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Finnish Lutheran Emphasis on Social Ethics in the Dialogue  Between the Evangelical Lutheran Church of Finland and the  Russian Orthodox Church 1970-2014 


The article’s aim and background and the present-day situation of the dialogue 
 The dialogue commenced in 1970, and when this article was presented in the “Darkness, 
 Light and Active Love” conference in 2014, the dialogue had continued without breaks from 
 its beginning. The latest dialogue round was held in 2011 in Finland, and the next round was 
 supposed to have been held in Moscow in 2014 – but it never took place. The dialogue was 
 first interrupted and then broke down because the dialogue partners could not find common 
 ground for talking about the Christian concepts of the human being and marriage. Not only 
 was the topic recognised as controversial, but also the whole preparation process of the 2014 
 dialogue round was neither simple nor without prejudices from both sides.1 The meeting on 
 the topic of the Christian concept of the human being and marriage was held in 2016 in 
 Helsinki, Finland, but behind closed doors and with the status of a ‘theological conference’ 


not a dialogue round. During the theological conference, the willingness to continue the 
 dialogue was expressed on both sides, and later the official dialogue round was agreed to be 
 held in Turku, Finland between 14th and 17th May 2020. However, the corona epidemic 
 caused the planned 50th anniversary meeting to be postponed to the future, when it will again 
 be possible to organise face-to-face meetings safely.2 The dialogue has thus run into 


problems in the 2010s due to its own inner logic and structure but also for reasons that are not 
 connected to it at all. Previously, discussion rounds had been held every three years over the 
 dialogue’s 50-year history. 


Before the 2010s, the dialogue was famous for its doctrinal work and the political 
 context of the Cold War. The deep doctrinal work led Tuomo Mannermaa to identify the 
 contact point between the Lutheran justification and orthodox theosis. The finding, which led 


1 HURSKAINEN 2016, KARTTUNEN 2016 


2  
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to the establishment of the Finnish Luther School, has perhaps sometimes led to a 


misunderstanding that the whole dialogue would have been characterised by this particular 
 understanding. In this article, I will focus on the input of the Evangelical Lutheran Church of 
 Finland on the socioethical discussion of the dialogue and show the different kinds of lines 
 the Finnish Lutheran argumentation has followed during the history of the dialogue. 


I will present the Lutheran starting points and reflections on the socioethical issues. I 
 have made a distinction between the “socioethical theme” and the “socioethical discussion.” 


The socioethical theme means the theme set by the dialogue itself. The dialogue has 
 traditionally been said to have always had two themes, namely the doctrinal and the socio-
 ethical one. The second term the “socioethical discussion” is a broader term including the 
 exchanges, which also occur in the doctrinal theme in the analysis. This is based on the fact 
 that some doctrinal questions have had clear socioethical implications whereas the doctrinal 
 assumptions behind the reasoning in the socioethical theme can be better understood in 
 connection with the doctrinal theme. Having established these connections, one has to bear in 
 mind that the delegations have not always planned to create connections between the themes. 


What we are not – reasoning in the early phase of the dialogue 


In the beginning of the dialogue, in the early 1970s, it was not clear to the Churches, what 
 kind of theological approach would be fruitful for the dialogue. Therefore, during the first 
 two discussion rounds, both participating Churches focused on describing what kind of 
 theology they did not follow. For the ELCF participants, the main thing to criticise was the 
 Barthian Christocratic program, which Finns thought interpreted the two regiments as one 
 sided from the perspective of Christ’s kingly rule, which replaced political sense with prayers 
 and Christian hope.3


During the first two discussion rounds with the Russian Orthodox Church (ROC), the 
 ELCF’s inner discussion on the Leuenberg Concordia was just at the beginning. The worry 
 about the influence of the reformation theology was, however, an existing fact already at this 
 point, as the criticism regarding the Christocratic view shows. Negative reasoning on 


Leuenberg ecumenism was then reflected also in the dialogue with the ROC. One reason for 
 focusing on such an interpretation was partly due to an ongoing discussion in Finland, 
 whether the ELCF should sign the Leuenberg Concordia – which, in the end, it did not do.4


3 J.MARTIKAINEN [Turku 1970], 352–358. 


4 The Evangelical-Lutheran Church is still not a member of the Leuenberg Fellowship, which is nowadays named 
as the Community of the Protestant Churches in Europe (CPCE). According to CPCE’s webpages, 98 churches 
have signed the agreement. https://www.leuenberg.eu/about-us/member-churches/  read  19.8.2020. The 
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Theological argumentation against this certain type of protestant interpretation of 
 course clarified the Finnish Lutheran position for the Russian Orthodox dialogue partner but 
 did not bring substance to the discussion or clarify the abovementioned inner reasons for 
 doing so. The negative argumentation did, however, create an inner demand for the dialogue 
 to formulate an alternative to the rejected doctrinal interpretations. 


