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AHoTauus

Ceprui LeByeHko. YoBewkaTa cBo6oga u ceoboaaTa Ha u3bopa B eK3UCTeHLUanHo-
TeonoruyHua peanusbm Ha K. ®. PaitHxapgr. B cTatusaTa 3a mbpBu MbT B YKPAUHCKUS MCTOPH-
ko-chunocodicku Auckypc ce aHanuavpat ugeute Ha Kypt ®pank PaitHxapaT, KoUTo npeacTaBsT
cneumdukata Ha UMNAEMEHTALMATA HA KOHLENTYamnHUTe MONOXEHNUS HA KIAaCUYECKNUS EK3UCTEH-
UnanusbM BbB (unocodbckata kyntypa Ha CALLL. Herosute “ek3ncTeHumanHa aHTpononorus” u
“eK3UCTEeHLMarnHo-TeoNornyeH peannusbM’ ce WHTEPNpeTMpaT KaTo (PEHOMEH Ha MOCTEK3UCTEH-
LjManmncTkoTo MUCTEHE, T.e. KaTo KyNTYPONOTMYEH CUHTES, KOWMTO Ce OT/INYaBa C METOAONOMYECKH
EKINEKTU3BM U CTPEMEX 3a pas3BUTUE Ha eK3UCTEHLManuCcTkuTe NocTynatv B npoLeca Ha Cb3aa-
BaHe Ha HoBa (pmnocodcka KOHLENUMS 3a YOBeKa, KbAeTo LieHTpanHa kaTeropus e NoHATUETO
“‘cBob0pA’, @ 0OcCHOBEH Npobnem — AuxoToMUsITa MeXZy JoBellkaTa cBoboaa v ceobopata Ha u3-
Bopa. lNokasBa ce, Ye K. PailHxapaT B3ema 3a OCHOBa apuCTOTENIOBO-TOMUCTKATA Tpaguums Ha
paLMOHanMCTUYHOTO pa3dbupaHe Ha deHoMeHa Ha cBobofaTa B KOHTEKCTA Ha CbOTHOLLEHWETO
“4oBeK — CBAT — Bor”, HO KOHLLENTYanHo MUCIUTENST Ce onupa W pa3BnBa MpaLMoHanHUTe Bbarne-
OV Ha NPeACTaBUTENUTE Ha KNacu4ecknst ek3NCTEHLMAnN3bM. TakbB CUHTES, KaKTo € [JoKasaHo B
aHoHcMpaHaTa cTaTus, nogTvkea K. PaiHxrapar fa pelasa npobnema 3a B3aumoBpb3kaTa Mexay
cBoboparta 1 kpusaTa Ha YOBELLKOTO ChLLECTBYBaHe B CbBPEMEHHAaTa enoxa 4Ype3 NpeocMucnsiHe
Ha ponisiTa Ha XPUCTUSIHCTBOTO, @ UMEHHO Ype3 ThbiKYBAHETO My B EK3UCTEHLMANEH CMUCH KaTo
“YHUKanHa oyxoBHa cuna”, cnocobHa fa Bb3BbpHE LANoCTTa Ha 3arybeHoTo “A3”. YoBeKbT ce UH-
TEPMPETMPA OT YYEHMS KATO OHTONMONMYHO M METAhU3NYHO 3aBHCHM, HO MCUXONOTMYECKM U Mopar-
Ho cBobogeH. bea boxus BeYeH 1 BCEMPOHMKBALY “NMpOMUCHN’, Copes Hero, He Bu Mano HUTo
X0pa, HUTO YOBELLKA AEMHOCT, HUTO YoBeLUKa cBoboga. PasymbT v Bonsita hopmmpat ocHoBaTa 3a
VHTEpNpeTaLmsTa Ha NOHATMETO “cBOBOAA” B eK3uCTEHLManHaTa aHTpononorust Ha K. PaitHxapg,.
CbBpemeHHaTa LMBUNM3aLUS, KakTo AoKasBa MUCAMTENSAT, Ce HaMmupa nog Cepuo3Ha 3annaxa,
Tbil KAaTO BEYHUTE LIEHHOCTU, UHTEMEKTYaNHUTE U MOPANHNUTE UCTWUHU 3ano4BaT BCe MOoBeYe Aa
Cce OTAarneyaBar OT peafHOCTUTE Ha MaTepusTa U NpupogaTa, Taka Ye MatepuanHaTa peanHocrT,
n1LLeHa OT PBbKOBOACTBOTO HA pasyMa W pauuoHarHo npocBeTeHaTa Bons, OTCTbMBA Npep cns-
naTa cuna Ha cnyyasi u 61onorMyHMs MOLTVK Ha BOMISITa KbM NpunaraHe Ha cuna. B peayntat Ha
ToBa K. PaitHxapa noayepTaBa 3abpaBsSHETO OT CTpaHa Ha YoBeka Ha ‘ek3ucTeHUuanHata’ uen
Ha cODCTBEHOTO My ChLLECTBYBaHe. TBOpYeCTBOTO Ha K. PaitHxapaT npeAcrtasnsea cBoeobpaseH
EKNEeKTUYEH CUHTE3 HA TOMUCTKUS PaLMOHaNU3bM C ETUYECKIUTE, OHTONOMMYECKUTE 1 aHTPOMOSO-
MMYECKNTE MOCTYNATN HA EK3UCTEHLMANM3MA, KOETO MOXeE Aa 6bae NOTBLPXAEHWE 3a Pa3BUTUETO
Ha NOCTEK3NUCTEHLMaNUCTKOTO MUCTIEHe B CbBPEMEHHATa enoxa.
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KntouoBu Aymu: NOCT-eK3UCTEHLMANMCTKO MUCTIEHE, EK3UCTEHLMANHa aHTPOMNOSIOTuUs, ek-

