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De-Programming	Confirmation:	A	Discussion	Starter	
	

Preface	
In	June	2017,	I	presented	a	sectional	at	Concordia	Lutheran	Seminary’s	Pastors’	Sabbatical	
Conference.	I	wanted	less	to	make	a	presentation	than	to	get	a	discussion	going	about	
catechesis	in	general,	and	about	this	thing	we	call	Confirmation	in	particular.	I	was	blessed	
by	those	that	were	there,	likely	more	than	they	were	blessed	by	my	presentation.	

Towards	the	end	of	our	time	together	in	that	sectional,	we	talked	briefly	about	next	steps;	
how	could	we	best	develop	this	further?	After	we	discussed	some	ideas,	there	seemed	to	be	
a	consensus:	a	less	official	route	would	serve	us	best.	So	I	have	now	endeavoured	to	take	
the	presentation	and	discussion	from	that	day	and	turn	it	into	a	more	generally	shareable	
format	so	that	more	people	might	be	part	of	the	discussion.	

I	must	confess	I	regret	that	I	let	this	project	take	a	backseat	to	the	many	other	tasks	before	
me.	I’m	sure	we	all	know	that	sensation	well,	when	a	particular	interest	of	ours	keeps	
getting	shoved	down	farther	on	the	list	in	favour	of	other	good	things.	This	is	not	to	
denigrate	any	of	the	other	tasks;	only	to	say	that	I	carry	regret	that	it’s	taken	me	the	better	
part	of	a	year	to	get	something	more	cohesive	on	paper.	

So	then,	what	follows	is	an	attempt	to	carry	the	conversation	forward.	[Insert	the	requisite	
sigh	of	“better	late	than	never”	here.]	I	invite	you	to	read	it,	share	it	with	others	in	your	
circuits,	and	use	whatever	part	of	it	seems	helpful	to	you.	It’s	neither	written	nor	formatted	
as	a	formal	academic	paper,	though	sources	are	noted.	It’s	a	more	colloquial	effort,	
intended	to	draw	out	some	history	and	some	thoughts	that	can	spark	discussion	and	
reflection	for	our	church.	

Grace	and	peace,	

Pastor	Michael	Schutz,	
Concordia,	Penticton	
May	2018	
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Introduction	
We’ve	all	heard,	and	told,	the	stories,	and	asked	ourselves,	and	others,	the	questions:	

“It	seems	like	the	parents	just	wants	this	kid	to	‘get	done’.”	“	

“Once	we	confirm	them,	we	never	see	them	again.”	

“What	good	is	Confirmation	if	we	treat	it	like	a	graduation?”	

“Is	Confirmation	really	a	good	thing?”	

I’m	sure	you	can	add	your	own	questions	and	concerns	to	the	list	(patience,	dear	brothers	
and	sisters;	the	opportunity	to	do	just	that	is	coming	shortly).	

My	interest	in	the	topic	of	catechesis	in	general,	and	Confirmation	in	particular,	comes	from	
my	18	years	in	ministry,	first	as	a	DPS	and	now	as	a	Pastor.	It	comes	from	having	gone	
through	Confirmation	myself	according	to	our	typical	pattern,	and	now	having	taught	in	the	
church	over	the	last	18	years.	And	in	the	last	number	of	years,	I	have	become	convinced	
that	we	have	“program-ified”	catechesis	in	our	churches	into	this	thing	I	like	to	call	
Confirmation™	(a	designation	I’ll	explain	shortly),	and	that	we	need	to	engage	in	some	
serious,	thoughtful,	and	widespread	discussion	about	de-programming	it.	

Confirmation™	is	what	I’ve	chosen	to	use	as	a	term	to	describe	a	narrow	type	of	catechesis	
in	LCC:	the	Rite	of	Confirmation	as	we	know	it	today,	preceded	by	a	period	of	2-3	years	
of	cognitive-focused	classroom	instruction	for	6-9th	grade	students,	as	a	prerequisite	
for	admission	to	the	Lord’s	Supper.	

