor’s email
address, and then used that to contact them viitlemessage describing my
background and the study. Many of the churchedelcted were included in the Hartford
Institute for Religious Research’s databases of bi&achurche¥. The initial email

was followed-up with a phone call or fax. Out of @pproximately 10,000 churches in
the metro-Atlanta area, 84 were selected and cattat3 pastors agreed to be
interviewed, 11 declined, and the others faileckgpond.

Interviews, in both the first and second cyclestdd approximately an hour. They began
with questions about the participant’s work, aseans of setting the context for the
remainder of the interview. Additionally, | wantembegin with questions that
communicated to pastors that | was interestedamiag about their multiple aspects of
their jobs, not solely about those related to ICThe majority of the interview focused
on ICT’s role in the spiritual aspects of their jalich as the use of technologies in
sermons and church worship. | deliberately usedavibrel “technology” instead of
computer or mobile phone, to broaden the scopke$tudy and to understand further,
what ministers would include in that definition.

During the study’s third cycle, | attended Sundayming services at 10 of the Atlanta-
metro area’s largest and most technologically adedmegachurches (for list of
megachurches visited see Appendix A). During thvesies, | took fieldnotes to capture
information about the parishioners’ behavior, threrall worship experience, and to
capture how technology was used during servicexf@)yMedynskiy, and Grinter,
2007). These observations helped me refine my ideast technology in religious
practice by suggesting directions for questioningrdj the interviews. They also helped
understand what it is like to attend a megachuratship service. As my project
progressed, | found that this familiarity with areagachurches helped me build rapport
with laity interviewed (see Chapter 4 for detailsnally, regularly attending church
grounded me in the very religious practices centrahy research questions.

Interviews and observations were supplemented otitbr occasions to consider ICTs
and Christianity. For example, | watched religipuggrams on television (e.g., “The 700
Club” and the “Hour of Power”), listened to Chrastiradio programs (e.g., “Focus on the
Family” and “Unshackled”) and viewed multiple s&®$ online. | also visited Christian
bookstores (e.g., Family Christian Stores) to skatwypes of materials they had,
particularly those that spoke to the presencedabfrtelogy in Christian life such as

125ee U.S. Megachurch Database, hartfordinstitgémgachurch/database.html
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software and DVD’s. Most importantly, the culmirmatiof these activities forced me to
begin thinking continuously about issues relatedesigning ICTs for religious use and
develop empathy for the individuals and organizegibwas studying.

3.2.1 Sample

Overall, 13 pastors were interviewed and obsermabok place at 10 Atlanta-area
megachurches. Interview participants came fromd3tant Christian churches associated
with the Southern Baptist Church, United Churcl€bfist, Episcopal Church, United
Methodist Church, Evangelical Lutheran Church inekita, and Presbyterian Church.
Churches also varied in size. Of the pastor’'s diesctwo reported having less than
1,000 parishioners. Five pastors’ churches haddstvi,000 and 2,999 members. Six
churches reported having congregations of more03@@h one having 5,000 members.
Although megachurches are often characterizediag beuch larger than any of the
churches in my study, others have offered 2,000 Ineesnas an approximate size. My
findings draw from interviews conducted with pastt@ading the largest churches in the
study.

Observations took place at 10 of Atlanta’s biggistrches to confirm that some of the
patterns and particularly technology uses, | satvtagard about in the interviews.

Again, | used the Hartford Institute for Religiagsearch’s megachurch database to locate
churches with large weekly attendance rates.

Findings are based on 13 transcribed interviewqadfes of fieldnotes and 50
photographs. Standard techniques for extractinty@ce points, thematic clustering,
and intermediate memo writing were used in the s®off the analysis (Glaser and
Strauss, 1967).

3.3 Findings

In this section, | present an overview of my firgirthat begin to answer these questions
1) How are ICTs being used in megachurch serviaag?2) How are American
Protestant Christian megachurch pastors using ICAs&wers to these questions
highlighted three design themes that motivated Chifsihare’s development. These are:
accounting for imagery and screen use in megachmockhip services; preserving
communal worship and increasing laity participation

3.3.1 ICT use in megachurch services

Findings from my observations and interviews prewigtails not included in prior
research examining ICT use in megachurch servapgs &nd make clear that despite
some concerns about integrating ICTs into worshipises (see section 2.3.2) church
leaders appear to widely use and accept it. Moportantly, these findings suggest
there are opportunities to develop ICTs that ateebsuited for religious use.

Every church | attended used ICTs during in therskip services. Projectors and
screens were the most common, while some had nadverate audio-visual, and
lighting systems to accompany their multi-mediar®®s. Sanctuaries typically
contained large public screens around the wallsbahihd the “stage” found at the front
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of each worship environment. Seven of the ten dfeg@lso had televisions that
broadcast service into the church foyer and otimaller rooms. These simulcasts
allowed people, who could not be seated in thetsangbecause it was full, to
“participate” in the service. In two cases, a mégeach also broadcast the pastor’'s
service to another location several miles away“attellite campus.” These churches
also tended to have “overflow rooms”, or spaces dbaommodate laity who are unable
to sit in the main sanctuary. Rather than viewhgdctual pastor, parishioners in the
overflow room watch a large display of the pastdwo other churches that did not have
satellite church were in the process of raisinglfuto build satellite campuses in the U.S.
and in one case overseas.

Screens served the obvious purpose of making tilplesfor pastors to communicate
their message to people inside and outside thdusamyecbut also had another function.
Pastors told me that one of the challenges of pregdo a congregation of more than
2000 parishioners is maintaining the intimacy tied long defined the Christian
Protestant church experience. Screens played anraéenedying this. For example,
during two services | observed baptisms. The bayptist was not elevated, making it
difficult for the entire congregation to see themty so cameras in the sanctuary zoomed
in on it, making the baptism appear larger thamihfthe sanctuary. In this sense, the
screens served the additional role of buildingnigity among laity in megachurches’
cavernous sanctuaries.

