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During an undergraduate class, students read the book Networked Theology. The motif of 

technology and its impact on theology have never been incorporated into a meaningful 

discussion in past semesters. The goal was to examine the theological implications of technology 

and its impact on religious practice and understanding. At the onset of the class, it was unclear 

what students would glean and how it would inform further exploration. This study led students 

to a deeper discussion about technology and theology and produced student-driven research, 

looking beyond the walls of the classroom for new insights in this largely uncharted area.  
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Stained Glass to Screens: How Modern Technology Influences an Ancient Faith 

Leslie Long and Morgan Mitchell  

 

Introduction 

During an upper-division undergraduate class, Theology in Ministry, students read the 

book Networked Theology by Heidi A. Campbell and Stephen Garner. The course is required for 

students seeking a degree in youth ministry or religious education at Oklahoma City University. 

The motif of technology and its impact on theology have never been incorporated into a 

meaningful discussion in past semesters of this course, but the growth of technology has made 

this an important theological discussion to enter into, especially with students who will be in full-

time ministry. The goal of studying Networked Theology was to examine on a deeper level, the 

theological implications of technology and its impact on religious practice and understanding. 

The book then became the framework which guided our discussions. At the onset of the study, it 

was unclear what students would glean and how the class would inform further exploration. 

Through this paper, we will examine a process of discovery which led students to a deeper 

discussion about technology and theology and produced student-driven research, looking beyond 

the walls of the classroom for new insights in this largely uncharted area. Suggestions for further 

research and discussion are included as there is still much to unpack and sort through 

theologically, ethically, pedagogically, and sociologically.  

 

Pedagogical Setting  

The class entitled “Theology in Ministry” was held at Oklahoma City University, a 

United Methodist affiliated private institution, for undergraduate students in the Wimberly 

School of Religion. The class consisted of six students under the guidance of Dr. Leslie Long 

who sought to uncover what technology means for the present and the future of the church. The 

primary framework for this discussion was a professor-assigned book, Networked Theology by 

Heidi A. Campbell and Stephen Garner, but other supplemental resources were used for 

reference throughout. The class met twice a week for an hour and fifteen minutes per session.  

Students were assigned readings each week from the main textbook. Scheduled class 

times were largely devoted to discussion--a small number of questions would be posed, then 

students would brainstorm and debate, using their own experiences and the readings to explore 

the topics at length.  

 

For the final assignment, the class syllabus stated the following: 

 

Technology and Theology Project - this will be an organic project that will come out of 

your reading and working together as a class. Participation in the discussion and 

formation of what we decide to create will be a large part of the grade. The final work 

will be prepared and presented during finals week. 
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After several weeks of deliberation with still much to discuss, the class came to the 

conclusion that the topic at hand was bigger than a handful of people could unpack over the 

duration of one semester. Technology has been a significant influence in the lives of everyone in 

the class, and we are beginning to see the impact it has, but we could not pin down what it all 

means for the future of the church. With the creation and distribution of a survey, we hoped to 

find some clarity. 

 

Initial Thoughts From Two Perspectives: The Student and the Professor 

Morgan Mitchell, Oklahoma City University Graduate of May 2017 

This adolescent phase of the technological era represents a stage of development, a 

transitional period, a time of flux when more development and learning are needed and 

necessary. As a recent graduate and young adult in the adolescent phase of the technological era, 

I am immersed culturally and personally in the mirrored reality known as “social media.” 

Accordingly, I approached this class with plenty of information, experiences, and thoughts about 

technology. Technology has influenced my relationships to others, my self-esteem and identity, 

my daily habits, the way I obtain and sort through information, and many other aspects of my 

life. It has changed social norms and rules of common courtesy, given me a voice (for better or 

worse), and it has even intensified pre-existing generational gaps in my own experience.  

Apprehension is abundant in regards to topics such as cyber-bullying, personal security, 

the potential effects of frequent media consumption on our bodies, the dangers of immediate 

gratification, and overwhelming amounts of stimuli. With access to an excessive supply of 

information and tools, we have to make choices about etiquette, anonymity, physical and mental 

health, and ethics. As we move into and explore this new and uncharted era, these concerns come 

with the territory. Equally pressing though is the impact on our collective and individual spiritual 

well-being. Although I had previously given thought to how our words, bodies, actions, and 

communities affect our theological understandings and spiritual experiences, I had not begun to 

examine the connection between the church and today’s advancements in technology (and the 