Of	course,	there	is	no	absolutely	set	form	to	this;	there	is	variety	among	congregations,	but	
the	above	definition	is	a	good	general	description	of	our	process.	That	it	has	become	such	
is,	frankly,	a	bit	of	a	mystery.	So	it’s	appropriate	to	start	with	a	short	discussion	of	how	it	in	
fact	has	become	such.	

An	All-Too-Brief	History	of	Confirmation™	
This	will	be	a	short	survey;	for	those	interested	in	digging	into	this	in	much	more	detail,	
Pastor	Mark	Surburg	(LCMS)	gives	an	in-depth	history	up	to	the	Reformation	in	a	series	of	
blog	posts,	and	Arthur	Repp	gives	an	in-depth	treatment	of	the	Reformation	forward	in	his	
book,	Confirmation	the	Lutheran	Church	(more	detail	below).	For	our	purposes,	a	brief	
history	will	suffice.	

Before	that,	though,	we	must	begin	by	saying	that	there	has	never	been	a	unified	practice	of	
what	we	call	Confirmation	in	the	history	of	the	Christian	Church.	In	fact,	the	language	of	
confirmation	doesn’t	appear	in	church	history	really	until	about	the	8th	century	in	Gaul.	And	
even	then,	the	term	didn’t	refer	to	anything	even	remotely	resembling	our	understanding.	

Pre-Nicea	through	~900	AD	
Let’s	start	in	the	pre-Nicene	Roman	church	with	the	administration	of	baptism.	The	focus	in	
the	rite	of	baptism	was	not	only	on	the	water	and	the	Word,	but	the	idea	of	the	
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giving/anointing	of	the	Holy	Spirit	in	addition	to	the	washing.	This	is	seen	in	Scripture	in	
Acts	8,	specifically	vv.	14-17,	which	became	the	basis	for	the	dual	focus.	This	anointing	
came	to	be	understood	as	something	distinct	from	the	rite	of	washing	and	came	to	be	
signified	by	the	use	of	oil	in	anointing	the	baptized	person	as	well	as	the	laying	on	of	hands.	

As	the	rite	developed	in	the	Roman	church,	the	practice	became	that	the	bishop	was	the	
one	who	laid	hands	on	the	newly	baptized	after	the	presbyter	conducted	the	baptism	with	
water.	This	was	viewed	as	the	“sealing	of	the	Holy	Spirit”	and	involved	the	prayer	for	the	
sending	of	the	Spirit	in	the	so-called	sevenfold	virtues:	“the	Spirit	of	wisdom	and	
understanding,	the	Spirit	of	counsel	and	strength,	the	Spirit	of	knowledge	and	piety,	the	
Spirit	of	holy	fear”.	The	practice	came	to	be	considered	a	second	anointing;	the	first	being	
on	the	part	of	the	presbyter	after	the	rite	of	washing.	This	separation	of	actions	(washing	
from	anointing	and	prayer)	as	well	as	separation	of	persons	(the	presbyter	baptizes;	the	
bishop	anoints)	laid	the	foundation	for	the	language	of	confirmation	as	the	influence	of	the	
Roman	practice	made	its	way	to	Gaul	in	the	9th	century.	

Because	bishops	were	not	always	present	at	the	time	of	baptisms,	and	because	became	
viewed	as	necessary	for	the	bishop	particularly	to	perform	the	rite	of	anointing,	this	led	to	
rites	of	Baptism	with	water	and	the	so-called	anointing	and	giving	of	the	Spirit	often	being	
temporally	separated	from	one	another.	A	person	would	be	baptized	by	a	presbyter,	but	
perhaps	needed	to	wait	for	this	second	anointing	until	the	bishop	could	visit	and	perform	
that	rite.	This	second	post-baptism	anointing	was	needed,	it	was	believed,	to	bestow	the	
Spirit	in	such	a	way	that	the	baptized	would	receive	additional	grace	and	strength	to	live	a	
Christian	life,	beyond	what	was	given	in	baptism.	