During services, the media used included wordsytorts, the pastor himself, and images
to support the sermon content. This is what mostktme about ICT use in
megachurches — the use of imagery during sermauaslitionally, pastor's sermon
consists of speaking from notes and the Bible] lbbiserved and pastors described, using
projected pictures to make aspects of their sermue vivid. For example:

| talked about the road from Jerusalem to Jerictiod | talked about the
difference in depth as that road drops, it is arhile road but it drops
3,000 feet in the process, but while | am talkirgpuwt that we could
actually have footage, video footage, or we coutdupes where people
could actually see what that are looked like.

These aids go beyond those traditionally associatgdservices such as flowers, wall
decorations, and the pastor dressed in officiaésadnd were sometimes more dynamic
and sometimes more specifically relevant to theydteing told (e.g., images of holy
places as they are today). Pastors noted thaugexyimagery for other purposes the
most notable being to reinforce their verbal messagerestingly this hypothesis has
some correlation to the educational literature #hsd suggests that visual aids reinforce
concepts (Mayer and Moreno, 2003). This pastaiarment echoed many | heard:

People are very visual, what people see is veryepil.. its one thing to
hear, but to see and then the combination of seamthearing is very
effective in terms of helping, making things gethi® long-term memory,
in terms of helping people connect and have a bettderstanding.
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| asked pastors where this imagery came from gitgesignificance in their services.
They typically referred me to one of the dozensrdine services available to help them
find relevant content for sermons. Examples ofeta®: Imageving Sermon Centré,
and Movie Ministry*> These sites charge churches a yearly fee farsbef their
content. Using these sites pastors can seareémégery on various topics including the
resurrection, family, and evangelism. Some sitengurovide imagery related to specific
Biblical passages.

Despite their largely positive attitudes towards ititroduction of ICTs into worship
services, pastors discussed some of the limitatbnsing slide systems designed for the
office environments during worship. Consequerdlyparket for religiously orientated
presentation software has emerged. Titles includgue Sunday Plus, SongShow Plus,
and MediaShout (see Figure 4). When | asked paatwyut why they used these more
specifically designed products, they all resporsiedlarly:

There are special things about it because theygeize that in churches
that we need to switch often quickly between aovitlee sermon notes,
possibly a video camera that is going on, MediauSlemables you to see
and then click to process what goes onto the ptojec

During my observations and interviews, | saw anarti@bout use of music, video and
images, in addition to text in sermons. In otherdgoduring my observations | saw
images of both historic Biblical iconography anddem photography (e.g., picture of
the modern view of an historical site), | watchedkeo footage, and of course heard
music to set further context a&ll as accompany singing where appropriate.

Figure 4. Sample of software programs developed twupport church’s media
ministry.

Although multi-media services are not impossibléwiRowerPoint™, it was the degree
of control and manipulation provided by these otterkages that appealed to pastors.
The ability to project content on public displaybil@ reserving a private screen for other

13 See http://www.imagevine.com/.
14 See http://www.sermoncentral.com/.

15 See http://movieministry.com/.
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types of manipulation and control is a centraldeain religiously designed presentation
systems. It is also a new feature in many officespntation packages such as
PowerPoint™ and Keynote™. Members of the churcth stdaity often controlled the
presentations themselves using these tools. Therpaalthough not the people in
physical control of the presentation, emphasizefdature as being central to allowing
them to manage the sermon, to make it engagingiaittto their laity. Importantly,

this suggests there are opportunities to develds Kpecifically designed for church
worship because it may not be appropriate to as$Gmethat work in secular settings
are well suited for sacred ones. This findingguwith understanding imagery and
screen’s key roles in worships were important trefreecount for in ChurchShare.

3.3.2 Pastors and ICT use

Following discussions about ICT use in servicesKed pastors questions about online
technology. We first discussed their church’s wigssand then “virtual” or “cyber
churches.” Pastors’ comments about their churchebsites largely confirmed Sturgill’s
(2004) findings that they offer few opportunities tommunity building. In response to
guestions about forms of online worship, pastookspassionately about how virtual
churches could not substitute for “physically cogntagether,” or what | describe as
preserving communal worship.

All the pastors’ churches had websites. Some clagrbired outside people to design and
maintain them while others had members of theigoegation perform these tasks.
Pastors consistently described using the sitasféom laity of upcoming events,
communicate the names of individuals in need ofgr¢éo the larger congregation, and

to provide information for new members. This resgmwfrom a pastor at one of the area’s
largest churches was indicative of most:

In today’s society and | used to not think this wasessary, but | have
come to the conclusion over the past several ydhese are a lot of
people that find churches that meet their needseayching a website.

A second line of questioning focused on pastot#uates towards virtual of cyber
churches. Given speculation that online churchéoffer an alternative to worshipping
in brick-and-mortar structures in the future (Therga Group, 2001) | was curious to
know pastors’ thoughts on this topic. Indeed, goastparked passionate responses
about how nothing could replace “physically comiogether” to worship.

Some pastors laughed at the idea of worshippingeraind saw parallels between past
speculations that church attendance would deceesag®rship became televised. For
example:

They talked about TV and had the same fear thatlpemould stop
coming to church because you can have church aehbtost people
realized that although TV can be pretty helpfulah also be pretty sterile,
it can’t hug you when you are feeling sad. It cangh with you when
there is a joy that comes into your life. It cawalk with you to the
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graveside; you know there is a community conteghyysically coming
together to worship.

This participant suggested that like televisionlirenforms of worship do not
support a central element of communal worship dad iis appealing to all the
senses. Indeed, television and the internet maprekto the visual and auditory,
but are lacking in the “physicality” that pastoasid | later learned laity, found to
be central to their worship experience. Indeedspegienced this at many of the
churches | visited where laity were asked to goeet another and visitors with
hugs. It was not only the physicality of attendiclyurch that pastors thought
could not be replaced via technology but other forof communication,
specifically face-to-face interactions:

| have read and heard about those things, thab iBseign to me because
where technology is limited, you don’t have theapmity to be with
other people when you are in worship or when yaiiara Sunday school
class, or that sort of thing and learning and wapsis not excluding and
individual isolated thing. How do you sing hymnsewlyou are by
yourself and there is no organ or keyboard to halp? Our tradition is
where people gather for worship for continuing emtian kind of events.
And you do it together.