31CTEHLMANHO-TEONOTMYeH peannsbm, “cBoboga Ha m3bop”, “ceobofa Ha aBTOHOMMS”, AyXOBHA
PEBOMOLMS

AHoTauis

Ceprivi LeByeHko. CBoGOAA NtognHK Ta cBOOOAA BUOOPY B €K3UCTEHLiaNbHO-TEON0-
rivHomy peanismi K. ®. PaiiHrapara. Y cTaTTi BnepLue B yKpaiHCbKOMY iCTOPUKO-(hinocodicbkomy
Anckypci aHanisytoTbest inei Kypta ®panka PaitHrapara, ski npeseHTyoTh cneuudiky imnnemeHTa-
Lii KOHLieNTYamnbHIX NONOXEHb KNaCc4HOTO ekauncTerLianiamy B dinocodebkiit kynbTypi CLUA. Aoro
“ek3ucTeHUianbHa aHTpononoria” Ta “ek3ncTeHLianbHO-TEONOMNYHNIA peaniam” iHTepnpeTyTbCS AK
(hEHOMEH MOCTEK3NCTEHLianiCTCbKOro MUCMEHHSI, TOBTO, KyNbTyPONOriYHUIA CUHTES, KU Biapis-
HAETbCA METOAOMOMYHOK EKMEKTUKOK | HaMaraHHAM PO3BUHYTW €K3UCTEHLianiCTChbKi nocTynaTu y
MPOLIECi CTBOPEHHS HOBOI (hiNocodhCbKOi KOHLeNLii MoanHW, A€ LIEHTPanbHOK KaTeropieto BUCTY-
nae noHsTTs “ceobofa”, a npobnemot — AuxoToMis cBo6OAM MoanHM Ta cBoboam Bubopy. MNoka-
3aHo, Wo K. PaitHrapaT Bepe 3a OCHOBY apiCTOTENIBCbKO-TOMICTCHKY TPaAWLt0 paLioHanicTUYHOro
PO3yMiHHS (heHOMeHY cBOBOAW B KOHTEKCTi CMiBBIAHOLLEHHS “NoauHa — CBIiT — bor”, BTiM KoHLen-
TyanbHO MUCIUTENb CMMPAETLCS | PO3BMBAE ippaLioHanbHi NOMNAAN NPEeaCTaBHUKIB KNacKYHOro
eK31CcTeHuianiamy. Takuii CMHTE3, K AOBEAEHO Y aHOHCOBaHi ctatTi, crnoHykae K. PaiHrapaTa
npobrnemy B3aeM0o3B'si3Ky CBOOOAM i KpU3n MIIOACHKOrO iCHYBaHHS B Cy4acHy 00y BMpilLyBaTy 3a-
BOSAKM NEPEOCMUCTIEHHIO POTTi XPUCTUSIHCTBA, @ Came BUTIYMauYeHHI0 MOr0 B eK3UCTEHLanbHOMY
CEHCI K “yHiKanbHOI AYXOBHOI CUnu’, 34aTHOI MOBEPHYTM LiNiCHICTb 3aHanaiyeHomy “A”. iognHa
iHTEPNPETYETHCSA BYEHUM OHTOIOMNYHO Ta MeTaMi3NYHO 3aneXHO, BTIM NCUXOMOMYHO | MOpanbHO
BiNbHO. Be3 boxoro BiYHOro Ta BCENpOHM3Y0YOro “MpoOMIUCAY”, Ha 110ro aymKy, He 6yno 6 Hi nto-
[N, Hi NIACHKOT AiSnbHOCTI, aHi MoAcbKoi cBoboan. Po3yM i BOnsi hopMyHTh B eK3UCTeHLiamnbHin
aHTpononorii K. PaitHrapara nigrpyHTs Ans iHTenpeTauii noHatTs “ceobopa’. CyyacHa uyBinisalis,
K JOBOAMTb MUCAMTENb, NepebyBae Mif CEpo3HOK 3arpo30t, OCKINbKM BiYHi LHHOCTI, iHTENeK-
TyanbHi Ta MOpasbHi iCTWHM NOYMHaKTL BCe Binblue BigmansTucs Big peanin matepii i npupoau,
TaK Lo MaTepianbHa pearnbHiCTb, No30aBneHa KePIBHULITBA PO3yMy i paLlioHanbHO MPOCBITAEHOI
BOMi, MOCTYNAETLCA CMiNii cuni BUNaaKy Ta BionoriyHoro noTary Bomi 4O 3acTOCYBaHHs cunu. Ak
Hacnigok K. PaitHxapgr Haronowye npo 3abyTTs MOANHOK “eK3MCTEHLianbHOI™ MeTW BNacHOro
icHyBaHHs. TopuicTb K. PaitHxapaTta yocobmtoe CBOEPIAHNA EKNEKTUYHUIA CUHTE3 TOMICTCHKOTO
paLioHasniamy 3 ETUMHUMM, OHTOSOTYHUMK Ta aHTPOMNOSIONYHUMM NOCTYNaTaMu eK3UCTEHLianiamy,
Lo Moxe OyTu NigTBEpMKEHHSAM PO3BUTKY MOCTEK3NCTEHLaniCTCHKOTO MUCTIEHHS B CyyacHy aody.