As	this	developed	in	Gaul,	the	bishop’s	role	came	be	one	of	ratification	(confirmation!)	of	
the	baptism	by	the	presbyter.	In	fact,	some	documents	show	that	presbyters	and	deacons	
were	specifically	prohibited	from	“making	chrism”	(anointing	with	oil),	mandating	that	this	
was	only	to	be	something	done	by	the	bishop.	In	Gaul,	the	focus	moved	away	from	the	idea	
and	language	of	a	second	anointing,	and	towards	the	personal	involvement	of	the	bishop	in	
ratification/confirmation,	and	this	is	where	the	term	confirmation	begins	to	be	widely	used.	

This	confirmation,	involving	prayer	and	the	laying	on	of	hands	by	the	bishop,	was	seen	as	a	
perfection	or	a	completion	of	baptism.	In	the	beginning,	confirmation	was	separated	
temporally	from	baptism,	but	still	connected	to	it	theologically.	Yet	at	the	same	time	it	
became	viewed	as	necessary	for	this	confirmation	to	be	done	by	the	bishop	alone,	not	by	a	
presbyter.	Gradually,	the	two	moved	further	apart,	both	temporally	and	theologically.	
Surburg	describes	the	separation	in	part	6	of	his	series:	“The	Spirit	is	at	work	through	
water	of	baptism	as	the	individual	is	reborn,	washed	and	saved.		However	in	confirmation	
the	believer	receives	something	new	and	additional	through	the	work	of	the	Spirit.	There	is	
an	increase	for	grace	as	the	believer	is	strengthened	so	that	they	can	prevail	in	the	strife	of	
living	in	this	world.”	(emphases	his).	

And	so	these	things	all	came	together	in	Gaul	to	become	something	described	as	
confirmation:	a	rite	distinct	form	Baptism	but	still	at	least	somewhat	connected	to	it.	
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At	this	point,	a	long-time	Lutheran	will	be	sensing	some	familiarity	with	the	Rite	we	know	
as	Confirmation.	(The	process	of	catechesis	leading	up	to	the	Rite	is	still	to	come;	we’re	
dealing	only	with	the	rite	itself.)	In	fact,	Surburg	(part	2)	steps	out	of	the	presentation	of	
the	history	to	comment	that	the	Confirmation	rite	contained	in,	for	instance,	the	Lutheran	
Worship	hymnal	of	1982	contained	the	same	prayer	as	these	earlier	rites:	a	sevenfold	
invocation	of	the	Spirit	(based	in	Isaiah	11)	while	hands	are	laid	on	the	confirmand.	He	
notes	that	this	should	be	quite	strange	to	Lutherans	precisely	because	of	its	history	and	
shaky	theological	foundation:	that	the	prayer	developed	out	of	the	idea	that	the	Spirit	is	
given	through	Confirmation	in	a	way	that	was	not	given	in	Baptism.	He	notes	also	that	in	
the	Lutheran	Service	Book	rite,	this	prayer	has	been	removed.		

Medieval	Scholasticism	up	to	the	Reformation	
There’s	much	less	to	say	about	developments	in	the	Medieval	period	(here,	at	least;	again,	
Surburg	gives	much	more	detail).	As	the	Scholastics	developed	the	rites,	bishops	became	
more	separated	from	presbyters,	and	confirmation	as	a	separate	rite	from	Baptism	comes	
to	stand	more	on	its	own.	Aquinas	and	others	develop	the	theology	and	practice	into	a	
sacrament	of	the	Roman	church.	(Interestingly,	it	seems	to	have	happened	during	all	of	this	
that	a	practice	arose—the	requirement	of	a	bishop	and	a	second	event—that	needed	
theological	justification.	It’s	not	the	only	time	this	has	happened,	is	it?	Or	is	it?)	