Pastors also saw this as a drawback of email. fqalyi, most pastors recognized the
role of face-to-face communications for counseleng] tried to steer online situations
into physical meetings (Wyche et. al, 2006). Tppsrt this, pastors frequently referred
to Mathew 18:20 to emphasize why laity physicathyne together and worship. The
verse reads, “For where two or three come togethery name, there am | with them.”
Others used the metaphor of a piece of coal lassngeat when it is outside a fire, to
clarify the significance of coming together duriwgrship. It was these quotes and
similar ones that suggested using technology thcatp physical worship environments
(e.g., Church of Cyberspace and worship settingsdon Second Life) was not an
appropriate way to use ICTs to support church wprdiecause they lacked the
physicallness that is so central to church worshggoprding to the pastors | interviewed.
One pastor even argued that without “physically imgnogether” it was questionable
whether or not these online forms of worship shawen call themselves churches.

| mean its part of the definition of church. Yowknyou don’t have
church unless you physically come together as anaamity, | mean how
else would you define church? Except it is a conmitywh believes and
seekers gathered together around a common purpbsdus to know
God and to serve God.

These findings clearly suggest that using ICT®micate offline worship services fail to

acknowledge a central element of church worshiphysizally coming together. In turn,
this motivated me to imagine other ways ICTs cdaddised to support church worship.
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3.3.2 Increasing Laity Participation

Another key theme that emerged from my interviewth wastors and observations at
churches was their desire to increase laity’s @igdtion in church. Time spent on
private religious activities outside of church rsokvn as “non organizational religiosity.”
It is closely tied to “intrinsic religiosity,” otte degree to which one integrates
religiousness into their daily life. These are bothrelated with building stronger ties
between laity and their churches (Koening et. 897t Peacock and Poloma, 1999).
More broadly, increased religiosity contributegptsitive life satisfaction because it
provides social support and gives individuals’ aeaning to life” (Strawbridge et. al,
1998; Polner, 1989). Thus, it is not surprising estors consistently preached about
encouraging their parishioners to be more mindfuheir faith outside of church. As
one pastor described it:

| am troubled that many of my laity only devotes ont of the 168 hours
in a week to worshipping God on Sundays. He womdbaoev he could
encourage his parishioner’s to “give more time tods

One way megachurches are attempting to increasddlig’s religiosity is by offering
various activities outside of Sunday services idiclg weekly Bible Studies, and
meetings devoted to different demographic groups, (fouth, singles, men, and women).
However, given that church’s primarily used theghsite for communicating to potential
members and to provide existing laity with inforroat | wondered if their was an
opportunity to make their websites more engagimgekisting laity, thus potentially
increasing their interactions with church outsii&onday worship services.

Indeed, the sense that ICTs make laity more passtieer than active in worship is a
concern voiced by others (Crowley; 2004; Schul2f$0). In response to this, two of the
megachurches | visited gave laity worksheets t@fit during services. Similar to a
teacher, pastors at these churches prepared osliliies to clarify material presented in
their sermons. Laity were asked to fill in the waitkets with answers to the questions
when they were presented on the screen (for exasegl@ppendix D). However,

pastors at churches where worksheet were not nssgtvices criticized this practice.
Specifically, they said such practice were appaiprfor the classroom rather than
church worship, and that the rote act of fillingainswers on a worksheet made faith “too
easy.” For example:

| don't really think it is all that productive to ake faith such a
convenience . . . the sermon, we can get the coatgrthere, but there is
something about content and atmosphere that is golvior spiritual
benefit that we can’t capture with technology.

Broadly, these finding demonstrate the prevalerid€ts — specifically digital imagery
and projection screens— in church worship and pl@a more nuanced understanding of
their impact than what was previously availabléh@a largely descriptive studies
examining ICT use and church worship. They alghlight a key theme that motivated
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ChurchShare — imagining alternative ways to engaggachurch laity with worship
service.

3.4 Implications for ChurchShare

Pastors’ experiences paired with my observatiomst po various design opportunities
including building on existing ICT practices of mgiscreen and imagery in services and
to use ICTs to increase laity’s participation clurgs noted earlier, many previous
design efforts meant to support worship focus @hicating offline environments, online
(e.g., virtual churches). Through my interviews abdervations, | learned that these
contradict a central element of church worship +ysically coming together to worship.
Thus, | chose to imagine alternative ways ICTsaamance church worship. Building on
churches’ existing practices of using ICTs duriegvges and church leaders’ desire to
increase laity’s involvement in the church weretcarfindings that influenced
ChurchShare’s development. Specifically, | chimsgevelop a system that takes
advantage of churches’ existing use of projectemimhology during services. Unlike,
other efforts to use ICTs to support church wors@ipurchShare merges the offline
environment with an online one, rather than tregpthem as separate entities. In this
chapter, | focused on findings most relevant torCh8hare. A more descriptive account
of these results can be found in the Appendix B .