KntoyoBi cnoBa: nocTek3ncTeHUianicTcbke MUCIEHHS, eK3UCTeHLianbHa aHTPOononoris,
€K3MCTEHL|ianbHO-TEOMOrYHMA peanism, “ceoboga Bubopy”, “cBoboga aBTOHOMII”, lyxOBHa peBo-
nojist

Abstract

Serhii Shevchenko. Human Freedom and Freedom of Choice in Kurt Frank Rein-
hardt’s Existential-Theological Realism. This article offers the first analysis in Ukrainian historical-
philosophical discourse of the ideas of Kurt Frank Reinhardt, highlighting the specific reception and
transformation of classical existentialist concepts within American philosophical culture. Reinhardt’s
“existential anthropology” and “existential-theological realism” are interpreted as manifestations of
post-existentialist thought — a cultural synthesis characterized by methodological eclecticism and an
attempt to further develop existentialist principles through a new philosophical concept of the human
being. In this framework, the notion of freedom emerges as a central category, particularly in relation
to the dichotomy between human freedom and freedom of choice.
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The study demonstrates that Reinhardt draws upon the Aristotelian-Thomistic tradition,
which offers a rationalistic understanding of freedom within the “man-world-God” relationship, while
simultaneously engaging with and developing the irrationalist perspectives of classical existential-
ism. This synthesis enables Reinhardt to address the interrelation between freedom and the crisis of
human existence in the modern age through a reinterpretation of Christianity as a “unique spiritual
force” capable of restoring the integrity of the weakened self.

In Reinhardt’s view, the human being is ontologically and metaphysically dependent, yet
psychologically and morally free. He argues that without God’s eternal and all-pervading guidance,
neither human existence nor freedom would be possible. Within his existential anthropology, reason
and will provide the foundation for interpreting freedom. At the same time, modern civilization is seen
as being under serious threat, as enduring values and moral truths increasingly diverge from material
reality, which, deprived of rational guidance, becomes subject to chance and instinctual drives.

Reinhardt ultimately emphasizes that this condition leads to a loss of awareness of the
existential purpose of human existence. His ideas thus represent an eclectic synthesis of Thomistic
rationalism and existentialist thought, confirming the development of post-existentialist philosophy.

Key words: post-existentialist thinking, existential anthropology, existential-theological real-
ism, “freedom of choice”, “freedom of autonomy”, spiritual revolution

Introduction. The concepts of “existential anthropology” and “existential-theological realism”
proposed in this study are not considered in the traditional understanding of existentialist anthropol-
ogy, which has developed over a long period of time in the Ukrainian historical and philosophical
thought. In the latter, such an anthropology is understood as the anthropology of philosophy of exis-
tentialism, as evidenced by the relevant works of the employees of the Department of Philosophical
Anthropology of the Skovoroda Institute of Philosophy (Tabachkovskyi, 1996; 2004; Khamitov, 1999;
2021), the departments of philosophy faculties of various universities of Ukraine, and the depart-
ments of philosophy or humanitarian disciplines (where even the concepts of “existential anthropol-
ogy’, “existentialist anthropology” and “anthropology of existentialism” are not distinguished between,
but are actually interpreted as synonymous in the syllabi and educational-scientific programs for the
specialty “philosophy” for master’s and postgraduate students) (The program of the professional
entrance examination ..., 2021; Khmil; Kovalchuk, 2013).