accompanying shifts in our way of life). Dr. Long launched us into the realm of networked 

theology with more questions than answers. Through open debate and discussion amongst the 

small class of religion majors, our questions only intensified and multiplied. It became evident 

that we lacked a comprehensive understanding of the implications that these technologies, which 

we engage every day, have on almost every aspect of our lives. As students hoping to be in some 

form of ministry in the future, we were determined to explore the ways technology affects the 

church as a whole, how we understand our faith, and all the diverse people that we may be in 

ministry with. Heidi A. Campbell and Stephen Garner’s Networked Theology then set us into 

motion. We did everything from track our own phone usage to grapple with our own ideas of 

what good community, relationships, traditions, and belief systems are actually like. At the end 

of the semester we created a survey that came out of an organic desire to gain a better 

understanding of how others may interact with the relationship between technology and spiritual 

life.  
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Dr. Leslie Long, Associate Professor of Religious Education/Youth Ministry  

As a professor who did not grow up with technology, but has grown to appreciate its 

possibilities, it became important to think about the growing impact it has on the young adults in 

the Wimberly School of Religion. With a rising national discourse involving both faith and 

technology, it became clear that the relationship between the two could not be denied. How this 

conversation will affect personal faith formation now and in the future is a topic in need of 

ongoing consideration. The classroom setting appeared to be a good starting place for delving 

into this timely topic. In a course where students still spend a majority of the time constructing 

their personal credo over God, Jesus Christ, the Holy Spirit, humanity, sin and evil, and the 

Church, a new element was added to the colloquy - technology. A theological discussion then 

began in the classroom--not just about the usage of technology, but about its theological 

implications. 

Beginning after spring break, for the final six weeks closing out the semester, students 

read excerpts from the assigned book, Networked Theology, and engaged in lively and thoughtful 

discussions. Class sessions centered around a variety of questions and topics: Technology usage, 

technological justice, community distinctness, safety policy issues, and a variety of ecclesiastical 

topics dealing with leadership and authority, polity, and theological understandings concerning 

both worship and practice. 

An examination of our habits when using technology helped us explore the instruments 

we employ and the diverse attitudes students hold about a variety of platforms from Facebook, 

Snapchat, Instagram, Twitter, to the elements used in many worship settings. Using Campbell 

and Garner’s categories in Networked Theology to examine technological usage, “optimism, 

pessimism and ambiguity,” students strived to understand how different people respond to 

technology.[1] Looking at technological justice pushed the class to deal with issues pertaining to 

how geographical settings, economic status, age bias, and other barriers to access could limit or 

eliminate programs and possibilities. Moreover, intense conversations took place around the 

topic of community. The class talked about what defines a community in general and the traits of 

specifically religious communities. Students considered the implications of exclusively online 

communities in contrast to more traditional face-to-face religious gatherings. As the conversation 

continued, students debated the extent to which technology could be involved in the sacraments 

of Baptism and Holy Communion. Many in the class believed technology could be an effective 

tool for churches to reach out and provide instruction. It could also provide entree to the 

traditions and rituals for individuals who struggle with physical access. However, we questioned 

whether or not technology-dependent ministry could remain faithful and fruitful, while 

maintaining both depth of meaning and integrity. Additionally, students posed the idea that 

technology is often more of a tool in the churches they attend rather than a means to engage 

others in deep theological thought. From these in-class conversations came the students’ final 

project - they created a survey to find out what others thought about ideas they had discussed and 

the mixed conclusions they had drawn. 
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Methodology  

Class participants, along with the professor, chose to use a survey in hopes of gaining 

even more insights. To create this 20 question survey, each person in the class posed a few 

questions that could be added to the final product. After compiling these suggestions, Dr. Long 

and Morgan Mitchell chose the direction that the survey would take and then combined, added 

to, and refined the suggestions accordingly to compose the survey. Next, the entire class worked 

together to review and edit, before Dr. Long and Morgan made some additional adjustments. The 

preliminary survey was then distributed to a couple of test subjects and further refined. Finally, 

the class approved the survey and published the link on their social media pages. In total, the 

class received 93 responses from people in age categories ranging from 18 to 70+ years old.   

As research was conducted and continues to be interpreted, it is important to keep in 

mind how setting and methodology may have impacted our results. In the survey, as with any 

research, there are limitations to the people that we could reach. Our survey was, somewhat 

ironically, distributed by the various social media platforms of the students and professor. 

Consequently, 68% of the people we gathered results from identified as United Methodist. 