At the end of the next chapter, | revisit themesawered in this formative study, and pair

them with those from my study examining megachued. 1 then elaborate on how
they collectively motivated ChurchShare and subsetiy affected its design.
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CHAPTER 4: Megachurch Laity and ICT use

My interviews with pastors and observations in ches provided a foundation for
thinking about ICT use in megachurches. Howevesamted to understand these issues
from laities’ perspective, because they would bgdtakeholders in any system used in
worship services. Thus, | conducted another foraattudy motivated by the following
guestions 1) How are American Protestant Christiagachurch laity using ICTs in
religious practices? 2) What are their attitudegatimls new media in worship services?
Key findings that emerged from this study were thay are using ICTs in a variety of
ways tied to their faith, they accepted ICTs presan church worship, and rather than
being concerned about new media in worship (likeesof the pastors | interviewed)
they were concerned about meeting other church laitleed, church fellowship, or the
outward expression and demonstration of the inemeliation in which all Christian
believers are united with one another is centrahtarch worship (Kimball, 2003);
however as congregations grow, developing thegaame relations becomes more
challenging. This chapter concludes with a disicursabout how findings from this
study and ones discussed in Chapter Three, mativayedecision to use an Internet-
based photo-sharing site to exploring how religigimips adopt ICTs.

4.1 The Study

| conducted twenty (15 women, 5 men) interviewshvpiarticipants’ at their homes. |
chose to do this at participants’ homes — rathan tht churches — | was asking
guestions about their personal religious practiaed, wanted to ensure they felt
comfortable talking about this; homes providediggte setting that churches lacked.
Participants were recruited via word of mouth, f§/posted at area megachurches, and
Internet-based classified advertisements. | cordlictterviews in individuals’ homes,
because it was a comfortable place for them todp#nly about their faith and so | could
see first hand how they are using ICTs. All livadhe greater metropolitan Atlanta area,
ranged in age from 21 — 68 years old, and idedti#ig Protestant Christian, with eight
describing themselves as “born again.” Nearly gyparticipant had attended a smaller
church before attending a megachurch. This isagdrising given that megachurches
began started to emerge during the 1980’s (Vaudl#88). Participants had a variety of
occupations including a student, nutritionist, lagmderwriter, and a teacher. All
reported attending church worship regularly, wihshying they attended every week.

Semi-structured interviews allowed me to exploentbs relevant to the participants and
to develop intimacy between participants and mys€lis was necessary given the
personal nature of religion. All sessions lasted to one-and-a-half hours and consisted
of an interview, a tour of the participant’'s horaad a design exercise. Blythe et. al's
(2002) “technology biographies” guided my interv&gewhus | asked focused questions
about individuals’ technology use and then proloefiitther understand its relationship

to their faith.

| stopped conducting interviews once | reachedratin. Interviews were transcribed,
resulting in a corpus of approximately 300 pag&pproximately 100 photographs were
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taken, and 50 pages of fieldnotes were gener&@egplementing these were memos
documenting my more introspective thoughts anccéitbns about the themes emerging
in the data. The constant comparative method guildéa analysis in conjunction with
reading religion, social science, and human-cedteoenputing literature (Glasser and
Strauss, 1967).

4.2 Findings

In this section, | present finding that broadly a@@se how megachurch laity are using
ICTs to support their faith and their attitudes &ods ICTs in church worship. | discuss
how these findings, and those from my prior studitienced ChurchShare’s
development. Ones from this study include buildingdaity’s current ICT practices,
providing laity with more opportunities to reflemt their faith, and increasing fellowship
among laity.

4.2.1 Megachurch Laity and ICT use

During my home tours, | observed various ways I@Editated faith related activities.
This demonstrated how spiritual experiences ar@taiaied and supported via ordinary
technologies, and that laity integrate religiorittieir daily ICT use.

Nearly all our participants reported watching semsionline. In most cases, they
watched sermons made available to them on thenchrauwebsites, but some reported
downloading them from other sites including “Berttipn Ministries™® and “Sermon
Audio.”*” Religious individuals enjoyed being able to accsnons at anytime from
anywhere around the world and share them with sth&wo participants used VolP
(e.g., Skype) to pray with family members livingadd, while more than half used their
mobile phones for faith related purposes. For eptanparticipants described using the
texting function on their cell phones to send mgssaf “encouragement” to family and
friends from church. These messages typicallyhetl relevant verses from the Bible.
Two participants carried digital versions of thgible on their mobile phones. Both
described enjoying having “the Word” with them kitianes and being able quickly
browse it whenever and wherever they wanted.

All participants were familiar with their churchigebsite and nearly half described
viewing it at least once a week. It was commortlieir churches to send weekly
updates with links to newsletters or other curreftrmation posted on the website (e.qg.,
prayer requests). Three participants distinguighedt church’s website from others by
making it their homepage, thus the first site thisjted when accessing the Internet.
Similarly, other participants “bookmarked” theirwrbh’s sites to make it easier for them
to access. They looked at it to find informatiomatchurch upcoming events (the most

16 See Benny Hinn Ministries, http://www.bennyhinmyotefault.cfm.

" See Sermon Audio, http://www.sermonaudio.com/raain.
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common being information related to their smallups®), download a memorable
sermon, view lists of people in need of prayemezeive a daily devotional.

Though not directly tied to ICT use, a frequentaef among those | interviewed was a
desire to have more opportunities to reflect ofir fagth during in daily lives. Indeed,
there was a sense that they could always be doarg,mather it was studying the Bible,
regularly praying, or just acknowledging God’s @m®se in their daily lives. Many
echoed this refrain:

During the day | will sometimes see something jilsitmakes me want to
say a quick prayer. Like I'll be walking down theegt and it's a beautiful
day or something, so I'll say “Thank you god, foe twvonderful weather
you have given me” and stuff like that . . .Itustjimportant to have God
on your mind . . .but sometimes it if hard becagmehave so much other
stuff going on.

One way participants worked to integrate theitfaito their lives was through material
artifacts. HCI researchers have explored how rnadtartifacts such as lists, calendars,
clutter and refrigerator doors support domesticaa@rangements. Consistent among
this research is the repeated characterizatiomwiedtic artifacts and the activities they
support as “everyday.” The everyday theme appedesat to a characterization of the
home, and the activities that take place in ilaaking qualities that set some objects
apart from others.