As a consequence of this, from the third discussion round onwards the dialogue 
 partners started to formulate a theological understanding, which resonated with the 
 participants’ common understanding. From the Finns’ side, this was elaborated from the 
 perspective of Luther’s own texts. Especially active were the so-called “younger theologians” 


led by Tuomo Mannermaa. Risto Saarinen has described the self-understanding of this group 
 by saying: “This group had a peculiar self-understanding according to which the true 


Lutheranism has inherited the essence of the creed of the Early Christianity and patristic 
 times whereas the undifferentiated Protestantism, being a child of modern times, cannot 
 provide an adequate theological resource.”5


The rise of this particular understanding can be traced back to the evaluation work for 
 the Leuenberg Agreement. As Tomi Karttunen, then Executive secretary for Theology, has 
 shown in his analysis of the decision of the general Synod not to sign the Leuenberg 
 Agreement, then archbishop Martti Simojoki worried about “the blurring of the Lutheran 
 identity and maintaining of the Lutheran Church substance and generally the maintaining of 
 the substance of the Christian faith under the pressure of moralism . . . and the existentialistic 
 interpretation of life.”6 For Tuomo Mannermaa, Saarinen’s expression “undifferentiated 
 Protestantism, . . . a child of modern times,” was an ecumenical model – proleptic, as 
 Mannermaa calls it – which, as in the existential theological model drawing from Immanuel 
 Kant’s philosophy, did not “clearly distinguish the fides iustificans and fides dogmatica 
 aspects from each other, but aims to connect them together in the ‘realisation phase’ after the 
 declaration of the church fellowship.”7 Keeping these problems in mind, it is worth quoting a 
 report of the working group of the ELCF’s Theological Basic Problems of the Draft 


evaluations on the Leuenberg agreement, done in Finland from 1970 onwards, show that the ELCF had heavy 
 theological reasons for not signing the Leuenberg Agreement. However, the evaluations also show that the main 
 focus of the ELCF has been on the German churches of the Leueneberg agreement, their theological 
 developments, and practical co-operation with them. Not only pure theological reasoning in the ecumenical 
 agreement but also bilateral relations especially with the Evangelical Church of Germany (EKD) have marked the 
 discussion. KARTTUNEN 2009,1, 3. 


5 SAARINEN 1997. 


6KARTTUNEN,2009,6.TOIVIAINEN 2004,113. 


7KARTTUNEN 2009,6;MANNERMAA 1978,150;SAARINEN 1996,297. 
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agreement of Leuenberg, which was prepared by John Vikström, Fredric Cleve, and Tuomo 
 Mannermaa – all multiple participants of the dialogue between the ELCF and ROC in the 
 1970s and 1980s.8 In the report, it is said that: 


Yet less favourable consequences might be the increasing Reformed impact on 
 the Lutheran Churches, to some extent weaker relations to the churches which 
 stay outside of the Agreement, the disappearance of the special features of 
 Lutheranism and the opposition by the church intern confession-conscious 
 groups. However, negative impacts can be eliminated, if our church nurtures its 
 originality in the context of the church fellowship and reserves for itself the 
 right to continue and develop ecumenical relationships to those churches which 
 are outside of the Agreement.9


This proves the willingness of the ELCF to develop own Lutheran ecumenical approach, 
 which then was done within the ELCF–ROC dialogue. Risto Saarinen has shown in his study, 
 Faith and Holiness, how especially for Mannermaa the ROC dialogue offered “a platform in 
 which he could balance his simultaneous anti-Leuenberg attitudes by taking a truly 


ecumenical course towards the Orthodox.”10


The need to clarify the Lutheran position was widely adopted by the ELCF delegation. 


Aimo T. Nikolainen held a presentation on Christian salvation in the light of the New 
 Testament and stated the reasons for his starting point by referring to the ROC–EKD 
 dialogue, the German Lutherans’ presentation of which he regarded as too cursory and 
 ignoring many existing problems.11


Coming to the third discussion round in Järvenpää 1974, the ELCF delegates were 
 ready to formulate their own ecumenical understanding differing from that of the Leuenberg 
 or the German evangelical one. Especially the need to focus on different interpretations of 
 salvation found an echo from the Orthodox side – at first in the connection to the socioethical 
 peace theme, where the different understanding was seen to be a reason for the differing 
 understandings of peace, but also within the doctrinal theme of salvation.12


Unique to the discussion round of 1974 was that the doctrinal theme connected 


salvation and socioethical work and gave bases on which social ethics was later built as well. 


The Churches commonly said that social ethics “. . . are not Christian salvation in themselves. 


They are, however, actions which are man’s duty on account of the salvation given to him; 


8HURSKAINEN 2013,513. 


9KARTTUNEN 2009,3. 


10SAARINEN 1997,30–31. 


11 Järvenpää 1974 minutes (Nikolainen), 68–69. 


12 HURSKAINEN 2013, 119–123. 
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they are good deeds of faith, hope and love.”13 One can see how the ELCF’s fear of 


Protestantism, which subjugates the Christian faith under moralism, is denied in the common 
 formulation. The formulation can also be seen as a common denial of the Bangkok 1973 
 conference’s understanding of salvation.14


After the first two discussion rounds, the ELCF’s argumentation as well as the whole 
 dialogue took steps to clarify their understanding on salvation, which was at the centre stage 
 to formulate a common understanding and make progress in the dialogue. 