Further research should be done to examine how a greater range of people, especially those 

identifying with varying religious affiliations, would respond to the ideas posed. Although we 

were able to access a fairly wide range of age groups, more diversity in respondents could only 

benefit the result accuracy.  

 

Results and Analysis 

As the class engaged in exploration of this topic, there were a few points of discussion 

that rose to prominence. To reflect this and keep the final product concise, the survey had 20 

questions with five identified categories.  

 

1) Information (Questions 1-7, 20)  

 Age, gender, church attendance, employment, denomination. The first set of 

questions were used to identify the traits of individuals who took the online survey. 

Although we received responses from every age category, the largest return came from 

18-22 years old and 40-49 years old, responding at a rate of around 20% each. We were 

pleased to see that roughly 13% were in their 60’s and around 8% of our respondents 

were over the age of 70. Over half of our respondents identified as female at 67%. 

Exactly half are employed full-time and about 22% were students full-time. Over half of 

the respondents described themselves as a member of a church, attending worship or 

other church activities regularly (3 times or more per month) and a quarter of respondents 

said they work in a church. The vast majority identify themselves as United Methodists. 

While 100% of respondents said they have used Facebook, only 76% have used it to 

connect with a church. The same amount of respondents, 76% have used a church 

website to connect. Other high scoring mediums include email at 55% usage, videos at 
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30%, messaging (text or other) at nearly 30%, and livestreaming at 22 %.  Use of 

Instagram, Podcast, Twitter,  and Blogs ranged in popularity among our respondents from 

16-19% respectfully.  

2) Importance of church websites (Questions 8-9)  

 The second set of questions identified the importance of a website to individuals 

who attend church regularly and those visiting. Students were interested in how much the 

use of technology influenced church members as well as potential new members. 

Respondents ranked the importance of a church website’s ease of navigation and clarity 

of information at 89%. Remarkably, over half at 63% said the appeal or clarity of a 

church’s website can determine whether or not they visit a church. This is noteworthy 

because although technology is being embraced by and large by the youngest 

generations, there is still much apprehension that hangs as a veil, keeping many church 

goers at arm’s length. Often, these advances are undesired or they are accepted, but with 

wariness and suspicion. As such, churches, especially those in small towns or with small 

budgets, have fallen behind the curve. A prime example is church websites--a majority of 

churches have a relevant site through which members and guests can learn a little more 

about a particular worshipping community. Especially for newcomers, a church’s website 

is their very first impression. However, church websites are often out-of-touch with 

media trends, fall short of expectations, lack efficiency and ease, or are simply not up-to-

date with the happenings of that location. With this in mind, students sought to determine 

the importance and usefulness of media presence in a church setting, especially for new 

visitors.  

3) Exploring and understanding community (Questions 10-15)  

 Another conversation topic that often arose in class was the question of 

community. Pervasive in the Christian faith is the community motif. For evidence we 

need look no further than the beginning of the book of Genesis. The nature of the Triune 

God is one of community and even within creation itself nothing is left to stand alone. 

People, creatures, the night and the day, dry land and ocean: all are embedded in a 

beautiful tangle and each is declared “good.” Repeatedly throughout Scripture people are 

then called to be in community with each other--especially as we gather as the church, 

and, at our best, as the functioning Body of Christ. With this in mind, students engaged in 

discussions and debates regarding the essentials of community. What constitutes a 

relationship, a friendship, a functioning small group, or an anam cara (soul friend)? 

Perhaps a healthy relationship requires mutual care for the other, quality time spent 

together, shared interests, etc. But what does it mean to actively engage with another 

person? Must there be a baseline amount of time spent together in-person? Certainly the 

advent of technology has had an influence on what it means to spend time with someone. 

These survey questions were intended to bring a greater variety of ideas into the 

discussion.  
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 Slightly over half, 52% of respondents said that they had never felt connected to a 

group of individuals through technology whom they had never met or encountered in-

person. However, they also indicated that social media and other technologies could 

create a feeling of community connection in a church/religious institution. Further, when 

exploring a new religious community, technology was actively engaged for respondents. 

Only 10% said they would not use technology in this endeavor while many indicated that 

a church website and social media were a part of their exploration process.  

4) Sacraments (Question 16)  

 Students were very interested to see public opinion of the nature of sacraments in 

community. As United Methodists, the class generally agreed that it is very important 

that the sacraments are held in-person with fully trained clergy present. We expected to 

see many similar responses in our survey from United Methodists, but perhaps a greater 

variety of ideas from non-Methodist respondents.  

