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THE IDEA OF GODMAN IN THE CONTEXT OF MODERN
RESEARCH

As a research task, authors identified an attempt to evaluate and
analyze the principles of philosophy of Russian philosophers
E.N. Trubetskoy and V.S. Solovyov. The main content of the study is
an analysis of the theories of these philosophers regarding to the
relationship between the divine principle and intuitive knowledge in
human existence. The authors reveal the views of E.N. Trubetskoy on
this problem, which consists in the fact that in natural knowledge the
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unconditional is assumed not as the essence of all that is knowable,
but as a wuniversal thought and consciousness. Philosophy of
V.S. Soloviev is the conceptually opposite to philosophy of
E.N. Trubetskoy and contains the ideas of an inseparable and non-
merged unity of the divine and human. The article provides a
detailed analysis of the comments on this topic by such prominent
Russian  philosophers as N.K. Gavryushin, P. Florensky,
L1 Evlampiev, and based on their opinion, the authors come to the
conclusion that Trubetskoy's criticism towards Solovyov is due to
manifestation of feelings of a friend.

Key words: Trubetskoy; Solovyov;, Godman, divine beginning;
intuitive knowledge, science, religion; philosophy, synthesis

Introduction. Despite the similarities of the basic principles of
philosophizing both great Russian philosophers, there were
significant differences in their methods and approaches that it makes
sense to specifically thematize.

Statement of the main material. Probably the first and
significant difference is that Yevgeny Konstantinovich, unlike
Solovyov, recognized greater, in comparison with the latter,
autonomy of a purely rational principle in the field of natural
knowledge (Tpy0Oenkoii, 1913, v. I, p. 259-260).

E.N. Trubetskoy also claimed that the being of God is
unprovably discursive; since there is also intuitive knowledge that is
not proved, but directly given to internal discretion; in addition, there
is also knowledge in revelation, which differs from cognition in that
knowledge is one-sided self-determination of the knower, while
revelation is a fwo-way act: it assumes an active relationship between
the Absolute, which opens, and the finite, limited being, to which it
opens” (ibid, p. 314).

However, Prince Trubetskoy sees his main task in a more
consistent way than Vladimir Sergeevich, his own, Solovyov’s
principle - the inseparable and unfusedunity of the divine and human,
and in this case, the mystical and rational element in the knowledge

39



ISSN 2410-3381 (PRINT), ISSN 2520-6842 (ONLINE)
No 1 (12) 2020 Cepia: Coyianvho-ginocoghcwvki npobremu po3gumxy 10OUHU i CYCRIIbCMEA

of God. Although one can agree with A.A. Nosov, that from the
rejection and criticism of the “Soloviev’s idea of theocracy as the
Divine kingdom established on the earth as a result of various social
transformations” the whole work grew and developed:
“VI. S. Soloviev's contemplation of the world” (Hocos, 2014,
p. 83-84).

In the doctrine of the Absolute, Evgeny Nikolaevich follows
mainly Soloviev, emphasizing that: “The first and main hypothesis of
all thought, without which all judgments and statements turn into
nothing, is the real Absolute” (Tpybenkoi, 1913, v. I, p. 107). Thus,
showing that the assumption of the real absolute for thought is not
arbitrary, but necessary.

At the same time, Prince Trubetskoy carefully distinguishes,
firstly, the necessary logical assumptions of our consciousness with
the act of reflection with which we are aware and accept these
assumptions; secondly, a rational belief in the Absolute with a
mystical, religious faith in God, which, of course, is not the same
thing.

According to Trubetskoy. "In natural cognition, the
unconditional is assumed not as the essence of all that is knowable,
but as a universal thought and consciousness about everything ... this
universal consciousness is a necessary act of our thought, without
which our knowledge cannot take a single step." At the same time,
people may not be aware, and in most cases they are not aware of the
logical assumptions of their thoughts. So, philosophers of a new
formation who confidently deny the laws of logic, but at the same
time unconsciously assume them, as they strive to give their negation
a logical justification (EBrenmii Tpy0Oenkoii).

Therefore, it can be argued, for example, at the same time that
the Unconditional, as conscious, is necessarily assumed by our
thought, and that this assumption remains hidden from people's
consciousness until it is revealed by transcendental research. If this
rational faith has the character of necessity, (in the sense of logical
obligation), in that sense, the prince believed that a person who
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thinks correctly should be aware of the necessary assumptions of his
thoughts and believe in them; but in fact, he retains his freedom to be
illogical. Moreover, the logically necessary faith in the Absolute, as a
transcendental subject of consciousness, and religious faith in God
are not the same thing, Trubetskoy believed, the latter also supposes
“a certain moral attitude towards the Absolute, an element of trust in
it, recognition of its goodness - in general, intimate personal relation
to him; all this necessary content of the religious attitude to the
Absolute does not at all lie in a rational attitude towards the
knowable: it is not supposed to be an act of cognition, and therefore
it is not imposed on us with logical necessity” (EBrenuit
TpyOerkoit).