Drawing from Luther’s writings proves to be a fertile approach 


Though Mannermaa did not present on the socioethical theme, his finding of calling salvation 
 participation in Divine Life was the contact point between Lutheran justification and 


Orthodox theosis.15 This finding was based on Luther’s texts and it also helped socioethical 
 work in the end of 1970s. 


The next discussion round in Kiev is the one, where Mannermaa presented his famous 
 idea of the participation in Christ in its “original form”. Mannermaa’s finding was based on 
 Luther’s texts. The doctrinal theme was much coloured by the common work with the 
 expression, “participation in Divine life.” Common Doctrinal Thesis Four made a clear 
 notion on the contact point between justification and theosis.16 On this ground, the doctrinal 
 theses continued to clarify the question of free will in Thesis Seven. Saarinen has rightly 
 documented the followed reception of the Kiev thesis and clarified how the question of 
 synergism was further discussed immediately after the Kiev discussion as the actual 
 innovation of receiving the notion of deification in Lutheran theology.17  


Interestingly, the question of synergism and its consistent reasoning was the issue that 
 connected the socioethical and doctrinal discussions. The conclusion drawn on man’s free 
 will on the basis of the contact point between the theosis and justification was in line with 
 what was discussed on the socioethical side. This had socioethical implications as well. The 
 ELCF had to take a stance on the question of synergism. Unlike what had been presented 
 earlier, the ELCFs’ attitude was not so clearly against the idea.18 This can be maintained 
 because, in the discussion, the ELCF did not make a clear distinction between the terms 


13 Järvenpää 1974, 57. 


14 See HURSKAINEN 2013, 123–139. 


15 Järvenpää 1974, 55–57. Cf. SAARINEN 1997, 36–37. 


16 Kiev 1977, 75; see SAARINEN 1997, 44–45. 


17 See SAARINEN 1997, 48. 


18 Pihkala has presented that the Finns neglected the synergism. PIHKALA 3.4.1982.  
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synergism and synergeia. With synergeia, the ELC mostly highlighted man’s opportunity to 
 be a co-worker with God. They distinguished between Christians’ and non-Christians’ ability 
 to cooperate with God.19 Non-Christians can cooperate with God based on the law given in 
 creation whereas a Christian can do that based on the given salvation required to be 


manifested in deeds. The ELCF did not accept the idea of man being active in the act of 
 salvation, but everything described above belonged also to the Orthodox understanding of 
 synergism presented in Kiev 1977. Therefore it is reasonable to say that from the ELCF’s 
 perspective, contact points with the Orthodox understanding of synergism were found. These 
 contact points also had connection to the way justification and theosis were defined. 


As opposed to younger theologians, the Finnish delegation included also “older 


theologians.” Their competence was based on activity in multilateral ecumenism and they did 
 not see Lutheran self-understanding as especially problematic. In Turku 1980, a socioethical 
 paper was given by older theologian Fredric Cleve. Together with Mannermaa and Vikström, 
 he prepared the earlier-mentioned statement on the Leuenberg agreement. According to 
 Karttunen, Cleve was more favourable toward Leuenberg ecumenism than Mannermaa.20 In 
 the dialogue with the ROC, Cleve interpreted the socioethical theme in the light of Luther’s 
 and Chrysostomos’ texts. The decision to do so stemmed from the preparation discussions of 
 the Finns. Terminological discussion in the earlier discussion round had left a wish to 


explicate in a more profound way the Lutheran understanding. Especially the ELCF 
 participants wanted to clarify in a positive light the distinction between the law and the 
 gospel in Lutheran theology. The discussion of synergism and cooperation with God were 
 closely connected with this particular Lutheran understanding and they would explain the 
 ELCF’s standpoint for this kind of socioethical question as well. This should be done in the 
 light of Luther’s own texts, because discussion about the law and the gospel had raised a 
 vivid discussion within the ELCF’s preparatory meetings.21 The choice was supported also 
 by the results from the doctrinal theme of the previous round, where Mannermaa had used 
 Luther’s own texts – though interpreting the texts from the point of view of the younger 
 theologians’ understanding of Lutheranism. Cleve was instructed to prepare his presentation 
 on social ethics focusing on Luther’s and Chrysostomos’ theology, but the approach was not 
 determined in the preparation. 


19 The fact that the Finns wanted to look at the question of cooperation also from non-Christians’ point of view is 
 mentioned for the first time in HURSKAINEN 2013, 144. 


20 KARTTUNEN 2009, 3, 5. 


21 The Finnish preparatory meeting 17.4.1979, 39–50. 
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Cleve’s paper was followed by a discussion of the actual dialogue. The discussion 
 included ideas for deepening the common doctrinal bases behind the socioethical reasoning 
 with the Orthodox discussion partner. A contact point can be seen in parts where the Church 
 was described as the Body of Christ as a ground for taking care of one’s neighbour. Another 
 point of possible agreement was also to expect more from Christians than non-Christians in 
 socioethical actions. This demand was explicated in Cleve’s presentation by stressing the 
 Church’s and its members’ special task of extending love toward one’s neighbour and to their 
 enemies as well.22


 Cleve’s presentation did not follow Mannermaa’s ideas. Nevertheless, the presentation 
 created the possibility of finding common ground with the Orthodox community. Common 
 theses did not, however, encapsulate the doctrinal ideas of the discussion, rather they 
 resonated with multilateral ecumenism. 