Professor Yemelianenko in the article “On the phenomenon of existential anthropology ...”
(2013) revealed a similar situation with such mixing in the process of distinguishing between the
concepts of “existential anthropology” and the anthropological ideas of the “classics of existentialism”
in Russian historical and philosophical thought. It was this researcher who made the first attempt at
a methodologically new reading of the history of the study of the meaning and content of these phe-
nomena in modern humanitarian and philosophical thinking.

Thus, Emelianenko believes that the interpretation of these terms only as anthropological and
religious-anthropological views of the founders of existentialist thinking in our time sharply contrasts
with the need to create a new research idea about the essence of modern symbiotic formations of a
post-existentialist nature.

A significant transformation of the philosophy of classical existentialism at one time was re-
corded in Ukrainian historical-philosophical science, where the main attention in the study of this pro-
cess was paid to the emergence of a system of so-called cultural syntheses of classical existentialism
with various branches of philosophy (anthropology, axiology, ethics, aesthetics, phenomenology) and
humanitarian disciplines (sociology, psychology, psychoanalysis and psychotherapy, political sci-
ence, pedagogy), etc. Professor Raida has initiated a systematic historical-philosophical study of
this process, which was defined as the emergence of “post-existentialist thinking” in his works (1998;
1999; 2009). The formation of such post-existentialist cultural syntheses as existential phenomenol-
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ogy, existential anthropology, existential sociology, existential psychology, psychoanalysis and psy-
chotherapy, existential political science, existential pedagogy, existential theology, etc., in his opinion,
was caused by “the need to solve the problems of the further development of modern philosophical
and humanitarian knowledge, increasing its volume due to a specific (existential-phenomenological)
understanding of spheres of a person’s existence that are not subject to rationalistic methods” (Raida,
1999). Raida connected the emergence of these new and essentially existentialist meditations in the
post-existentialist, unexpected form of cultural syntheses with a great number of new problems in
the historical-philosophical understanding of this direction of philosophical thinking: “How and why
did classical existentialism change the form of its existence? Is it possible to interpret the “invasion”
of existentialism into the field of humanitarian knowledge as the emergence of a qualitatively new
type of philosophical thinking, or is it simply a phenomenon of the spread of the ideas of classical
existentialism in the field of modern humanitarian culture? How does post-existentialist thinking differ
from the existential type of philosophizing that accompanied the formation of “theoretical philosophy”
throughout the entire period of its development? How does this thinking differ from the philosophy of
classical existentialism, the beginning of which is usually associated with the works of Sgren Kierkeg-
aard, and finally, from the traditional philosophy?”

One of the first problems that historical-philosophical analysis faces in this situation, as noted
by the Ukrainian scientist, is the problem of classification, which would take into account not only
external signs, the form of existence of post-existentialist thinking, but also its content, essential
expression of its “principles” and “laws”. The difficulties of such a classification, in his opinion, arise
not only as a result of the convention, “the ephemerality” of the existence of the very subject of its
definition (post-existentialist symbioses in each specific case can with a sufficient degree of prob-
ability be included both in the existentialist thinking and in the corresponding humanitarian discipline,
to which such a thinking joins: sociology, psychology, ethics, aesthetics, dialectics, theology, etc.), but
also due to the conventionality of the boundaries of synthesized concepts, the introduction of ideas
from a wide variety of other philosophical trends, concepts, schools, directions into these symbioses.
Given this, almost every one of the newly defined post-existentialist syntheses, in his opinion, could
be considered a kind of philosophical eclecticism.

Existential anthropology of Kurt Frank Reinhardt (1944; 1960), Stephen Ross (1973), Edgar
Bodenheimer (1971; 1980), William Horosz (1975), Michael Jackson (2005) also combines, for ex-
ample, the ideas of classical existentialism, phenomenology, personalism, philosophy of life, realism
and pragmatism — and all this is also “mixed” with modernized theology and religious philosophy.
It is undeniable that the definition of the boundaries of anthropological philosophy due to different
explanations and interpretations of the term “anthropological’, sometimes extended to the whole
philosophy, also affects the possibilities of definitive classification and definition of existential anthro-
pology (Raida, 2009, pp. 263 — 264).

Some researchers (Premawardhana, 2020) try to justify the relevance of existential anthro-
pology for ethnographic approaches in the context of studying world Christianity. This relevance,
according to them, lies not only in the ability of existential anthropology to convey the complexity of
everyday religion, but also in the connections of existentialism itself with many aspects of the past
and present Christian theology. Such an opinion, of course, touches on the practical side of the prob-
lem of the correlation of Christian theology and existentialism, which was also studied by Ukrainian
scientists (Shevchenko, 2016; Yemelianenko, 2018).