Thus, the freedom of religious faith in God is not undermined or
excluded by the logical necessity of the postulates of human thought.
And the discovery of the logical need to assume the Absolute is not
yet proof of the existence of God's being. Because the recognition of
the Absolute as God, believed E.N. Trubetskoy introduces into it
such a content that cannot be a priori extracted from the necessary
logical postulates: "experience is required here, that the real contact
of the human soul with the Divine, which no logical arguments can
give or put forward." Such, in his own words, is the very essence of
the prince’s thought. And the prince wrote about his contemporary
friend, that: “All attempts to separate the philosopher from the
religious thinker in Solovyov are futile and can only be considered as
evidence of a certain tastelessness” (Eprenuit TpyOernkoii). Indeed,
Soloviev, following in this respect the example of the Slavophiles
and Schelling, declared at the very beginning of his literary field that
"philosophy in the sense of abstract, exclusively theoretical cognition
has completed its development and has gone irretrievably into the
world of the past" (Tpy6enkoit, 1913, v. I, p. 62). In connection with
this disappointment in the abstract, that is, purely rationalistic,
philosophy which was constructed by one mind, Soloviev came to
the idea of a universal organic synthesis of science, philosophy and
religion (ibid, p. 58). Trubetskoy sets out a plan for this synthesis in a
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separate section specially devoted to this topic (ibid, p. 110 and p.
113), generally relating positively towards this project (TpyOernkoi,
1913, v. II, 291-293). And the prince shows in his entire book that
“the unifying principle of this organic synthesis in the teachings of
Solovyov is the idea of God-manhood, and, from the point of view of
Solovyov, this religious principle should not only be a corner in our
worldview, but completely define it, become everything in it in
everything.” That is, if E.N. Trubetskoy considered that the idea of
organic synthesis is necessary for Solovyov, then, of course, he
would have recognized religion and philosophy as essential elements
of his worldview (EBrennii Tpyberkoit).

As for the attempts to “justify the faith of the fathers,” Evgeni
Nikolaevich in it not only sympathizes with Soloviev, but also tries

to complete him . Probably, the prince considered as especially
valuable the fact that religion and philosophy in Solovyov’s
teachings are an inseparable and unfused whole (Solovyov himself
looked at his teachings in this way), so that a religious thinker and a
philosopher in this thinker could not be separated.

Finally, Prince Trubetskoy highly appreciated the idea of a
brilliant Russian thinker that throughout his life that “great task for
which the latter lived from the beginning to the end of his activity,
for him (Solovyov) was not to contemplate, but to implement
kingdom of God."- So, this Solovyov's “the deepest thought”
Trubetskoy did not classify as “utopian,” but, on the contrary,
accepted it with reverence, sharing his observation that the first
period of his creativity (engaging in philosophy) was only
“preparatory”. And he called the third period “final”, “because
during this period the utopian element disappears, and the main idea
of the kingdom of God (or, what is also the universal God-manhood)
as the real end of the universe receives the deepest, brightest, and for
Solovyov, who after that soon died, and the final expression. “So,
this division into periods proceeds from what was most important for

ISce e.g. all§ III of chapter IX of his book. (7; 1)
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Solovyov himself and what is most important and in fact: from the
immanent point of view, it seems for Solovyov to be the only
acceptable one. Moreover, Trubetskoy directly wrote that the most
important thing in his book is that the prince “Did not have his own
philosophical views, which are absolutely separate from Solovyov's”
(EBrenuii Tpy0Gerkoii), so even differences between them exist only
on the basis of principles that are identical to them; and that the
reader may consider as his “own views” is only an organic
continuation of V1. S. Soloviev's thoughts. For him Solovyov’s
teaching is his own teaching and, therefore, the real, therefore, the
whole task of his research about Solovyov, Evgeny Nikolaevich
considered in that “to show that the doctrine is alive and not dead”
and to reveal what “it’s alive and what died in this doctrine, what
should be accepted in it and what should be rejected ” (ibid).