On	the	eve	of	the	Reformation,	then,	Confirmation	was	well	established.	Surburg	
summarizes:	

Confirmation	was	defined	in	terms	of	matter	(chrism)	and	form	(I	sign	you	
with….).		It	was	administered	by	the	bishop	on	the	forehead	and	it	bestowed	
the	Spirit	in	a	new	and	additional	way	that	granted	strength	to	the	believer	
for	living	the	Christian	life	and	confessing	the	faith.	(Surburg,	part	7) 

He	also	notes	that	though	this	was	a	clear	understanding,	the	actual	praxis	was	varied	as	
opinions	differed	about	a	number	of	things,	including	when	a	person	should	receive	it,	if	at	
all.	(I	want	to	re-emphasize	this	point:	throughout	the	whole	history	of	this	development,	
there	was	never	a	point	at	which	theology	and	practice	was	unified	throughout	the	Church.	
This	is	true	not	only	in	early	development,	but,	as	we’ll	see,	throughout	the	time	of	the	
Reformation	and	even	up	to	today.)	

The	Reformation	
While	Surburg	spends	most	of	his	time	in	his	blog	series	on	developments	up	to	the	
Reformation,	Arthur	Repp	spends	the	vast	majority	of	his	book	Confirmation	in	the	
Lutheran	Church	(CPH,	1964)	on	the	Reformation	and	following.	It	is	from	there	that	much	
of	this	next	section	is	sourced.	

At	the	time	of	the	Reformation,	the	majority	practice	among	Lutheran	churches	is	that	
there	is	no	defined	rite	of	confirmation.	This	may	be	surprising	to	many	Lutherans.	There	is	
catechesis,	to	be	sure,	but	no	Confirmation™	as	we’ve	defined	above.	In	fact,	what	we	see	in	
the	Confessions	and	in	Luther’s	writings	regarding	confirmation	are	almost	exclusively	
arguments	against	the	Roman	idea	of	confirmation	being	counted	as	a	sacrament.	A	couple	
examples	from	the	Confessions:	
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Confirmation	and	extreme	unction	are	rites	inherited	from	the	Fathers,	
which	even	the	church	does	not	require	as	necessary	to	salvation,	since	they	
lack	the	command	of	God.	Hence	it	is	useful	to	distinguish	these	rites	from	
the	previous	ones,	which	have	the	expressed	command	of	God	and	a	clear	
promise	of	grace.	(Ap.	XIII,	6)	

We	have	spoken	of	ordination,	which	is	the	one	thing,	as	Jerome	states,	that	
distinguishes	bishops	from	the	rest	of	the	presbyters.	There	is	no	need,	
therefore,	to	discuss	the	other	duties	of	bishops.	Nor,	to	be	sure,	is	there	any	
need	to	speak	of	confirmation	or	the	blessing	of	bells,	which	are	practically	
the	only	functions	they	have	retained.	(Tr.	73)	

And	from	Luther,	with	his	characteristic	restraint:	

“Especially	to	be	rejected	is	confirmation,	that	deceitful	mumbojumbo	of	the	
episcopal	idols.	It	has	no	foundation	in	Scripture.	The	bishops	are	only	
deceiving	people	with	their	lies	when	they	say	that	grace,	a	character,	a	
mark	are	conferred	in	confirmation.”	(LW	45:9)	

“In	particular,	avoid	that	monkey	business,	confirmation,	which	is	really	a	
fanciful	deception.	I	would	permit	confirmation	as	long	as	it	is	understood	
that	God	knows	nothing	of	it,	and	has	said	nothing	about	it,	and	that	what	
the	bishops	claim	for	it	is	untrue.	They	mock	our	God	when	they	say	that	it	is	
one	of	God’s	sacraments,	for	it	is	a	purely	human	contrivance.”	(LW	45:24)	

Though,	Luther	is	not	completely	against	the	idea	per	se,	but	against	the	Roman	idea	of	it:	