“The practical importance and necessity of using the type of knowledge contained in the
system of post-existentialist concepts convinces that its research is a really important and absolutely
necessary matter in modern historical-philosophical science” (Raida, 2009, p. 312).

Based on these conceptual and methodological developments, we will try to analyze in more
detail this type of philosophical anthropology on the example of the Kurt Reinhardt's ideas, in particu-
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lar, in the context of interpreting his work as a phenomenon of post-existentialist thinking, i.e. cultural
synthesis, which is distinguished by methodological eclecticism and an attempt to develop existential-
ist postulates in the process of creating a new philosophical concept of man, namely, to show what
place the concept of “freedom” has in it.

Integral realism on the problem of the relationship between “spiritual determinism”
and human freedom

Kurt Frank Reinhardt (1896 — 1983) was an American Germanist of German origin, philoso-
pher and educator, was Professor at the Department of Modern European Languages and of the
German Studies Department at Stanford University from 1930 to 1962. His most famous philosophi-
cal works are: “A Realistic Philosophy. The Perennial Principles of Thought and Action in a Changing
World” (1944) and “The Existentialist Revolt” (1952). His first acquaintance with Kierkegaard dates
back to the years of the World War I. From 1919 to 1921, his philosophy teachers were Karl Jas-
pers at the University of Heidelberg and Edmund Husserl and Martin Heidegger at the University of
Freiburg. Their personalities and their works left an indelible impression on Reinhardt's conscious-
ness. Immigrating to the United States, Reinhardt became one of the German intellectual emigrants
who introduced the ideas of existentialism to the New World.

In his work “A Realistic Philosophy. The Perennial Principles of Thought and Action in @ Chang-
ing World” Reinhardt set himself the goal of formulating the main provisions of the “Eternal Philosophy”
(“Philosophia perennis”) on the basis of true (integral) realism. The work consists of four chapters:

1. Being and Reality (Metaphysics);

2. Human Action and Moral Values (Ethics);

3. Human Action in State and Society (Political Philosophy);

4. Man, as Producer and Consumer (Economic Philosophy).

In the conclusions, the author examines the issue of the relationship “man — world — God”.

In the second chapter, “Human Action and Moral Values (Ethics)”, Reinhardt addresses the
problems of human freedom and freedom of choice. When analyzing this problem, the author relies
on the views of Aristotle, Blessed Augustine, Thomas Aquinas, debates with Immanuel Kant, refers
to Jacques Maritain and the early Martin Heidegger, the influence of the latter two was of decisive
importance in the formation of Reinhardt’s worldview within Catholicism. First of all, the German-
American philosopher asks the question how to determine what is the Highest Good and whether
its achievement provides the acquisition of happiness? Using the Aristotelian-Thomist approach to
solving the question, Reinhardt (1944, p. 123) draws a demarcation between beings “who act with the
knowledge” and beings “who act without the knowledge”, while emphasizing that “only a rational be-
ing can obtain lasting happiness”. According to the researcher, “action with the knowledge” involves
movement in the direction of achieving a certain goal. After all, it is the person who most clearly
initiates his own actions and clearly performs them with an awareness of the goal or the future end.
The actions of a person, a rational animal, are thereby different from the actions of subrational beings
that have spontaneous will in the meaning that it does not contradict their own inner nature, which
prompts them at the level of instincts or reflexes.

Thus, Reinhardt proves (1944, p. 124) that human actions, proceeding from an internal
source and striving for a rationally known and determined goal in advance, are free. However, not
“every action” of a person can be considered “human” or “free” without some guidance from within.
Action, as a free manifestation of the will, to become uniquely human, must be caused by “the deliber-
ate judgment of the human intellect”. “Such a free or deliberate intellectual judgment, however, can
only be exercised by a being which is capable of knowing the nature of the True as well as the nature
of the Good”. Thus, the author persistently substantiates the close relationship and interdependence
of metaphysics and ethics. Reinhardt concludes that “human freedom has its roots in human reason
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or human judgment, and that without rationality there would be no freedom. Conversely, the denial
of human freedom implies the denial of rationality. Any consistently deterministic “ethics” is actually
a contradiction in terms because a moral philosophy or ethics is only possible on the basis of human
freedom. The entire moral life of man, including the moral qualifications of every specifically human
act, rests on the reality of free will or free choice”. Freedom, according to Reinhardt, is completely
based on reason, which justifies any free action. Accordingly, every “human action” is an action of
free will. Actions of free will, however, are by definition impossible if the will is subjected to coercion
or violence. By “free actions” the author understands those actions that are ordered and initiated by
the will. In Reinhardt’s existential anthropology, reason and will form the basis for interpreting the
concept of “freedom”.