E.N. Trubetskoy criticized the wutopian and gnostic,
anthropocentric and pantheistic motives in Soloviev’s reasoning,
defending the dogmatic concept of the unconditional independence
of God from the world and man, His complete freedom in relation to
his creation (Tpy0Oenxoii, 1913, v. I, p. 41).

In addition, with a closer acquaintance with the views of the
first, a reader can't help but notice that the prince accepted all the
basic concepts of the philosophy of the latter: the doctrine of the
Absolute as All-united, of the second Absolute, of God-manhood, of
Sofia, of the world soul, of the human soul, etc., which “are partly
entirely Solovyov’s, partly are the conversion of his doctrines. At the
same time, the philosophy of the last period of this thinker is so close
to the prince that here Trubetskoy sought only to finish what, as he
believed, the philosopher who had died by that time could not
express or think through to the end.

Solovyov’s philosophy for Yevgeny Nikolaevich, as he admitted
himself, is true philosophy. So, that some harsh expressions used by
him in relation to separate Soloviev's ideas were only a manifestation
of the feelings of a friend who was ardent in relation to the concepts
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that were before and the views of the prince himself (EBrenmii
TpyOerkoit).

Evgeny Nikolaevich admitted that he was lived the same mental
life with Soloviev, shared his main thoughts; however, there was a
time when he also lived “with him and his illusions, his utopias;
worried about his dream of Russian national messianism and the
third Rome, and went in for many of the romantic dreams of his
metaphysics 7, which now seem to be "a temporary historical
appendage to its true beginnings." Moreover, even those Soloviev’s
hobbies that Trubetskoy never shared, for the latter was nevertheless
“akin to him and close”. Therefore, the “well-known passion and
harshness” of some of the prince's judgments is caused by his love to
that in what he saw the enduring content of Soloviev’s philosophy,
and by the desire to see this content clothed in an appropriate,
adequate form. Because these doctrines “are those higher creations of
genius that not only Russia but also humanity has the right to be
proud of”, namely: these are Soloviev’s doctrines “about total unity
and God-manhood, about Sofia, his theoretical philosophy of the last
period”, and finally “thoughtful aesthetics and its incomparable
"philosophy of the end", in comparison with which "the transient
doctrines of Soloviev are nothing", which the prince rejected,
remaining, of course, the continuer of the philosophy of the latter
(ibid).

However, A.F. Losev (JIoces, 1990), thoughtfully analyzing the
E.N. Trubetskoy's criticism of Solovyov, considered the first in
reality not so much a friend and follower of the latter, as "an active
and invincible opponent" (TpyOeukoii, 1995, p. 579), but this
position, as we have seen, diverges from repeatedly and explicitly
expressed point of view of Yevgeny Nikolaevich himself.

As stated, the modern Russian philosopher N.K. Gavryushin in
his doctrine, philosophical creativity of E.N. Trubetskoy unfolded in
the era of influence on Russian culture of Christian Platonism, one of
the stars of the first magnitude was and Vladimir Solovyov
(FaBprommun, 2014, p. 58-59), and "St. Pavel Florensky openly
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equated Platonism and Christianity” (ibid, p. 66). At the same time,
the study book “Worldview of V1. S. Solovyov "(1913) became in
essence "the first deeply thought-out reaction to Christian Platonism
and outlined ways forover coming it " (ibid).

Considering the problem of the relationship between the earthly
and the divine, Trubetskoy fixed its incorrect solution in the
philosophy of VI. Solovyov, who extremely brought together the
earthly and divine planes of being, so that in the metaphysics of the
latter pantheistic motifs originating from German mysticism are
evident (I'aBpromuH, 2014, p. 39). Another mistake of his teacher,
bringing him together to Gnosticism, the prince considered the
understanding of man and his role in being. Soloviev supposed that
God cannot exist without man, but then "God becomes the causer of
all the evil of our reality" (Tpybenkoit, 1995, p. 351).

N.K. Gavryushin states/stated that the prince convincingly
showed that “the Christian-Platonic synthesis on which Soloviev
worked in the 1980s was actually more platonic than Christian, and
was noticeably supported by the temporal political illusions of the
philosopher” (I"aBprommn, 2014, p. 67). But, as we saw above, some
of these philosophical illusions adhered at the time to
E.N. Trubetskoy, as evidenced by N.K. Gavryushin, pointing out
further in what the prince failed to overcome "Christian Platonism"
[ibid].