A strong theme across the material artifacts weentered was their role in helping
participants reflect on their life of faith. Somarficipants characterized this as using
these artifacts as reminders to set aside thowgll® ordinary and focus on the
“extraordinary,” or their relationship with the dme. Having the notes in place helped
them to retain this focus on their faith. As onetipgpant explained:

[The notes] always remind me... Like a lot of tirngisould be working
for the Lord, rather than other people. And theaiways try to remember
that I’'m working really hard, doing certain thingasnd people may not
appreciate it, and that may make me bitter, orugeset, | take a look at
those and remember it doesn’t matter what theykthiit matters what the
Lord thinks.

| observed examples of religious artifacts thatex@sviously connected to participants’
faith. For example, pictures and physical crosseiewwresent in homes. Texts drawn
from the Bible also highlighted that a particulaifact was religious in nature. However,
we also saw other artifacts that initially did moply religion, even though our
participants used them for faith-related purpoBes.example, | frequently encountered
scenes from nature, flowers, sunrises, and so.fGxtin participants told us that those

'8 One response that megachurches have developedtitesa the challenge of building relationships in
their congregations is by dividing their congregas into smaller groups. These groups typically tmee
weekly outside of Sunday worship services.
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images reminded them how their faith included tteaton of these phenomena. These
beliefs extended to their online experiences, witleen savers and backgrounds having
important religious significance.

4.2.2 Attitudes towards ICT use in worship

During my interviews with pastors, | found thatr tbe most part, ICTs were an accepted
aspect of contemporary worship services. To erglois from another perspective |
interviewed megachurch laity, asking them questadmsut how worship has changed
over time and about their current attitudes towd@Isuse in services. Broadly, all but
two participants described enjoying new media imskigp, meaning they preferred it

over worship services lacking ICTs. Instead ohgesoncerned about media’s presence
in church worship, laity | interviewed expresseai@arns about not being able to interact
with fellow church members.

| asked participants about new media use in theganhurches. Their descriptions were
similar to what | had seen in my observations ajacburches. Screens were used to
display word to hymns, announcements, and to shdeog. When | asked participants to
comment on it presence in worship, most spoke tgmew media, saying that it made
worship “less boring,” and that the visuals helffgeim learn about the message being
preached. For example:

We have screens up in—all over that, you knowcantéinuously running,
and it can be about what we’re promoting now, yoaw, it could be on
global mission it could be about vacation bible aak—just different
things. You know, I think it's good.

Or

Uh, well, | mean, usually it's like a video tapesoinething, maybe an
upcoming an event or something like . . .Well,i’tdthink they’re
distracting, they use the projections becausesitfsctive, | think, you
know, because it helps you learn, it also makadittle bit modern, you
know.

4.2.3 Increasing Social Fellowship at Church

Rather than media’s presence that caused coneostead it was not being able to meet
people, or engage in social fellowship, with otlaély that many megachurch
parishioners saw as a drawback of being in sugje leongregations. More than half
described this as being the biggest difference &etviheir experiences attending a
smaller church and attending a megachurch. For pkeam

It's Faith Christian Center. In Smyrna, Georgia.dAih has, they say

about 2000-3000 members. Which is very differemhfthe church that |
grew up in. .. My church that | grew up in wasamgmaller. And...
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Basically, it's harder in this church, harder tofl the intimate
relationship that you have with everybody as i ismaller church.

Or

Um, you know, it's funny, um, you see that if, koow, if, if you sit in the
same area all the time, you're goin’ see kind ef $ame people. So
everybody kind of gravitates to their normal spotheir familiar spot—
but sometimes it is hard to meet new people.

Perhaps it is not surprising that as churches gewen larger it is difficult for laity to

build and sustain personal relationship with otagy. However, this is problematic
because social fellowship is central to attendimgrch (Crowley, 2007). Pastors noted
this and laity described wanting more if it. Thisling paired with an understanding that
pastors wanted to increase laities’ participatioshurch outside of worship, and that
megachurches’ websites offered few opportunitiesaity to interact with one another
initially motivated ChurchShare’s development.

4.3 Discussion: Digital Photography and Internet-ba  sed photo-sharing

This formative research suggests there are oppbesito design ICTs so they are more
responsive to the needs of megachurch pastorsadggdm this section, | elaborate on
how the themes uncovered in my formative studiesvaited my decision to use
Internet-based photo-sharing as platform for expiphow religious organizations adopt
and use ICTs, and subsequently ChurchShare’s davelat. Recall the most prominent
design opportunities that emerged from my formatveek: increasing laity involvement
in church and encouraging social fellowship amaity! Embedded within these design
opportunities were others that shaped ChurchShdesign:

Accounting for imagery and screen use in megachwariship services
Preserving communal worship
Building on megachurch laity’s current ICT practce

In recent years, the widespread use of digital cashn@nd emergence of internet-based
photo-sharing websites such as Flickr.com signalique opportunity for megachurches
interested in building community and incorporatiady generated media into their
worship services. Internet-based photo-shariniisdance seem well suited for
meeting those needs; prior research examiningadligitotography and internet based
photo sharing support this.

4.3.1 Why Digital Photography?

During the last few years, there has been an exyplad products and services for doing
“digital photography.” Studies of digital cameraeusemonstrate how these devices are
changing individuals’ photo practices (e.g., Rodded Wood, 2003). Traditional paper
photographs were largely used to support memobeatgast events among friends and
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family members (Chalfen, 1987), but digital photggrs are used for additional purposes
and are shared with a broader range of people.

These additional purposes include: self-expressiaking art; creating and maintaining
social relationships; and communicating one’s mastbp in an organization; functions
“traditional” paper photographs are not widely usegupport (Kindberg et. al, 2005;
Makela et. al, 2000; Voida and Mynatt, 2005; Gning905;Van House, 2007).
Photography practices are changing because peakaartore pictures than ever before.
Compared to traditional photography, taking anchexging digital photographs costs
less and is more flexible than analog photograporeover, the medium’s spontaneous
nature makes it attractive for exploring new formhg€ommunication (Voida and Mynatt,
2005).