In his monograph, the author also raises the problems of existential-theological ethics related
to the interpretation of the relationship between freedom, human will and human’s perception of God:
“If, however, the will were to find itself face to face with the Absolute Good or the good as such, it
would meet, so to speak, with the sum total of the objects of its desire and would therefore embrace
of necessity this ultimate end and object of the “rational appetite.” In other words, if an immediate or
direct and unobstructed vision of God were possible in this life, the will would no longer “will” or strive
but would rest in the attainment and fruition of perfect beatitude” (Reinhardt, 1944, p. 126). Reinhardt
interprets ethics or moral philosophy not only as a science of human actions, but, more deeply, as a
science of the ultimate goals of human actions. This kind of ethics, according to the scientist, informs
us both about the proper use of human freedom and about the adequate means that must be ad-
opted to achieve the goals proposed and presented by reason. Based on these positions, Reinhardt
does not accept the thesis put forward by Kant in his “Critique of Practical Reason”, by which he
postulates an internal and irreconcilable opposition or antagonism between nature, on the one hand,
and freedom, on the other. Reinhardt criticizes Kant's complete self-determination or “autonomy” of
rational will as the supreme law and condition of morality. Thus, in his opinion, freedom and morality
are excluded from the world of phenomena or things, consisting of the data of intramental experience,
mediated by innate or a priori forms of reason.

Reinhardt (1944, p. 127) does not share Kant’s opinion that “Morality and moral freedom,
therefore, cannot be established or substantiated by “theoretical reason”. Without moral freedom,
however, morality and with it a meaningful and purposive human life would be an impossibility. Moral
freedom, therefore, must be “postulated” and its reality affirmed by “practical reason” which bases its
certitude on inner experience. For Kant the reality of “the moral law within” is as indubitable as the
reality of “the starry sky above”.

To Kant's declared primacy of ethics over metaphysics, of action over thought, which exactly
overturns the pre-Kantian philosophical position, Reinhardt opposes the Aristotelian-Thomist tradi-
tion, which for centuries considered the fundamental function of the “theoretical mind” (metaphysics)
to establish the foundations of “practical reason” (ethics) in the study of metaphysical nature and the
foundations of human freedom until Kant’s personal teacher Christian von Wolff (1679-1754). Kant,
on the other hand, as Reinhardt believes (1944, p. 128), finds such foundations in the empirical facts
of moral conscience — a practical confirmation of a moral law that does not need any metaphysical
justification. Therefore, a man, according to Kant, is a member of two worlds or systems: a natural,
physical, material system, in which every thing is strictly defined and in which a man functions as
a necessary product of the causal texture of the “phenomenon”; and a supersensible, spiritual and
moral system in which a man acts as a free or autonomous being. These two systems the philoso-
pher understands as unrelated, but also defines as strictly opposite to each other. In the Aristotelian-
Thomistic tradition, on the other hand, the system of reason and spirit, as well as the system of
morality or freedom, are rooted in the system of nature, both systems have a common foundation
and expression in the system of being. Based on such counterarguments, Reinhardt considers God
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the author of nature, in particular, the material or physical nature of man, as well as the rational and
moral nature of man: he is the author of human freedom.

Reinhardt also subjects his conclusions (1944, p. 129) to critical analysis, asking the follow-
ing: “But if thus God is the prime author of all acts, is He not also the exclusive author of all so-called
“free” or human acts? And are we not then committed to a “spiritual determinism” as rigid as the
mechanistic determinism of the positivists and materialists?”. This question, the researcher empha-
sizes, was actually answered in the affirmative by those who attributed freedom only to the world soul
(Averroes, Schelling, etc.) or to the world spirit (Hegel), but not to individual souls and will. Fatalists
concluded that there is neither freedom nor chance, only necessity (Spengler).

The solution to this problem, according to Reinhardt (1944, pp. 129-130), can be found only
in a philosophy that guards the boundaries of both the Absolute and the relative, clarifying their nature
and relationship and thus saving the relative from extinction or absorption through the Absolute and
vice versa. Such a solution is proposed in Thomistic philosophy, primarily through its deep analysis of
the nature of divine transcendence, according to which “...man could neither be nor be free without
God. The fact that man in his being and existence depends on God’s being and existence, far from
preventing him from being fully man, rather firmly establishes him in his human nature and therewith
in his freedom”.

Therefore, as Reinhardt argues, man depends on God in his essence (in ratione entis), but
he is independent or free because he is directly involved in the contingency of these deterministic
relations and activities that are embedded in his human nature. He then concludes that a man can be
considered ontologically or metaphysically dependent, but psychologically and morally free. ...without
God's eternal and all-pervading “providence” there would be neither people, nor human activity, nor
human freedom.