Conclusions. Therefore, we can agree with I.I. Yevlampiev,
who states even today the current situation for the modern world,
that, according to E.S. Trubetskoy crisis of modern mankind occurs
due to the loss of religious feeling, leading to “oblivion the unity of
all people - both in sin and salvation, and then oblivion the unity of
man with God.” And it can be achieved through the free self-
determination of man” (EBmamnues, 2014, p.57).
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VY SKOCTI TOCTIHUIIBKOTO 3aBJaHHS aBTOpaMu Oyjia BU3HAa4YECHA
cpoba OLIHUTH Ta MpoaHaNi3yBaTW NpUHIMIH (imocodii aABOX
BEIMKHX  pociiicekux  ¢imocopis  E.H.  Tpybeupkoro Ta
B.C. ConoBiioBa, akIeHTyIOUYH OCHOBHY YBary came Ha CIIUIBHHX
pucax Ta BIAMIHHOCTSX X morisaiB. OCHOBHUM 3MICT JOCIIKEHHS
CTaHOBHUTH aHaJI3 Teopiil maHux (iocodiB MO0 CHIBBITHOMICHHS
00’KECTBEHHOTO T0YaTKy Ta IHTYiTUBHOTO 3HAHHA Yy JIIOJCHKOMY
icHyBaHHI. ABTOp po3kpuBae ocHoBHiI morisian E.H. TpyOerpkoro
Ha [0 mpoOieMy, SKi MOJIATar0Th, MEpHI 3a BCE, y TOMY, IO Y
MPUPOJHOMY Ti3HAHHI 0€3yMOBHE Iepen0adaeThCsi HE SIK CYTHICTh
BCHOTO MI3HABAHHOTO, a K yHIBEpCcaJbHA AyMKa i CBIIOMICTH TPO
Bce cyrHe. @imocodiss B.C. ComnoBiioBa € KOHIENTyalTbHO
npotuiexkHoto dinocodii E.H. TpyOembpkoro Ta MiCTUTh Taki el sk
YHIBEpCAIbHUI OpraHiyHui CHHTE3 Haykd, ¢itocodii i peirii, imes
HEPO3JUTHHOI 1 HECISTHHOT €IHOCTI 00KECTBEHHOTO 1 JIFOACHKOTO,
MICTHYHOTO 1 paI[iOHaJbHOTO. ABTOPH CTaTTi 3a3HAYaIOTh, IO,
HE3BaXKAIOUHW Ha 111 QyHIaMEHTAIbHI BIIMIHHOCTI Yy MOTJIsAAaX, KHSI3b
TpyOeupkoii y cBoOiif KOHIEMNIT Mpo 0e3yMOBHY He3ajexxHocTi bora
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BiJl CBITY 1 JIIOMMHHM 3aBXKIM ONHpaBCcs Ha 1inei AOCOIIOTHOTO
3arponioHoBaHi CoIOBHOBMM Ta BBaXaB (iocodito OCTaHHHOTO
«ICTUHHOIO». Ha OCHOBI BHBUYEHHS B3a€MOBITHOCHH 3a3HauCHHX
¢ditocodiB aBTOPH BCTAHOBIIIOIOTH, IO BEIUKA KUIBKICTh B3a€MHOI
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TpyOeubkuM, 3yMOBIIEHA TIEPII 32 BCE MPOSIBOM JPYKHIX TMOYYTTIB.
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MOYYTTSI, IO BeJe 10 3a0yTTS €IHOCTI BCIX JIIOACH - AK B IPiXy, TaK i
MOPATYHOK, a TIOTIM 1 3a0yTTi € JHOCTI JTF0AMHU 3 borowm.
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HJES BOIT'OYEJIOBEKA B KOHTEKCTE COBPEMEHHBIX
HCCJIEIOBAHUN