With the advent of technology and social media especially, it seems that every 

day, for better or worse, it becomes more and more difficult for authorities to have the 

final say on how things are done. Elders in the United Methodist church are ordained to, 

among other things, a ministry of sacrament. It is worth noting that the United Methodist 

Church reserves the privilege of administering the sacraments to these few. Under 

extraneous or even relatively normal circumstances however, there are situations in 

which people seek an opportunity to encounter God through one of these means of grace, 

but do not have access to an Elder. So we ask: what does it mean to participate in the 

sacraments? Is there something about these rituals that call us into physical community or 

is there room to explore new options? Is presence an essential part of the message or does 

meaning lie in some other aspect of the rituals? To what extent can one’s reach and 

authority be extended by technology while maintaining the integrity of the sacraments? Is 

authority taking on a new meaning with the rise of social media? (Is it an organic, 

defined, etc.?) After analyzing the responses, we found that 72% believe that 

clergy/pastors/ministers/church authorities should be physically present, but less (63%) 

think it is important that the rest of the church body is present. Surprisingly, the results 

were very close in regards to the privacy of the sacraments--39% said sacraments CAN 

be done in private while 34% said they cannot. These responses were more difficult to 

gauge than other questions because respondents seemed to be fairly inconsistent in their 

beliefs; for example, many would say that church authorities and the congregation should 

be physically present while also indicating that the sacraments could be done in private. It 

is possible that the meaning of “in private” was unclear. By “in private” the class meant 

to indicate that a person would partake of the elements or be baptized alone--without a 

community or church authority present. Others would comment that one could partake in 

communion in private, but not baptism. Perhaps this reflects the manner in which the 

average church-goer understands the nature of the sacraments or even the way they 

believe technology is influencing how we should encounter these means of grace. 
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Respondents who indicated that the sacraments CANNOT be held in private, on the other 

hand, were pretty consistent in also indicating that church authorities and the 

congregation should be physically present. The results yielded by this question could be 

the subject of an entirely separate set of research. 

5) What is the place of technology in the church’s ministry? (Q 17-19) 

 Students explored the extent to which technology can and/or should be used by 

the church. Asking questions such as: Which parts of a worship service or worshipping 

community can be supplemented and which parts can be replaced entirely by technology? 

This calls into question the foundations of our practices in the church--why do we do the 

things that we do? Is it important that they are done traditionally - in the same or similar 

way they have always been done, or is there room for growth? Over half of the 

respondents indicated that none of the listed elements of church ministry can be totally 

replaced by technology. In a follow-up question concerning the practice of supplementing 

church worship and the worshipping community with technology, 12% of individuals 

were still against its use. Yet, more people agreed that some elements of worship and 

church community could be complemented with such usage. When it comes to 

technology to supplement church practices, many people indicated that Bible studies, 

sermons, and financial giving would be the most common elements to do so. 

Respondents to the survey felt overwhelmingly positive about using technology to 

supplement Bible study at 80%, community prayers at 69%, the sermon at 59%, 

community building at 54%, with Worship and the offering coming in at 53%. Once 

again, the sacraments of Baptism and Communion appear to be the most difficult 

elements of worship to connect with technology, even in a supplemental way. 

 

Modern Technology’s Influence on Ancient Faith 

 Today we use new mediums when interacting with people including FaceTime, Virtual 

Reality, Social media, blogs, and podcasts. There are also new mediums for interaction within 

these such as the sharing of others’ content, “likes,” “friends,” “followers,” and “mutuals.” 

Amongst all of this, we must ask what it means to be in relationship with each other in reality 

and in the mirrored reality of the digital world. Likewise, as the medium of our relationships 

have changed with the advent of technology, the content of our interactions with others has 

undergone a shift as well. We now have greater access to a broad array of information than ever 

before. Just as the common person was suddenly given access to the Scriptures at home with the 

advent of the printing press, anyone can experience a multitude of thoughts and supplemental 

materials with the touch of a button. Although we may have greater access however, everything 

we encounter has great variety in credibility, context, and authorship. We know that media 

(il)literacy affects our understanding of what is going on in the world (i.e. the “fake news” 

phenomenon), but how does media (il)literacy affect the church and our theological beliefs? We 

must ask what it means to establish credibility and wonder how much credentials matter to the 

average person. 
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 Moreover, there are subtleties to our communication and relationships. Where we 

previously relied on words or visual content to communicate, we are becoming increasingly 

capable of relying on actions to communicate at a distance. For example, we can communicate 

from afar by giving or with-holding likes on posts, (un)following people and groups, blocking 

people, varying our response time to digital interactions, leaving others’ messages on “read,” etc. 