“For	this	reason	it	is	sufficient	to	regard	confirmation	as	a	certain	churchly	
rite	or	sacramental	ceremony,	similar	to	other	ceremonies,	such	as	the	
blessing	of	water	and	the	like.	For	if	every	other	creature	is	sanctified	by	the	
Word	and	by	prayer	[I	Tim.	4:4–5],	why	should	not	man	much	rather	be	
sanctified	by	the	same	means?	Still,	these	things	cannot	be	called	sacraments	
of	faith,	because	they	have	no	divine	promise	connected	with	them,	neither	
do	they	save;	but	the	sacraments	do	save	those	who	believe	the	divine	
promise.”	(LW	36:92)	

If	there’s	nothing	resembling	Confirmation™	in	the	Reformation	era,	what	is	there?	Repp	
identifies	six	types	of	confirmation-style	practices.	Let’s	let	Maxwell	Johnson	in	The	Rites	of	
Christian	Initiation:	Their	Evolution	and	Interpretation	Revised	and	Expanded	Edition	
summarize	Repp	for	us	(bolded	words	are	mine,	for	enumerating	the	types):	

"Arthur	Repp	has	distinguished	six	different	major	types	of	confirmation	
within	the	Lutheran	churches:	catechetical	(as	instructional	preparation	
for	Holy	Communion,	often	without	liturgical	form),	hierarchical	(derived	
from	Bucer;	emphasis	upon	confession	of	faith	and	vow	of	obedience	to	the	
Church),	sacramental	(accents	from	Roman	tradition	retained;	gift	of	the	
Spirit	through	laying	on	of	hands,	conferral	of	fuller	membership),	
traditional	(relating	only	to	Baptism,	not	a	rite	of	admission	to	the	
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Eucharist),	pietistic	(moment	for	personal	confession	and	witness;	
acceptance	of	obligation	to	lead	the	Christian	life),	and	rationalistic	
(exaltation	of	confirmation	over	Baptism;	declaration	of	allegiance	to	a	
local	congregation,	a	religious	oath).	The	first	four	types	emerged	in	the	
16th	century;	the	pietistic	and	rationalistic	types	emerged	in	the	17th	and	
18th	centuries.”	(Johnson,	109)	

Surburg	makes	the	important	note	(part	10)	that,	up	until	the	point	of	the	Reformation,	the	
rite	of	Confirmation	had	been	almost	completely	unrelated	to	reception	of	the	Lord’s	
Supper.	This	is	certainly	foreign	to	our	experience	today,	but	it’s	helpful	to	note	that	we	see	
these	two	things	becoming	ties	together	only	around	the	time	of	the	Reformation,	
particularly	in	that	first	of	Repp’s	size	types	above:	the	catechetical	type.	

Chemnitz	also	provides	some	important	Reformation-era	reflection	in	his	examination	of	
the	Seventh	Session	of	Trent	and	its	three	canons	related	to	confirmation	(Examen,	II,	p.	
181ff).	He	summarizes	the	point	at	issue:	

The	reader	will	remember	that	the	point	of	the	controversy	is	about	what	
confirmation	confers	that	Baptism	does	not	have.	Their	Clement	says	that	
the	baptized	person	finally	receives	through	confirmation	the	sevenfold	
grace	of	the	Holy	Spirit	and	that,	if	he	were	not	sealed	by	the	bishop	with	the	
chrism,	he	could	be	a	perfect	Christian	in	no	other	way,	nor	have	a	place	
among	the	perfected,	even	if	he	had	been	baptized.	(Examen,	II,	183)	

Responding	to	the	counting	of	Confirmation	as	a	sacrament	(which,	once	again,	is	the	
primary	motivation	for	all	the	Reformers)	he	goes	on	to	argue	that	such	a	view	diminishes	
both	Baptism	and	the	Lord’s	Supper,	and	especially	Baptism.	