Simultaneously, scholarly literature spanning aetgrof disciplines has consistently
shown the centrality of imagery (e.g., symbolspgand art) in religion. Morgan has
shown that across diverse faiths, imagery facdgdielief by connecting people to each
other and to the sacred experience of religion ¢dor 2005). My formative research
supports this. For example, | found that photolgsagre projected during worship
services and that laity’'s homes are filled withtpies used to remind them of their faith.
This paired with digital cameras’ widespread usel@enaan appealing ICT for
developing a system around. Specifically, it (ffalow-cost and flexible way for
church laity to contribute to the new media alredbplayed during their churches’
worship services. Although the intersection of éheew practice and religion has not
been examined, | hypothesize that religious indialts will use photography to capture
meaningful moments connected to their faith, thugig them additional opportunities to
reflect on it and simultaneously develop medid taa be shared during church worship
serviceysee CHAPTER 1; Research Questions 1.3; QuestionHypothesis 1)

4.3.2 Why Internet-Based Photo-Sharing?

Today there are various systems developed to hdlpiduals manage their growing
digital photograph collections, recently these aggpions have made it easier for users to
share these images online. Online photo-sharieg siich as Flickr, Snapfish, and
ImageShare, also respond to individual’'s desiightire their pictures (Miller and
Edwards, 2007). It is widely accepted that photphsdend themselves to sharing
because they stimulate conversations and fostatsliong (Balabanovic and Wolf,
2000; Crabtree, Rodden, and Mariani, 2004; Frohkarchinsky and Pering, 2004).
These qualities, specifically, stimulating convéisa highlight why | chose to develop a
photo-sharing site. Laity wanted to interact withraader number of people at their
churches and found this difficult to do as theingeegations grew. Thus, | hypothesize
that the conversation stimulated by the photogrgpbgcted during worship services
will increase social fellowship among church Iggge CHAPTER 1; Research
Questions 1.3 Question 1, Hypothesis 2)

Other human-centered computing researchers reamghiato-sharing sites’ potential in

building relationships among members of an orgditizaFor example, Thom-Santelli
and Millen (under review) developed a photo-shasitg to investigate how members of
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a secular corporation use them. They hypotheslzdohoto-sharing sites could transmit
the norms and values associated with an organizatolture throughout a corporation.
They concluded that photo-sharing sites are a béuasource for an organization’s
newcomers because viewing the photographs motittaées to interact with an
organization’s veterans to learn more about a coryipaulture.

My research extends this prior effort in two importtways. First, Thom-Santelli and
Millen’s research took place in a secular workisgtt Central to my thesis is
investigating how ICTs are used to support acasithat take placeutsidework
environments. Indeed, | hypothesize that deplogmdCT in a worship setting will
highlight new factors that motivate ICT use2é CHAPTER 1; Research Questions

1.3; Question 2, Hypothesis 1) Second, although the authors do not specify whether
not their participants are immigrants, | specuthtd their user group was largely
comprised of U.S. born participants. By deployingu€@&hShare in immigrant churches, |
will examine a participant group that has been loo&ed in human-center computing
disciplines. | hypothesize doing so will demongraow religious useful shared contexts
for understanding for understanding the culturiedences that underlies users
interactions with technologigee CHAPTER 1; Research Questions 1.3)
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CHAPTER 5: Proposed Research: Deploying
ChurchShare

The primary goal of my proposed research is to tstded how culturally different
churches negotiate the introduction of an ICT depetl for them. | use an online
intervention called ChurchShare to do this. | guaed ChurchShare’s design in rigorous
formative studies with church pastors, laity, abdervations at multiple megachurch
worship services. Because religion provides aalidetry point for investigating how
cultural differences mediate ICT use, | will deplBiiurchShare in three culturally
different churches. In this chapter, | provideailstabout the site’s design and then
discuss findings from a feasibility study conductgth media directors at area
megachurches. Finally, | elaborate on my plardefdoy the application in Atlanta-area
churches.

5.1 ChurchShare: Design Overview

ChurchShare was developed using the flickr™ ApglcaProgramming Interface or
API, thus photographs will be uploaded, shared,abid to be downloaded, in a way
similar to this popular photo sharing site. AlthaughurchShare will function like
flickr™, I made the following design decisions tlagferentiate it from the site:

ChurchShare will link to megachurches’ existingsitA button linking users to
ChurchShare’s home page will appear on particigathurches’ homepages.
This will make it easy for users to access theasiig communicate to them that it
is acceptable for religious uses and correspontstyos current practices (e.g.,
looking at their church’s homepage).

ChurchShare’s home page will feature religious iesaip distinguish it from
secular photo-sharing sites. This is inline witmpaell’s (2005) suggestion that
religious websites should visually communicate thay are set apart from their
secular counterparts. Thus, a collection of imagelsiding a church, silhouette
of a person praying, and sunrise, that are refreapen users’ visit to the site
(Figure 6).

| will ask users to upload significant photograesn everyday life. This
includes, but is not limited to, photographs docotimg the many possible ways
in which Christian’s experience God’s presencéeirtlives. Predicting what
photographs users will upload is difficult. Howeyéirere are various flickr™
“groups (e.g., “The Best of God’s Creation,” “Godlsosen pictures,” and
“Enjoying God’s beauty”) where religious individgashare pictures highlighting
“God’s presence” in their everyday lives. Phototyiam these groups
predominately depict natural themes such as suiggeen pastures, and
mountain scenes.
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Figure 6: Changing imagery featured on ChurchShares homepage

In addition to sharing photos with other church roers, the system will have an
offline component. To facilitate greater laity ilvement in worship services and
to create new opportunities for laity to interadthwone another, pictures will be
downloaded from the site and projected during $etetmes in worship services.
Specifically, pictures will be displayed 15 minutesfore and 15 minutes
following worship. These times are referred tahes“pre” and “post” service;
they are informal time periods in-between formalsiip. Laity typically enter
and exit the sanctuary during these times. |ehoshow the picture during the
pre and post service because | do not want tomtisowtine aspects of churches’
services (e.g., the sermon, singing, and prayersjwhich are rituals grounded in
theological and denominational concerns).