Reinhardt also addresses (1944, p. 130) the problem of the relationship between values
and freedom of choice. According to his position, if a man is free, he can choose between values or
goods. This statement in turn means that a man does not choose and in fact cannot choose anti-
value, or desire negativity as such. Referring to Aristotle, Reinhardt (1944, p. 132) reminds us that
the good in the general meaning is a value, and in the metaphysical meaning it is recognized as one
of the transcendental attributes or aspects of being, and the act of free choice is correlated with a
‘reasonable” desire. However, in this life the human will never encounter the Absolute Good, but only
relative and individual goods and values. The will, therefore, seeks cognition of the good as such,
but finds the good only in a form of specific goods, seeks these relative goods and values. In other
words, a man does not have freedom of choice in achieving the ultimate goal, or perfect and absolute
value, but he has freedom of choice regarding intermediate goals, as well as those means that are
presented to him in a form of specific goods or values.

To implement the cooperation that exists between human thinking and human will, on the one
hand, the reason that provides a vision is used, and on the other hand, the will that causes an action.
A man uses his intellect, according to Reinhardt (1944, p. 134), to proceed to will through action, and
he uses his will to proceed to thinking (reasoning), intellectual understanding, and moral judgment. If
we follow this repetitive interaction or mutually conditioned intellectual deliberation and free decision
to its ultimate roots, then we return to the reasoning from which we started: we reach the original
act of “rational will” or “intellectual appetite” that as such proceeds from the deepest foundations of
human nature. The possibility of this first act of “rational expression of will” or “willed deliberation”
through “rational appetite” is determined by the “Primary Cause” or the Primary Mover of human
nature and all its abilities and activities, that is, God.

In further substantiation of his own concept of freedom, Reinhardt turns to the existential
Thomism (neo-Thomism) of Jacques Maritain, in particular, to his work “Freedom in the Modern
World”, in which a distinction is made between “freedom of choice” and “freedom of autonomy”.
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This distinction helps Reinhardt to show the limitations of human freedom. In his opinion, freedom
is a distinctive feature of the character of human personality. Thus, since there are different degrees
of personality among people, Reinhardt argues (1944, p. 135), there are correspondingly different
degrees of freedom. Human freedom itself allows for various degrees of realization or growth, i.e.,
in fact, it is dynamic, not static, since it is capable of growth in direct proportion to the growth of the
perfection of the human personality. Man’s obedience meets the requirements of his rational nature.
A man, actualizing his possibilities as an individual to a higher degree, is able to realize the potential
of his own freedom more and more deeply. Therefore, a man, using his own freedom of choice as
best as possible, can approach the highest degrees of freedom, however, “freedom of autonomy” or
complete and absolute self-sufficiency and self-determination can only be attributed to the highest
form of personality — the Divine Personality.

The theoretical provisions of Catholicism do not provide for the possibility of a mere mortal
person reaching the level of the Divine Personality, but this does not mean at all that such an aspira-
tion must be abandoned. According to Reinhardt (1944, p. 136), on the contrary, a man purifies him-
self by realizing the possibilities of his rational nature, to the same extent he also purifies his capacity
for will or freedom of choice. The closer a man gets to the “freedom of autonomy”, the less he will
be able to use his own freedom improperly, the less he will be subject to the influence of external
circumstances, the influence of which only distracts and humiliates, as well as to his own internal
uncontrollable emotions and passions. On the contrary, he will acquire more and more control over
himself and become “autonomous”. A man can be said to be more free, not when he makes right
or wrong choices under the pressure of external circumstances, but when he has reached a stage
where he is able to always do right or always choose well (or rather “the best”), that is, when natural
desire and moral obligation are consistent with one another. Only then can one truly say that a man
is free: free from both external and internal limitations and captivity.

As we can see, Reinhardt rejects both absolute determinism and absolute indeterminism
in the interpretation of the problem of freedom and freedom of choice. Based on the Aristotelian-
Thomistic teaching about the nature of human freedom, the scientist seeks to affirm both the great-
ness and the weakness of man: his existential ethics honors and exalts one, without denying the
other. His concept of integral realism resonates with Jacques Maritain’s concept of integral human-
ism. Reinhardt strives to formulate and develop such a philosophy that would be equally understand-
able and accessible to both a modern scientist and an average reader, that is, a “living philosophy” in
a double meaning: it must be alive, and the one whose principles and concepts could be embodied in
real life. The thinker calls such a philosophy realistic, which is both alive and suitable for life, has its
roots and is woven into the foundation of our reality. In his opinion, this is its main difference from the
philosophy of classical realism and its affinity with classical existentialism. Reinhardt himself (1944, p.
136) was convinced that the philosophy he proposed actually existed for a long time, but it could and
should be reformulated in the terms and within the modern thought. Such a philosophy in a human
reason and in a human freedom, according to the scientist, finds signs and symptoms of greatness in
comparison to which the whole Universe seems small. Human, as an intelligent and free animal, thus
acquires an extraordinary significance: he is the end in one respect and the beginning in another; the
highest animal and the lowest mortal spirit.