Lutheran theology’s possibilities for ecumenical theology were culminated in Cleve’s 
 presentation and the way its results were ignored in the dialogue. The paper gave possibilities 
 to find deeper common understanding with the Orthodox delegation, although it did not 
 represent the theological approach of younger theologians, especially Mannermaa. This 
 denotes the importance of using Luther’s own texts when having ecumenical dialogue. The 
 failure of the older theologians – to whom Cleve belonged – to build a common doctrinal 
 understanding on socioethical issues with Orthodox theologians cannot therefore be 


interpreted as being only or mainly because of rejecting Mannermaa’s approach. Rather, the 
 failure is dependent on other reasons: focusing too much on safeguarding political correctness 
 or arguing from Lutheran confessional writings – which have proved to be problematic 
 ground for the Orthodox to get a grip on. This is because Lutheran confessional writings 
 belong already to one confession’s own tradition on which it is difficult for other churches to 
 take sides. Luther and his texts can, in contrast, be interpreted as resonating part of the 
 common (perhaps patristic and Old Church’s) theological tradition. Also from the Orthodox 
 view, Luther can be seen as the Church’s teacher – of course with some suspicions. But 
 Luther’s ideas are not directly associated with one confessional church, therefore he can be 
 spoken of as a teacher ii possibly only on some occasions. 


Split from previous reasoning – the self-directed society 


22 CLEVE [Turku 1980], 482–483, 486–487. Turku 1980, 521. 
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It is especially important to know what happened in the ELCF’s preparatory meeting before 
 the Mikkeli 1986 round in order to follow the development of the Finnish Lutheran 


argumentation regarding the socioethical questions. Hans-Olof Kvist presented in Mikkeli 
 1986. Kvist’s presentation was chronological, and it represented Luther’s, Lutheran 


confessional writings, and the ELCF’s latest interpretations of the Sermon on the Mount. He 
 seemed to undermine the meaning of iustus from the concept of simul iustus et peccator. 


Instead he emphasised strongly the incapacity of human beings to fulfil the law in a state of 
 original sin. Therefore his presentation on the Sermon on the Mount lacked ethical 


implications for Christians.23 The shortcoming was noticed by Eeva Martikainen already in 
 the Finnish preparatory meeting. Martikainen, as opposed to Kvist, interpreted that the 
 Sermon on the Mount indicates that faith and love are the content of the law. She maintained 
 that a Christian becomes a partaker in Christ’s righteousness and love, which is the fulfilment 
 of the law. However, whereas righteousness is made perfect, love is not yet made entirely 
 perfect.24 As we have said, Kvist’s interpretation was presented in the dialogue. The theses 
 made together with the Orthodox participants did use the wording “By faith the Christian 
 participates in Christ’s fulfilment of the law, that is, love.”25 However, the theses say nothing 
 about the law’s commensurability for Christians and non-Christians. Neither do the 


socioethical theses speak about participating in Christ, but rather participating in Christ’s 
 actions. Also the connection to justification, in Christ-completed fulfilment of righteousness, 
 was missing.  


The theses therefore actually represented different understandings of salvation than 
 theses from 1974 to 1983. There were clear-cut differences in the reasoning expressed by 
 Kvist, between Christians and non-Christians. The main difference between Kvist’s 


argumentation and the earlier useful argumentation based on Luther’s text was that Kvist’s 
 main point was to defend the Lutheran understanding of salvation as an act completely done 
 by God and its effect on Christians, making him or her competent to act according to the 
 Sermon on the Mount’s radical ethical application in his or her personal life. This 


interpretation created a gap between the Kingdom of the World, in the sense that the visible 
 world is not directed by God, and the Kingdom of Heaven, in the sense that the actions of 
 Christians are a sign of the latter Kingdom on the Earth. The distinction found resonance 
 within the Orthodox delegation and the above-quoted thesis reflected the idea. The forensic 


23 KVIST 1986 [Mikkeli 1986], 562–565. 


24 Finnish preparatory meeting 3.2.1986, 3–15. 


25 Mikkeli 1986, 617. 
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aspect of faith was emphasised and not the ontological aspects, which Martikainen 


emphasised in the Finnish preparatory meeting.26 In the end, a completely new way to build a 
 common understanding with the ROC was introduced within the socioethical theses in 


Mikkeli 1986. Interestingly, at the same time, the doctrinal theses continued to build on the 
 idea of participation in Christ.27 Presumably, different lines of reasoning were left 


unobserved because of using the word participation in both thesis groups. But the word 
 reflected a completely different type of participation. 