Finally, the system was designed to be lightweigtganing it does not require
significant time and skill to maintain. This willlew me to focus on the social
and culture dialogues surrounding the technolotherahe technology itself.

Figure 7: ChurchShare site.
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5.2 Feasibility Study: Expert interviews and short term deployment with
colleagues

Prior to developing ChurchShare, | conducted faterviews with media directors at
area megachurches. | did this to find potentiatgdao deploy the application and to
understand if my idea was feasible. In conjunctaath these, | also asked members of
my research lab to interact with the system to uacany usability issues. | briefly
describe what was learned from these experiencgsnmnstrate that | am ready to move
forward with my proposed studies.

Megachurches typically employ an individual or anteto produce worship servicEs.
The individuals | interviewed had various titlesluding “Media Director,” and
“Director of Contemporary Worship.” | met each i@pant at their church, described
my motivation for creating the site, and then diésct ChurchShare using several
illustrations (e.g., Figures 1, 2, and 7). | asktegbse individuals if ChurchShare was
practical, because it would largely be their reslaifity to download pictures from the
site and project them during the pre and post-serviFurthermore, | wanted them to
uncover any potential problems that might accompeptoying this application in their
services.

Although my sample was small, | felt confident ioving forward with the site
following the interviews. All participants specddtthe application could potentially
increase laity participation and encourage fellawst their congregations. They added
there was time before services to download andagppihotographs from the site.
Participants also highlighted factors for me tosidar as | move forward with
developing the site. For example, all participantgphasized that the application look
“professionally designed,” rather than amateuriSlome speculated there might be the
potential for people to upload questionable imagerthe site; however, they said they
could easily filter these out of the presentatilaies before projecting them in the
sanctuary. Two participants emphasized that sieesuwill have to upload images at a
high resolution so that they do not appear blurnemprojected during services. In
addition to projecting pictures during worship, soparticipants suggested they could
also appear on the televisions commonly found igankurch foyers. Finally, during
these interviews | sensed that the participante sercerely excited about the
application. All shared a desire to use ICTs mowative ways during worship and
thought ChurchShare could potentially be an inngeatway. Finally, thee participants
expressed a desire to participate in my long-tegpiayment of the application.

Finally, during the spring 2008 semester | askethbvers of my research lab to interact
with the system. Specifically, they were instructediog-onto the site, create an account,
and upload imagery. Five individuals participatedhis exercise and we collectively
viewed their photographs during a lab meeting. Bsrcise highlighted usability issues,

¥ These interviews took place with media directotsowwork at megachurches that cater to white,
American, middle-to-upper middle class laity.
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and pointed to opportunities for making the sitsei@afor newcomers to use. For
example, | added text reminding users to uploadyeaat 800 x 600 pixels or higher so
that they would not appear overly pixilated wheajgcted.

5.3 Proposed Study: Understanding ChurchShare’'s ado ption among
culturally different religious groups

Central to my thesis is investigating how churchegotiate the introduction of an ICT
developed for them. | will deploy ChurchSharehree culturally distinct locations, a
church with a predominately American congregatare with Kenyans living in Atlanta,
and one with Brazilians living in Atlanta. In théection, | will describe my broad plan
for implementing two rounds of research. The ficatnd will be a pilot study to help me
fine-tune the site and refine my interview protofayla second round of longer-term
deployments.

5.3.1 Initial Study

During fall 2008, | will conduct a two month-longusly members of an area church. The
church’s pastor participated in my research’s fdiveastudy and he has expressed
interest in using ChurchShare with members of higch. Given that | am most familiar
and have already developed ties with megachuratraprised of primarily American
laity, | will deploy ChurchShare with them firsth& study’s first two weeks will act as a
pilot study. Meaning | will use this time to unceany technical issue that may arise
when a large number of people (more than 5) ussytsiem and to help me to develop
an interview protocol. As Seidman (1998) notes,thanticipated twists and turns of the
interviewing process and the complexities of therwiewing relationship deserve
exploration before the researcher plunges headidoghe thick of their project. Given
religion’s personal nature and that | find mysedifuently interacting with individuals
who share different beliefs from mine, pilotingantiew questions has and will remain
central to my research process.

Like megachurches, Marietta Vineyard attracts eecgl Christians. Moreover, they
engage in weekly worship sessions that rely hedagdiinology. They use screens,
projectors, and PowerPoint™ slides to display hyams$ announcements during their
services.

5.3.2 Deployments in Immigrant Churches

As | have noted earlier Atlanta, GA, is an excdllglace for me to conduct my proposed
research. Religion remains a vibrant and pervgsaveof many individuals’ lives in the
southeast U.S. and this appears to extend to #asagrowing immigrant community.
The large number of immigrant churches locatedhéndity’s suburbs suggest this.

Atlanta has historically been known for its radalersity and as the city continues to
rapidly grow it is also becoming known for increagsethnic diversity. Employment
opportunities, relative low cost of living (compdr® other urban areas), and existing
cultural diversity are often pointed to as reasshg Atlanta has become a growing
destination for immigrants (Duchon et. al, 200Exact numbers are difficult to obtain
because of individuals’ immigration status, howeves estimated that 4,557 Brazilians
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and 4,651 individuals from of West African deceadite does not specify if they are
Kenyan) in the Atlanta regiofl.| have identified three predominately Braziliauathes
in the area and two that attract Kenya immigrandsn in the process of visiting these
churches and determining which ones would be npgstopriate for me to deploy
ChurchShare.

During each deployment, | will work closely withwfeh leaders to answer their
guestions about the site and to insure that | @gpeir worship services. | will also
attend Sunday services where photographs downldaaledChurchShare are projected.