If	He	had	judged	[confirmation]	necessary,	He	would	without	doubt	have	
instituted	it.	And	if	we	were	assured	from	the	Word	of	God	concerning	its	
institution,	that	is,	concerning	a	command	and	promise	of	Christ,	we	would	
want	to	embrace	it	with	a	grateful	heart.	But	this,	precisely,	is	the	question	
in	controversy.	Unless	they	clearly	prove	this	to	us	from	sure,	firm,	and	clear	
testimonies	of	Scripture,	we	shall	not	let	ourselves	be	led	away	from	the	
promise	of	Baptism,	from	the	Word	and	the	Eucharist,	from	faith	and	
prayer,	which	means	have	the	testimony	of	the	Word	of	God,	to	human	
inventions,	no	matter	what	their	pretense	either	of	antiquity	or	of	
authority.	(Examen,	II,	188)	

He	goes	on	to	commend	a	type	of	catechetical	rite	which	involves	a	reminder	of	Baptism,	a	
public	profession	of	faith,	an	admonition	to	holy	living,	prayer	for	the	confirmand,	and	a	
laying	on	of	hands	without	the	superstition	of	chrism	or	a	second	anointing	of	the	Spirit	
(Examen	II,	211-213).	

Repp	notes	that	this	practice	becomes	expanded	by	Spener	into	more	of	a	Pietistic	rite	that	
emphasizes	personal	experience	and	subjective	faith,	which	is	then	subsequently	expanded	
and	bolstered	by	Rationalism.	
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Here	again	I	note	that	this	is	“painting	with	a	broad	brush”	and	there	was	really	no	unity	of	
practice	in	the	Reformation	era	and	the	Age	of	Orthodoxy.	While	there	are	some	common	
strains,	and	even	today,	while	we	generally	recognize	Confirmation™	as	our	typical	
practice,	we	can’t	say	there’s	ever	been	a	truly	unified	Lutheran	theology	and	practice	
regarding	Confirmation.	

Challenges	for	Us	
Surburg	closes	his	series	with	some	reflection	that	he’s	actually	surprised	that	
Confirmation	has	ever	really	been	widely	adopted	in	the	confessional	Lutheran	church	
(part	10).	He’s	surprised	for	three	reasons,	which	all	point	to	the	foundation	of	
Confirmation	as	antithetical	to	our	confession:	

1. It	diminishes	those	elements	that	actually	carry	an	institution	by	Christ	and	the	
promise	of	grace,	namely	our	Lutheran	enumeration	of	Sacraments.	

2. The	emphasis	on	the	unique	role	of	the	bishop,	against	which	the	Treatise	argues	so	
cogently	and	vehemently.	

3. There’s	little-to-no	evidence	that	it	was	a	loved	practice	in	the	early	Lutheran	
church,	with	especially	little	evidence	about	it	being	tied	to	admission	to	the	
Sacrament	of	the	Altar.	

I	find	his	arguments	persuasive	that,	given	the	actual	history	of	the	theology	and	practice	of	
confirmation,	it	is	worth	discussing	whether	or	not	confirmation	is	something	that	actually	
should	be	a	focus	of	our	ministry.	I	believe	it’s	worth	much	frank	and	serious	discussion.	He	
sums	up	today’s	biggest	challenge	well,	in	my	opinion:	

Although	the	Lutheran	Church	makes	no	real	theological	claims	about	the	
content	of	Confirmation,	Lutherans	place	far	more	emphasis	on	
Confirmation	than	medieval	Christians	whose	Church	made	very	significant	
theological	claims	about	it.	No	district	or	synodical	convention	is	going	to	
pass	a	resolution	exhorting	parents	to	bring	their	sons	and	daughters	to	
Confirmation.	They	don’t	have	to	because	this	is	one	thing	parents	are	
willing	to	do,	even	when	regular	attendance	at	the	Divine	Service	is	not	part	
of	their	life.	Confirmation	is	valued	by	contemporary	Lutheran	laity	in	way	
that	outstrips	many	medieval	Christians.	(Surburg,	part	10) 

The	checkered	history	and	practice	of	Confirmation,	as	well	as	frustrations	with	our	
“standard”	practice	of	Confirmation™	today	should	prompt	in	us	some	serious	reflection.	
Why	is	Confirmation™	such	a	sacred	cow	in	the	Lutheran	church,	when	logically	one	might	
expect	it	to	be	the	opposite?	I	have	my	own	answers	to	that,	with	which	I	won’t	poison	you	
at	this	time,	but	my	personal	experience	is	that	the	above	assertion	from	Surburg	is	
absolutely	true:	Confirmation™,	inexplicably,	is	valued	even	more	than	Divine	Service.	So	
we	have	some	urgent	need	for	reflection	and	discussion.	