The socioethical discussions in the two following discussion rounds after Mikkeli 1986 
 were again marked by the interpretation of the Finnish Luther School. Its achievements are 
 described in the next section. Kvist’s interpretation did not, however, disappear from the 
 dialogue. 


Coming to the end of the 1990s, the clear focus on using the results of the Finnish 
 Luther School vanished. In Kiev 1995 this was mainly due to new topics and the new societal 
 situation, which definitely was reflected also in the way the questions of the nation, 


nationalism, and freedom of religion were discussed. Prof. Hans-Olof Kvist, who had 


participated in the dialogue already from the 1980s, was responsible for presenting a Finnish 
 paper on social ethics in Lappeenranta 1998. He repeated the older theologians’ approach 
 focusing on confessional books of Lutheranism and not on Luther’s writings. Kvist also had 
 an understanding of the law, which presented society as self-directive in a sense that its 
 actions cannot be understood as including doctrinally explained content;28 they can only be 
 doctrinally explained in hindsight. This did not resonate with the understanding of the Finnish 
 Luther School; neither did it bring results from the Orthodox participants. The idea of a self-
 directive society was in direct continuity with Kvist’s earlier-presented understanding of the 
 Sermon on the Mount and its ethical implications for Christians and non-Christians. 


However, although connection with the idea that the Sermon on the Mount expressed 
 participation with Christ’s fulfilment of the law in the form of love, which was offered as a 
 possible way to express understanding with the Orthodox participants, this further 


interpretation was then too far from the Orthodox understanding. The idea of society’s self-
 directiveness was problematic for the Orthodox participants because of their holistic 


26 Cf. also MANNERMAA 1979, 22–26. 


27 See HURSKAINEN 2013, 229–230. 


28 KVIST [Lappeenranta 1998], 13–14. Kvist’s influence must be emphasized. According to him: “. . . it is also 
possible to claim that there are no obvious Christian values constitutive of an ethic that could bring new insights 
into the debate on ethics on a purely human level. However, when the role of Christian faith is considered to 
strengthen the earnestness of ethics, that strengthening could be conceived of as constituting one form of ethics – 
Christian ethics.” KVIST 1997, 289.  
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understanding of the world, in which society is also under God’s work through 


transfiguration.29 Though both Lutheran and Orthodox theology include the possibility of 
 seeing the world in a dualistic way, Kvist’s interpretation, which left the world without 
 connection to God’s plans, is problematic for the Orthodox – and Lutherans as well. In 
 Kvist’s analysis there is no place for God’s transfigurative power in the world, since the 
 world itself does not have anything to do with salvation, which he saw to be exclusively the 
 domain of God’s loving action. When the ROC representatives explained the existing world 
 as completely separated from God’s goodness, they emphasised the possibility of the world to 
 grow toward God’s Kingdom, i.e. transfiguration. 30


Though Kvist was twice responsible for presenting on the socioethical theme from the 
 ELCF’s side, his approach did not bring many fruits for socioethical discussion. Mainly, this 
 was due to his way of safeguarding the Lutheran principle of simul iustus et peccator, to 
 ensure God’s monopoly in the process of an individual’s salvation. Kvist’s reading 
 effectively blocked any reasons, for example, to discuss the subject of synergism. The 
 interpretation given for Lutheran principles, of course, safeguarded them. However, the 
 possibility of re-evaluating Lutherans’ own understandings and space for rephrasing the 
 Lutheran understanding in a way that would enable Orthodox participants to assimilate with 
 it, was left out. Neither the ELCF nor the dialogue with the ROC, which subsequently took 
 place, opened the way to participation in Christ’s actions and the following idea of a self-
 directive society. 


Success of the Finnish Luther School 


If Mikkeli 1986 left it somewhat unclear whether the concept of love can also be applied to 
 the relationships between human beings under the law, the Pyhtitsa discussion of 1989 is 
 unambiguous in this sense. A comprehensive theological view was laid out in which the 
 concept of love was used to show the uniformity of God’s love present in creation and in 
 atonement. The concept of love opened the route to talking about God’s purpose remaining 
 the same in creation and salvation.31 This did not eliminate the Lutheran aspect of the two 
 governments of God. Because they have the same content and different manifestations, they 
 were described as a wholeness through which God acts against evil. The key concept used in 


29 See, e.g. SPERANSKAJA [Lappeenranta 1998]. 


30 For such an understanding in the dialogue by Borovoj, which was commented upon by other orthodox 
 delegates, see HURSKAINEN 2013, 152. 


31 E.MARTIKAINEN [Pyhtitsa 1989], 11–12. 
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Pyhtitsa and connected with creation was the image of God.32 This has to be interpreted as a 
 result of the change in the ELCF delegation and the changed doctrinal approach 


accompanying it. Eeva Martikainen presented on social ethics this time. She followed 
 Mannermaa’s finding, unlike Kvist, who had presented on the previous discussion round. As 
 a result of this change, one can no longer speak of “older” and “younger” theologians within 
 the Finnish delegation in the earlier sense. All responsibility for presenting a paper in the 
 ELCF delegation was given to delegates entering the dialogue in the 1980s, and the socio-
 ethical lecturers were favourable to the approach of the younger theologians described 
 above.33 Thus, the younger theologians’ viewpoint now, for the first time, covered the whole 
 dialogue – both the doctrinal and socioethical themes without inner tensions in the Finnish 
 delegations. 