5.3.3 Research Questions and Long-term Evaluation

| will collect three types of data during the dgpteents. To understand how often the site
is used | will collect log-data using Google Anadgt The bulk of my data will come

from a series of semi-structured interviews andifogroups conducted with church
pastors and laity. Finally, | will conduct obsetigas conducted at churches where
ChurchShare is deployed. These multiple datacesuwill be used to answer the
following questions:

What new ICT practices will emerge among churcty lahen ChurchShare is
used?

o H1: I hypothesize that religious individuals wieiphotography to
capture meaningful moments connected to their fitls giving them
additional opportunities to reflect on it and sitankeously allowing them
to develop media that can be shared during chuorkhip services

0 H2: I hypothesize ChurchShare will promote new alazation styles
among megachurch laity. Specifically, conversaistimulated by the
photographs projected during worship servicesiwiliease social
fellowship among church laity

o | will determine this by deploying ChurchShare éalrworld worship
settings and by conducting focus groups with ugerd non-users) of the
site. Observations in churches where ChurchShategpkyed will
accompany these interviews. Additionally, | willedyze the photographs
users post to the site and ask them about theivatimns for capturing
and sharing these images at church.

What factors differentiate religious uses of ICHeatentiate from secular uses?

0 Ha3: I hypothesize that deploying an ICT in a wopséetting will highlight
new factors that motivate ICT use. For examplengi$CTs to account for
faith-related instances in daily life and activpbrticipate in church
worship.

o | will determine this through a series of interveeand focus groups with
megachurch laity. Specifically, | will ask questsoabout why they chose
to (or not) use the site. | will code participamesponses looking for

2 Source: 2000 Census Data on Foreign-Born Populakip region, Country or Area of Birth,
http://www.census.gov/
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instances of them describing (or not) how Church&hHdowed to
integrate their spiritual practices into their bve

What factors motivate ICT adoption in immigrant athes? Related to this
guestion, How are those factors alike and diffefieorh those of non-immigrant
churches?

0 H4: I hypothesize that immigrant churches will atlapd use
ChurchShare for reasons different from non-immigcnurches. These
reasons may include a desire to share photographsiet only members
of their church, but friends and family living indir home countries.

o Although, I conducted interviews and observatioifts wegachurch
pastors and laity in Nairobi, Kenya, and Sao PaBitazil, findings from
these studies did not directly inform ChurchShade'sign. However, this
research will inform its evaluation. Specificallyyill deploy
ChurchShare in three culturally distinct churchigse first will be
comprised of primarily American-born Christian {aithe second and
third deployments will take place in Christian ottues comprised of
Kenyans and Brazilians living in the metro-Atlaataa.

During deployments, | will interview church medimetttors, pastors, and laity that use
the site a great deal and those who rarely ussitdaeChurch media directors and pastors
oversee media during worship; as a result, theynconty receive feedback from laity
regarding how successful services were. Thus vigerg them will allow me to

uncover their congregation’s broader thoughts abmarporating ChurchShare into their
services.

These interviews will be paired with focus groupsprised of church laity who
frequently upload imagery to the site and ones vahely use it. This will be determined
by tracking the number of photographs users po€hiarchShare. By interviewing
“extremes”, | hope to answer my proposed questioesause these participants will
allow me to explore a broad range of users’ expegs using the site. | will conduct two
rounds of focus groups with laity from each chundtere ChurchShare is deployed.
During the first focus group, | will ask particigarabout their current ICT and faith
practices. | will ask them about their experienggisig the system, the images they
posted on the site. During the second focus gnoyguestions will focus on the
applications overall affect on their worship expage,
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CHAPTER 6: Completed Work and Timetable for
Completion

This chapter outlines the plan for completing thgeiarch proposed in this thesis, as well
as a description of what work is finished. RefefT&wle 1 below for a timetable outlining
my proposed work.

Formative studies investigating how megachurchesy pastors, and their laity use ICTs
for religious purposes in Atlanta, Ga., are congldhe results from these studies have
been analyzed. The American pastor study was hdaiat CSCW 2006 and a paper
documenting my research examining megachurchiwimyder review for CHI 2009.
The last part of this thesis researelfChurchShare’s deploymenthas yet to be
completed. A working prototype of ChurchShare ex#std | have recruited an MS HCI
student to help me conduct my proposed studiesli2®08. | am in the process of
recruiting individuals at a non-immigrant churchuise the site for the first deployment.
Users will begin uploading images and share thermguwvorship services for 4-6 week
in December and January. Interviews will also taleee during this time. | am working
on the interview protocol for these interviews. ther, | am in the process of locating a
Kenyan and Brazilian immigrant church interesteganticipating in my research.

Table 1: Table showing activities that remain to cmplete for the thesis work, with
estimated completion dates.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: List of Megachurches Observed

Church Name Pastor Location Average Denomination
Attendance %

First Baptist Charles Stanley | Atlanta, GA 6,000 Southern Baptist Convention

Church

Church of the Micheal A. Atlanta, GA 2,000 Anglican

Apostles Youssef

Mt. Paran David Cooper Atlanta, GA 7,850 Church of God

Church of God

World Creflo Dollar College Park, | 15,000 Nondenominational

Changers GA

Ministries

New Birth Eddie Long Lithonia, GA | 15,000 Baptist

Missionary

Baptist Church

Mt. Pisgah Allen Hunt Alpharetta, 5,100 United Methodist Church

Church GA

North Point Andy Stanley Alpharetta, 18,013 Nondenominational

Community GA (main

Church campus)

North Point Andy Stanley Atlanta, GA n/a Nondenominational

Community (satellite

Church - campus)

Buckhead

Victory World Dennis and Norcross, GA | n/a Nondenominational

Church Colleen Rouse

2 Information from U.S. Megachurch Database, hadiftstitute.org/megachurch/database.html
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Appendix B: CSCW 2006 Paper
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Appendix C: Paper Submitted to CHI 2009
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