It	seems	to	me	a	rather	straightforward	and	inescapable	conclusion	that	much	of	our	
theology	and	practice	of	Confirmation™	is	based	on	a	poor	foundation:	the	post-Baptism	
“second	anointing	of	the	Spirit”	is	a	misapplication	of	Acts	8,	and	the	damage	done	to	both	



	 8	

Baptism	and	the	Lord’s	Supper	by	emphasizing	Confirmation™	is	significant.	(Though,	I	
fully	recognize	that	as	an	assertion,	one	which	you	may	want	to	discuss	and	challenge.)	

So	what	are	we	to	make	of	this?	While	the	Rite	of	Confirmation	in	our	hymnals	seems	to	
have	been	improved	(again	ref.	LSB	rite	vs.	LW	rite;	I’ll	commend	to	you	the	more	in-depth	
comparisons,	but	do	note	in	LW	elements	such	as	the	seven-fold	Spirit	prayer	(from	Is.	11),	
the	question	re:	being	a	member	of	the	congregation	and	the	Church,	and	the	handclasp	in	
pledge	of	promise),	there	is	still	interesting	language	in	LSB.	Notice	the	perfect	tense	in	the	
introductory	remarks:	

Beloved	in	the	Lord,	our	Lord	Jesus	Christ	said	to	His	apostles:	“[Matthew	
28:18-20]”	You	have	been	baptized	and	catechized	in	the	Christian	faith	
according	to	our	Lord’s	bidding.	Jesus	said,	“Whoever	confesses	Me	before	
men,	I	will	also	confess	before	My	Father	who	is	in	heaven…	(LSB	p.	272,	
emphasis	mine)	

Despite	having	made	improvements,	the	clear	implication	is	that	the	confirmand	has	in	fact	
finished	what	is	truly	required:	a	short	period	of	catechesis.	This	sense	of	“being	done”	is	
but	one	of	the	challenges	before	us,	though	perhaps	is	the	primary	one	fueling	our	sense	of	
angst	about	Confirmation™	in	our	circles	today.	

Identifying	the	Specific	Challenges	
In	our	session	at	the	conference,	I	asked	the	group	to	come	up	with	the	specific	challenges	
they	have	in	their	own	experiences,	and	I	invite	you	to	do	the	same.	My	sense	is	that	will	be	
some	common	ones,	but	there	may	be	more	unique	ones	too.	So	I	want	to	commend	the	
exercise	to	you	as	part	of	your	engagement	with	this	topic.	

Take	some	time	at	this	point	with	your	group	and	identify	some	specific	challenges	you	
have	in	your	own	context.	(Break	into	groups	of	3-5	if	necessary.)	My	sense	is	that	there	
will	be	some	common	themes	quickly	appearing	relating,	but	I	don’t	want	to	unduly	
influence	your	thinking	together	by	listing	them	here,	nor	do	I	want	to	presume	that	the	
common	ones	are	the	only	ones.	

I	want	to	encourage	you	to	be	candid	not	only	in	identifying	the	specific	challenges,	but	also	
in	positing	possible	(probable?	certain?)	reasons	that	those	challenges	exist.	In	other	
words,	I	encourage	not	only	to	be	candidly	honest	about	where	we	are,	but	about	why	we	
might	have	gotten	here.	Lest	the	maxim	about	knowing	history	so	we	don’t	repeat	previous	
mistakes	become	too	tiresome	to	you,	let	me	posit	it	once	again:	it’s	critical	to	know	our	
history	so	that	we	learn	from	it	and	don’t	repeat	its	mistakes.			