Though the gap between older and younger theologians was overcome by the end of the 
 1980s, it does not mean that the (new) Finnish Luther School would have dominated the 
 dialogue from the 1990s onwards. Results based on this peculiar Finnish interpretation were 
 reached again in Järvenpää1992, where all the presentations reflected the idea of participation 
 in Christ. From its socioethical parts, the discussion focused on Christians’ possibilities to do 
 good. Notable in this round is that whereas Lutherans talked about participating in Christ, the 
 Orthodox talked about participating in Christ’s suffering and in his beneficial fruits.34


However, the Neo-Palamitic stress from the Orthodox side had never before been used in the 
 question of salvation, nor was this different emphasis a problem when the theses were 
 formulated. The theses clearly speak about the real presence of Christ.35


Whereas the end of the 1990s was marked by a certain withdrawal from doctrinally 
 reasoned socioethical bases, the argumentation returned to explain the doctrinal content in 
 Turku 2005.  


The argumentation concerning persons and their possibilities, drawn from the results of 
 Kiev 1977 and their later influence, was deeper than ever before. This meant focusing on the 
 person and his or her position before God. The Lutherans emphasised love as the content of 
 God’s being, in which man participates and which the human being receives in salvation.36
 Talking about love and its connection to triune God enabled the participants to avoid the 


32 Pyhtitsa 1989, 53. 


33 HURSKAINEN 2013, 238, 520. 


34 See, e.g., SKURAT [Järvenpää 1992] 12–13; PEURA [Järvenpää 1992], 14–15. 


35 Järvenpää 1992. 


36 RAUNIO [Turku 2005], 67, 69–70. 
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usage of special Lutheran terms, but still to talk about the very core of the Lutheran 


understanding of the world. Mainly this meant taking seriously every person’s stand before 
 God. Not only Christians’ but also non-Christians’ responsibilities and possibilities to work 
 as God’s co-workers were discussed. Orthodox participants were especially satisfied with the 
 Lutheran designation of “natural” in the context of natural law. It was said to describe what 
 God is: self-giving love.37 Because love was so strongly emphasised, the Lutherans were able 
 to put more stress on cooperation with God. This further meant accepting that the human 
 being is active also in the moment of salvation with an emphasis on God’s activity from the 
 Lutheran side.38


In the last discussion round I have analysed, St. Petersburg 2008, the Finnish delegation 
 reasoned social ethics from doctrine enabling them to reason that some of the principles 
 supported by the secular concepts, like human rights, include the idea of love, which is the 
 content of God’s governance of the world, which, from the Church’s perspective, did not 
 leave the phenomenon of society unproblematised and self-guided.39 Describing secular 
 principles from this perspective was better understood by the Orthodox delegation than at the 
 end of the 1990s in the discussion of similar topics, where Lutherans kept society and God’s 
 governance apart from each other. 


The end of the dialogue and a new beginning 


Siikaniemi 2011 remained – so far – the last dialogue round between the ELCF and the ROC. 


The dialogue was supposed to continue in autumn 2014 in Moscow. The together-agreed title 
 of this dialogue round would have been “Christian teachings on human beings” with the 
 subtitles “Christian understanding of marriage” and “Christian upbringing at home.”40 It was 
 agreed that the approach would include not only a moral angle but also a positive theological 
 viewpoint on the union between God and human beings. This meant that the discussion 
 would have included also other points of view than homosexuality, on which the Russian 
 Orthodox Church expected the Finnish Lutherans to clarify their standpoint.41


37 Turku 2005 (minutes) 56–58. 


38 Turku 2005 (minutes), 17, 21, 23. 


39 HALLAMAA [St. Petersburg 2008], 72–73, St. Petersburg 2008. 


40 ”Valmistelukokous vuoden 2014 oppikeskusteluista Venäjän ortodoksisen kirkon kanssa.” SAARINEN 2014 
 has briefly written about the latest phase of the dialogue. 


41 https://mospat.ru/en/2012/06/13/news65839/. Read 5.9.2015. Same-sex couples have been allowed to register 
their partnership in Finland from 1st of March 2002 according to the Law of Finland. This law was in practice in 
2014 and still in 2016.  
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The preparation of the dialogue round faced difficult problems, because the dialogue 
 partners had differing vision of the coming discussions. The Finnish side wanted also to 
 observe such difficult themes as anthropology in the framework of the dialogue although it 
 was not theologically or hermeneutically likely to find common ground in this ecumenical 
 dialogue.42 The Russian side on its behalf connected the dialogue preparations strictly with 
 the request of the Finnish Lutheran, Orthodox, and Catholic Churches for Patriarch Kirill to 
 visit Finland from 2012.43 The ROC wanted to make a clear declaration with the Lutheran 
 church on anthropological issues, which would show, according to Archimandrite Filaret, 
 that: “. . . he [the patriarch] is coming to visit in Christian society, which shares basic 
 Christian beliefs.”44