Further, emoji’s (including customizable ones such as bitmoji), absurdist and ironic art and 

humor, memes, and nuances in language and slang are tools that have influenced our culture and 

even the ways in which we name reality. Varying degrees of anonymity and unspoken rules 

pertaining to online etiquette have shaped our social norms in ways that the church walls cannot 

keep out. Perhaps faith formation is even influenced by the (over)simplification of ideas and 

experiences (i.e. when we put complicated experiences into brief 140 character sentences or 

capture them in short videos). Finally, our ability to edit real life through selective sharing, photo 

and video editing, etc., may have an effect on how we are able to relate to each other in 

community and our ability to be vulnerable in our spiritual practices. With all of this in mind, 

there is much more to discuss as the technological era ages from its current adolescence to a full-

fledged adulthood.  

 

Conclusions 

 When we speak of an adolescent phase of the technological era we are admitting that we 

are in a stage of development, a transitional period, a time of flux when learning and evolution 

are necessary. This pedagogic process within the classroom has bolstered the importance of a 

deeper conversation about technology and faith with those entering ministry. It has reinforced a 

belief that this conversation is needed not only in the classroom, but in staff meetings, youth 

rooms, and other church settings. Because it appears that a theological conversation about 

technology often falls back to a usage conversation, continuing to push ourselves into new 

domains of thought maybe harder than we think. True theological discussions about how 

technology and the Church will live vibrantly together, without diminishing what is held 

important and sacramental, will need to be ongoing. We know that a majority of people within 

our churches are connected to technology on a regular basis (Elofson, 2014). It is clear if you 

look on social media that theological issues are being discussed. The question is where will the 

church enter the conversation? Will we come in to do cleanup or will we be proactive in 

initiating the discussion about the role of technology in our faith journey and development? 

Another underlying conversation that needs to take place is around the idea of authority and who 

speaks for the church (Cheong, 2012; Cheong, 2015). Although many connectional 

denominations have made this explicit for face-to-face encounters the issue is a topic that will 

need to be revisited in light of online conversations and the extraordinary reach that technology 

offers. Ideas can be morphed, beliefs informed, and decisions made before we are aware of it. 

How will this movement of information affect the church, its beliefs and engagement? As the 

community of faith, our best means to engage with those who use technology to enhance their 
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faith is to walk (or scroll) with them online, something that cannot happen without a deeper 

exploration and conversation.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
[1] In Networked Theology, authors Heidi A. Campbell and Stephen Garner introduce the terms 

technological optimism, pessimism, and ambiguity to help readers examine different mind-sets 

people use when approaching technology. Technological optimism views media as a helpful 

addition in making the world a better place. It looks very little at its negative aspects. A 

pessimistic approach understands technology as something that now has its own power over 

society and can lead to dehumanization. This approach criticizes technology for its interference 

and impact on personal relationships often in a push for efficiency. The idea of ambiguity sees 

technology as a tool which is neither bad nor good but rather, its power is dependent upon how it 

is used by people. This short paragraph does not do justice to the ideas found on pages 29-35 in 

the book, and should be explored for deeper understanding.  
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Appendix 

 

Here we have included a copy of the survey created and distributed by the students of the 

“Theology in Ministry” course.  

 

1. I am between the ages of… 

a. 13-17 

b. 18-22 

c. 23-29 

d. 30-39 

e. 40-49 

f. 50-59 

g. 60-69 

h. 70 and up 

i. Prefer not to answer 

2. I identify as… 

a. Male 

b. Female 

c. Other 

d. Prefer not to answer 

3. I am… (Check all that apply) 

a. A full-time student 

b. A part-time student 

c. Employed full-time 

d. Employed part-time 

e. Unemployed 

f. Retired 

g. Other 

h. Prefer not to answer 

4. Choose all which you have used: 

a. Private chat 

b. Group chat/messaging 

c. Twitter chat (through simultaneous hashtag use) 

d. Live tweeting 

e. Discussion/message boards or forums 

f. Live online meet-ups 

g. Video chats/streams 

h. Facebook page/group 

i. Blogs 

j. Other (please specify) 
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5. Please describe your relationship to the church in the past couple of years. (Check all that 

apply) 

a. I am a member of a church and attend worship or other church activities regularly 