Moving	Towards	Solutions	
After	you’ve	taken	whatever	time	you	need	to	identify	these	challenges,	then	I	want	to	
encourage	you	to	think	through	possible	solutions.	For	that,	I	will	throw	some	gasoline	on	
the	fire	that	has	undoubtedly	started	as	you’ve	shared	your	challenges.	This	gasoline	will	
take	the	form	of	26	theses	that	I	offer	for	your	reflection	and	discussion.	I	would	be	most	
interested	to	hear	your	responses	to	any	and/or	all	of	them.	And	most	especially,	I	would	
be	most	interested	in	hearing	specific	action	steps	you	believe	we	should	take	together	as	
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LCC	in	addressing	the	challenges.	The	theses	are	written	more	as	concepts	and	ideas	that	
would	need	to	be	put	into	specific	action	steps	(if	indeed	we	deem	any	of	them	worthy	of	
action),	and	I	look	forward	to	hearing	what	you	may	come	up	with	as	those	action	steps.	

The	theses	are	included	in	a	separate	document,	which	is	the	handout	I	gave	at	the	
sectional.	But	before	getting	to	that,	let	me	offer	a	couple	guiding	principles	which	serve	as	
pre-suppositions	to	these	theses	(which	can	themselves	be	part	of	your	discussion	and	
reflection	if	you	wish):	

1. Likely	some	(most?	all?)	of	the	challenges	you’ve	identified	have	to	do	with	
pragmatics,	which	is	the	idea	that	the	value	of	a	thing	is	defined	by	whether	it	
“works”.	I	have	the	sense,	not	only	from	my	own	experience,	but	from	talking	with	
many	others,	that	Confirmation™	is	just	“not	working”.	But	in	thinking	through	this,	
though	there	certainly	are	practical	considerations,	we	aren’t	Pragmatists	in	the	line	
of	Charles	Sanders	Peirce	and	William	James.	The	value	of	something	isn’t	defined	
by	whether	it	“works”.	As	confessional	Lutheran	Christians	we	are	practical,	but	not	
pragmatic.	(Besides,	even	if	we	were	Pragmatists,	we’ve	have	to	clearly	define	“what	
works”,	which	would	be	no	small	task	in	itself.)	So	our	reflection	needs	to	be	guided	
not	by	“what	works”,	but	by	our	confession	according	to	God’s	Word	and	the	
practical	implications	which	flow	from	that.	

2. Underlying	all	of	these	theses	(and	explicit	in	some	of	them)	is	the	notion	that	
catechesis	is	a	truly	good	and	right	thing.	I’m	not	suggesting	we	abandon	catechesis;	
quite	the	opposite.	It	is	Confirmation™	as	a	specific	form	of	catechesis	that	I’m	
asking	us	to	reflect	on,	and	(to	try	to	have	some	small	measure	of	premature	and	
undue	influence	on	your	thinking)	to	challenge	its	value	to	us	moving	forward.	

Next	Steps	
Thank	you	for	your	willingness	to	take	some	time	to	think	through	these	things	with	me.	I	
offer	this	all	to	you	in	the	spirit	of	fraternal	admonition	and	discussion	in	the	hopes	that,	as	
we	talk	together	in	the	fellowship	of	peers	and	beyond,	our	discussion	will	lead	to	some	
practical	outcomes	that	will	help	us	reform	our	practice	where	needed.	

In	addition	to	whatever	other	next	steps	you	might	want	to	take	after	your	discussion,	I	am	
interested	to	hear	back	from	you.	The	best	way	for	me	to	collect	and	collate	responses	at	
this	point	is	by	email.	Please	feel	free	to	email	me	at	mschutz@concordialive.ca;	perhaps	
another	avenue	for	discussion	will	be	helpful	and/or	necessary	down	the	road	as	we	widen	
the	discussion.	We	may	decide	together	to	take	some	specific	action(s)	as	a	result.	In	my	
mind,	that	too	would	be	a	good	and	right	thing,	and	I	hope	that	we	can	encourage	one	
another	as	we	walk	together	through	this	important	issue	in	ministry.	