The different expectations of the dialogue round culminated in June 2014 in the last 
 common preparation meeting, to which the ROC brought a draft paper suggesting: 


We, representatives of the Russian Orthodox Church and the Evangelical 
 Lutheran church of Finland, jointly declare that we recognize as Christian 
 marriage only the union of a man with a woman and that we reject as 
 impossible the equating of “same-sex unions” with church marriage.45


The ELCF did not share the ROC’s viewpoint on homosexuality and, therefore, it suggested a 
 new formulation: “In the traditions of our churches we recognize as Christian marriage the 
 union of one man and one woman. Our liturgical practices don’t recognize ‘same-sex unions’ 


as a Christian marriage.”46 This was not enough for the ROC. According to the evaluation 
 done within the ELCF, the problems with the draft culminated in the naming of 


homosexuality as a sin and a sickness.47


https://finlex.fi/fi/laki/alkup/2001/20010950?search%5Btype%5D=pika&search%5Bpika%5D=rekister%C3%B
 6ity%20parisuhde. Read 19.8.2020.  


The Bishop council of the ELCF has given pastoral instructions for informal prayer with people, who have 
 registered their partnership and for them on 10th of November 2010. 


https://evl.fi/documents/1327140/57669154/PASTORAALINEN-OHJE.pdf/b7dafc53-6fa2-3ef9-ee5c-


63d249dabd9d Read 20.8.2020. “In its current form, the law enables the same-sex marriages and thus challenges 
 the Church’s notion of marriage. According to the Church, marriage is a union between woman and a man; this 
 was also the General Synod’s position, which it announced in its November 2015 report.” The Marriage Law 
 https://evl.fi/current-issues/the-marriage-law Read 19.8.2020. 


42 KUN 27.8.2012 §59. 


43http://evl.fi/EVLUutiset.nsf/Documents/11140DB946251F1CC2257A170049A2FF?OpenDocument& 


lang=FI The ELCF’s news 8.6.2012 Read 4.2.2015. 


44HÄKKINEN “Raportti matkasta Moskovaan 20.–23.3.2014”, 2. 


45 Draft 4. 


46 Valmistelutyöryhmän tapaaminen Espoossa 25.6.2014, 2. 


47 The Evaluation 2015, 1.8; 1.10. 
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At this point archbishop Mäkinen saw a risk that the “dialogue does not fit to the 
 purpose, in which our church has named our delegation.” Therefore, Mäkinen proposed that 
 instead of having a dialogue round, he would visit Moscow to talk with Hilarion about the 
 nature and objectives of the dialogue. A positive answer to the changed plans came from 
 Moscow at the end of July.48 The delegation of the archbishop visited Moscow in September 
 2014. The discussion concluded with the ROC unable to see any possibility of continuing the 
 ecumenical dialogue.49 According to the Finns, the Russian side wanted the Finnish Lutheran 
 Church to react more negatively to homosexuality and to condemn it as sin.50 The dialogue 
 was broken down. 


The Evaluation reflects that the Finnish side was unable to approach the dialogue 
 preparation from an ecumenical starting point.51 This meant that differing understandings on 
 homosexual relationships and the Christian understanding of marriage existing within the 
 ELCF affected the way the ELCF discussed the issues with the ROC during the preparatory 
 process.52 The Evaluation also ponders whether the ELCF’s habit of praying for same-sex 
 couples would have been interpreted differently within the ROC if the ELCF had expressed 
 its commitment to a traditional understanding of Christian marriage.53


To end up in a situation where the dialogue was seen as “cancelled” or “broken” 


according to the churches, has something to do with both of the churches. The way to 


approach the difficult theme of anthropology was marked by an attitude of focusing on what 
 the church does not support. It was known that the ROC does not accept same-sex unions and 
 as clear was the ELCF’s attitude not to accept a total denial of homosexuals. The evaluation 
 of the ELCF shows how much the ELCF trusted in the possibilities of deep theological work 
 in order to get through the difficult topic. The ELCF’s evaluation showed that the ELCF was 
 critical toward its own theological explication in the ecumenical contacts with the ROC about 
 the habit of praying for same-sex couples. The ELCF did not have a clear line of thought on 
 how to express its stand for the ROC. The ELCF did not start from its own practice, nor did it 
 follow any specific theological interpretation – such as the Finnish Luther School as the 
 theological starting point for socioethical issues. It is impossible to say, would the dialogue 


48 Archbishop Mäkinen to Hilarion 5.7.2014 


49PAJUNEN ”Raportti MÄkinen delegaation vierailusta Moskovan patriarkaattiin 1.-3.9.2014.” 


50 http://yle.fi/uutiset/venajan_ortodoksikirkko_perui_keskustelut_koska_suomen_luterilainen_kirkko_ 


ei_tuominnut_homoutta/7466866. Read 8.5.2015. 