(3 or more times a month) 

b. I am a member of a church and attend worship or other church activities 

irregularly (2 or less times a month) 

c. I am a member of a church and seldom attend 

d. I am not a member of a church, but visit church(es) 

e. I am not a member of a church and do not or rarely visit church(es) 

f. I attend a church of which I am not a member 

g. I am actively looking for a church home 

h. I attend a different religious institution because I do not practice Christianity 

i. I have a home church--far from me now which I only visit when I am in the area 

j. I have multiple churches that I attend regularly 

k. I have multiple churches that I attend occasionally 

l. I work at a church 

m. Other (please specify) 

6. Denominationally, I identify as… (Check all that apply) 

a. United Methodist 

b. Baptist 

c. Catholic 

d. Lutheran 

e. Nondenominational 

f. Prefer not to answer 

g. I ascribe to another faith/religion (please include in other box) 

h. Not religious 

i. Other (please specify) 

7. I have used ___ in the past year to find information about or connect with a church 

(Check all that apply) 

a. Facebook 

b. Twitter 

c. Instagram 

d. Other Social Media sources 

e. Church Website 

f. Email 

g. Messaging (text or other) 

h. Livestreaming 

i. Videos 

j. Podcast 

k. Blogs 
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l. None of the above 

m. Other (please specify) 

8. It is very important that a church’s website is easy to navigate and has clear information. 

(rank truth of statement from 0 to 100) 

9. The appeal or clarity of a church’s website can determine whether or not I visit a church. 

(rank truth of statement from 0 to 100) 

10. How would you define community? 

11. How would you define religious and/or spiritual community? 

12. Do you currently or have you ever felt connected to a group of individuals through 

technology whom you had never met or encountered in-person?  

a. No 

b. Yes (please specify communities AND whether or not the community was 

religious and/or spiritual) 

13. Do you feel social media (and other technologies) can create a feeling of community 

connection for a church/religious institution? (rank from 0 to 100, 0 being not at all and 

100 being absolutely).  

14. Where have you felt spiritual community online? 

15. When exploring a new religious community, what do you tend to do? (Check all that 

apply) 

a. Attend worship service 

b. Watch a live stream or video of a worship service 

c. Visit church website 

d. Visit social media sites run by the church 

e. Explore which of my online friends are already connected to the church on social 

media 

f. Explore social media profiles of church clergy and/or staff 

g. Do research through online search engine 

h. None of the above 

i. Other (please specify) 

16. What things do you consider important to the sacraments (i.e. Baptism and Communion)? 

(Check all that apply) 

a. Clergy/pastor/minister/church authority should be physically present 

b. Clergy/pastor/minister/church authority can administer through online or virtual 

means 

c. Community (the rest of the church body or congregation) should be physically 

present 

d. Community (the rest of the church body or congregation) can be present through 

online or virtual means if not physically present 

e. The sacraments CAN be done in private 

f. The sacraments CANNOT be done in private 
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g. I can administer the sacraments to myself (no clergy required) 

h. I can administer the sacraments to myself while connected to church authority 

through online or virtual means 

i. N/A 

j. Comment: __________________ 

17. Mark all you believe could be TOTALLY REPLACED by video chats, discussion 

forums, social media, or other online interactions: 

a. Community prayers 

b. Confirmation 

c. Sermon 

d. Baptism 

e. Communion 

f. Bible Study 

g. Worship (music and liturgy) 

h. Offering/gift giving 

i. Community building 

j. None of the above 

k. Other (please specify) 

18. Mark all you believe could be SUPPLEMENTED by video chats, discussion forums, 

social media, or other online interactions: 

a. Community prayers 

b. Confirmation 

c. Sermon 

d. Baptism 

e. Communion 

f. Bible Study 

g. Worship (music and liturgy) 

h. Offering/gift giving 

i. Community building 

j. None of the above 

k. Other (please specify) 

19. Mark all you would be interested in participating in through video chats, discussion 

forums, social media, or other online interactions: 

a. Community prayers 

b. Confirmation 

c. Sermon 

d. Baptism 

e. Communion 

f. Bible Study 

g. Worship (music and liturgy) 
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h. Offering/gift giving 

i. Community building 

j. None of the above 

k. Other (please specify) 

20. If over the age of 18, would you be willing to answer follow-up questions about this 

survey? 

a. No  

b. Yes (please provide first name and email address or preferred contact 

information) 
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