B kaudectBe wccienoBaTenbCKOM 3alayM  aBTOpaMu  ObLia
oTpenieNieHa TOMbITKA OUEHUTh M TPOAHAIM3UPOBATH PUHIUITHI
¢unocopun poccuiickux ¢uiocopo E.H. Tpydenxoro u B.C.
ConoBbeBa. (OCHOBHOE COJAEP)KAHME HCCIIENOBAHUS COCTaBJISET
aHaJM3 TEOpUH JaHHBIX (UIOCO(OB KacaTEIbHO COOTHOIICHHS
00’KECTBEHHOTO Hayaja M MHTYUTHUBHOTO 3HAHMS B YEIOBEYECKOM
cyuiectBoBaHuM. ABTOp packpsiBaeT B3raael E.H. TpyGernkoro na
ATy TpoOIeMy, KOTOPbIE 3aKIIOYAIOTCS B TOM, YTO B €CTECTBEHHOM
MO3HAaHWU OE3yCIOBHOE MPEAINOJIaraeTcsi He KaK CYIIHOCTh BCETO
MO3HABAEMOTO, a KaK YyHHBEpCaJbHAas MBICIb M CO3HaHHE 000
BceM. @miocopus B.C. CoisoBbeBa sBJISETCS KOHILENTYalbHO
npoTuBomnoioxkHOU (punocodun E.H. TpyOenkoro u conepxuT uaeu
HEpa3JeIbHOTO M HECIUSHHOTO €AWHCTBAa OOXKECTBEHHOTO U
yenoBedyeckoro. B crarbe n1aH noapoOHbIN aHAIN3 KOMMEHTAPUEB IO
JaHHOM TeMe TaKuX BbIJAOMMXCA pycckux ¢uiocodoB xak H.K.
laBpromnn, I1. ®nopenckuii, 1.1. EBnamnueB u, onupasch Ha UX
MHEHHE, aBTOp IMOJXOJMUT K BBIBOJY, YTO KpuTHKa TpyOerkoro B
ctopony CoJioBbEBaA 00YCIIOBIIEHA JPYKECKUMH YyBCTBAMH.

KimoueBsie cnoBa: TpyOenkoii; CoisioBbeB; borouenosek;
00’KECTBEHHOE Hayajlo; WHTYHUTHBHBIC 3HAHUS; HayKa; PEIUTHS,
¢bumnocoust; cuaTe3

REFERENCES
1. Gavryushin N.K. (2014). Hristianskij platonizm I religiozno-
obshchestvennyj ideal v trudah knyazya E.N. Trubeckogo [Christian
Platonism and the religious social ideal in the works of Prince
E.N. Trubetskoy] In Evgeny Nikolaevich Trubetskoy /Eds.
S.M. Polovinkina, T.G. Shchedrinoj. Moscow: Politicheskaya
49



ISSN 2410-3381 (PRINT), ISSN 2520-6842 (ONLINE)
No 1 (12) 2020 Cepia: Coyianvho-ginocoghcwvki npobremu po3gumxy 10OUHU i CYCRIIbCMEA

enciklopediya. (filosofiya Rossii pervoj poloviny XX veka).
P. 58-74. [In Russian]

2. Evlampiev L.I. (2014). Problema soedineniya zemnogo i
bozhestvennogo v filosofskom tvorchestve E.N. Trubeckogo [The
problem of combining the earthly and the divine in the philosophical
work of E.N. Trubetskoy] In Evgeny Nikolaevich Trubetskoy/ Eds.
S.M. Polovinkina, T.G. Shedrinoj. Moscow: Politicheskaya
enciklopediya. (filosofiya Rossii pervoj poloviny XX veka).
P. 10-57. [In Russian]

3. Losev A.F. (1990). Viadimir Solov'evi ego vremya [Viadimir
Soloviev and his time]. Moscow. [In Russian]

4. Nosov A.A. (2014). Istoriya i sud'ba «Mirosozercaniya
VL. S. Solov'eva» [History and fate of the "Worldview of
VL. S. Solovyov "] In Evgeny Nikolaevich Trubetskoy/ Eds.
S.M. Polovinkina, T.G. Shedrinoj. Moscow: Politicheskaya
enciklopediya. (filosofiya Rossii pervoj poloviny XX veka).
P.75-113. [In Russian]

5. Trubeckoj E.N. (1917) Metafizicheskie predpolozheniya
poznaniya. Opyt preodoleniya Kanta i kantianstva [Metaphysical
assumptions of knowledge. Experience of overcoming Kant and
Kantianism]. Moscow. Retrieved from:
http://www.odinblago.ru/metafiz_predp poznania/#35 [In Russian]

6. Evgenij Trubeckoj. K voprosu o mirovozzrenii V. S. Solov'eva
(Po povodustat'i L. M. Lopatina) [To the question of V.S.Soloviev's
worldview (Concerning the L. M. Lopatin’s article)]. Retrieved from:
https://www.rulit.me/author/trubeckoj-evgenij-nikolaevich/k-
VOProsu-o-mirovozzrenii-v-s-soloveva-download-free-396292.html.
[In Russian]

7. Trubeckoj E.N. (1913). Mirovozzrenie VI. S. Solov'eva [The
worldview of V1. S. Solovyova]. V.1-2. Moscow. [In Russian]

8. Trubeckoj E. N. (1995). Mirovozzrenie V.S.Solov'eva [The
worldview of V1. S. Solovyova]. Moscow. V.1. [In Russian]

50