51 The Evaluation 2015, 2.2. 


52 Ibid. 


53 The Evaluation 2015, 1.11. The idea gets support from Bishop Häkkinen’s visit to Moscow in February 2015. 


HÄKKINEN “Raportti matkasta Moskovaan 15.2.–18.2.2015,” 3. 
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have continued, if the ELCF had reasoned its position differently. However, inconsistent 
 reasoning from the ELCF’s side seemed to have had a negative effect on the dialogue’s 
 cancellation,54 as the situation was seen by the churches.55


As explained at the beginning of the article, in 2016, the dialogue partners organised a 
 theological conference in Helsinki, Finland. The conference did not have the official status of 
 a dialogue round. At the conference, at least the Finnish participants presented the papers –  
 maybe an update – they had prepared for the original dialogue round of 2014. These papers 
 did not follow faithfully the Finnish Luther School; rather, the papers of Niko Huttunen and 
 Jaana Hallamaa broke new ground, in that they 


emphasised the renewal power of the Christian message, its extreme demand for 
 equality and breaking off from hierarchy, also in the cases where hierarchy has 


occupied Christianity in its relation to its own message. This might have been difficult 
 for the Orthodox participants of the theological conference to understand.56


The next official dialogue round still waits to be held due to the corona pandemic. Both the 
 ELCF and the ROC want to continue the dialogue as soon as it is safely possible. 


Conclusions 


The dialogue between the Finnish Lutheran and the Russian Orthodox Church has shown that 
 for an ecumenical dialogue it is not fruitful to focus on differences between the churches or 
 with denominations other than the dialogue partner. This kind of an approach coloured the 
 beginning of the dialogue – and returned to the dialogue at its end. The phase of the dialogue 
 when the churches started to find their common understanding and points of contact can be 
 dated from Mannermaa’s famous finding. The whole dialogue is known from this finding. 


However, the whole dialogue after that has not been dictated by the Finnish Luther School; 


54 It worth emphasizing that this article focuses on the Finnish side. The ROC and its attitude had a strong effect 
 on the situation as well. 


55 A Theological Conference between the ELCF and the ROC was later held in Helsinki, Conference centre 
 Sofia from 26th to 29th of February 2016. The theme of the theological conference was Christian understanding 
 of Human Being and Christian Marriage. The Conference was not seen as a continuator of the ecumenical 
 dialogue, rather its focus was to keep the existing contacts alive and help, if possible to help to come back later 
 to the tradition of having an ecumenical dialogue between the two churches. 


https://evl.fi/documents/1327140/41123836/Tiedote+teologisesta+konferenssista.pdf/1a71ef6c-ba3f-eaea-be97-
 aed4d0206132 Read 19.8.2020. 


56 HURSKAINEN 2020, 94. 
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since then the doctrinal theme was dominated by the peculiar Finnish interpretation, but the 
 socioethical theme included more varied interpretations. 


These interpretations can be divided into four groups. The first one focused on Luther’s 
 texts and saw no problems in the protestant self-understanding. The second one focused on 
 Lutheran confessional writings and a strict separation between the law and gospel and their 
 influence in the world in the two governments. The third one is characterised by the Finnish 
 Luther School emphasising its influence during the 2000s. The fourth one, in the very last 
 phase of the dialogue, was a mixture without clear focus. Of these approaches the third one 
 has been the most fruitful; also the first one focusing on Luther’s texts offered grounds for 
 ecumenically fruitful results, but the opportunity was not seized. This interpretation provided 
 the most remarkable results, when common doctrinal presumptions for social ethics were 
 drawn. The three first interpretations of the bases of presenting the Lutheran tradition in 
 socioethical questions in an ecumenical dialogue may provide tools to understand an 
 ecumenical process as well.  


In order to find common understanding between the two churches, theological work is 
 needed. In this process confessional writings are not the best starting point for the discussion, 
 though they surely affect the self-understanding of the Lutheran partner “behind the scenes.” 


In order to get results in an ecumenical dialogue, a tool or guideline for the theological work 
 is needed. Both Luther’s texts and the specific interpretation of the Finnish Luther School can 
 be seen as such a guideline and therefore offering possibilities for successful results. The first 
 one is wider than the latter one. Whatever the guideline is, it is not the church’s doctrine 
 itself. In my eyes, the success of the Finnish Luther School in the dialogue’s socioethical 
 discussion is based on the fact that its core is sufficiently clear and focused to be recognised 
 as the basic doctrinal presumption or guideline behind interpretations. However, it is at the 
 same time flexible enough to be developed and applied in various topics. But if the bilateral 
 dialogue wants to take further steps in describing its common doctrinal understanding of 
 social ethics, Lutheran confessional writings cannot be ignored.  


The interpretation of the Finnish Luther School has not been used systematically in the 
dialogue, though its usage has a definite continuation. What if this kind of successful tool 
would be elected as the guideline, according to which the chosen topic would be interpreted 
by the dialogue partner? The characteristic Finnish interpretation was not used in its full 
capacity in the dialogue now studied – it could, however, have had a lot to give regarding 
doctrinal and spiritual work in the dialogue. To enable this in future dialogue rounds, Finnish 
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Lutherans have to admit that they have not been as consistent in their theology as they 
 perhaps have thought themselves to have been. 
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