Reinhardt places the relationship “man — world — God” in the sphere of human will, which
implies independence, self-determination, autonomy, and freedom. These concepts allow us to talk,
on the one hand, about the genius of the human race, and, on the other hand, about various forms of
modern social and everyday life, relations between individuals, groups, states and nations, which are
far from ideal: in many places, conditions remain terrible and primitive. Such a situation may prompt
an unbiased observer to conclude that the entire burden of implementing a man’s cultural and social
destiny rests on the future generation. Reinhardt considers such an opinion wrong, because it nulli-
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fies the greatness of a man. Through his works, he demonstrates that a man, by virtue of his mind
and freedom, has often risen and is always able to rise above the sequence of purely physical facts
and events, above the processes and laws of nature and history. The time of crisis, according to the
scientist, requires us to be ready for new tasks, to solve new issues. Reinhardt predicted that the next
generation would feel and be tempted by nihilism. To overcome such a situation, he assigned the great
mission of philosophy and religion, which will be obliged to restore, first of all, the image of a man in its
original form of purity and its true intentions. This will allow a man to once again face his own true “I”
and the reality that he trusts, then a man will be able to get out of his depressed situation with a height-
ened sense of personal responsibility and a new desire for moral actions in personal and social life.

The German-American thinker is also convinced that “A human existence that has once been
shaken to its very depths is usually more willing to face squarely the fundamental problems of life
and death than one which knows of neither height nor depth” (Reinhardt, 1944, pp. 241 — 242).
Here, Reinhardt's work is clearly influenced by Jaspers with his concept of “boundary” situations.
Three words from the saying “Operari sequitur esse” (action follows being), Reinhardt emphasizes
(1944, p. 242), “express the relationship which exists between thought and action, between theory
and practice, between speculative and practical reason, between metaphysics and ethics. Every
“existential” philosophy — whether it be that of St. Augustine or that of Martin Heidegger — will have to
subscribe to this truth. And as a philosopher’s understanding of “being” determines his understand-
ing of life, so “human being” for St. Augustine has its frame of reference and ultimate term in Divine
Being, while for Heidegger both being and life terminate in death and nothingness. ... “Human acts”
in the proper sense of the term, on the other hand, have their roots in and emanate from “human
being™. In substantiating the foundations of his ontology, Reinhardt relies on St. Augustine, Maritain
and polemicizes with Heidegger.

For Reinhardt (1944, pp. 242 — 243) “Life itself, ..., is most luminously manifested in the wise
and good man, the lover of truth and goodness and beauty. The interior life of man is strong enough
indeed to transform and reform reality in his own image. And this power is the power of pure human
“being”: being which radiates and begets action”. In the conclusions to his book, the thinker calls for
the reconstruction of society and civilization through the intellectual and moral efforts of people whose
head, heart and hands, intellect, emotions and will function in unison, who are motivated and animat-
ed by the primary driver of any physical movement, as well as through all human thinking and activity.

Reinhardt's work “A Realistic Philosophy. The Perennial Principles of Thought and Action in
a Changing World" is based on the Aristotelian-Thomist tradition (Aristotle, St. Augustine, Thomas
Aquinas) of understanding the phenomenon of freedom, however conceptually the thinker relies on
and develops the views of Sgren Kierkegaard (the dynamic and active essence of the interiorized
spiritual experience of man, existential ethics), Karl Jaspers (“boundary” situations), Martin Heidegger
(“life — being” dichotomy), Jacques Maritain (integral humanism, the concept of “autonomous man”).
Thus, it can be stated that Aristotelian-Thomist rationalism was combined with the irrational tradition
of existentialism in Reinhardt's work, in particular, in his concept of integrative realism.

Freedom and the crisis of human existence in the modern age

The fact that existentialism is important for Reinhardt's work is also evidenced by his “The
Existentialist Revolt” (1952). In the preface to the first edition of his monograph, the author explains
its emergence as “what Heidegger calls the “necessity of thought”, i.e. a matter of irresistible personal
urgency”, and a revolt against the abstract “essentialism” (or idealism) of modern “existentialists”,
in his opinion (Reinhardt, 1960, p. VII), can help in a rediscovery of long-forgotten or neglected
philosophical truths. Reinhardt describes in detail the main themes and stages of the development
of existentialism, analyzing the main features of the Kierkegaard’s works (his appeal to “either — or”),
Nietzsche (his resolution of the dilemma: “Man-God or God-Man?”), Husserl and Heidegger (their
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appeal to truth and being), Sartre (his apery of Lucifer), Jaspers (defining his existentialism as ship-
wreck or homecoming), Marcel (his renunciation and conversion), etc.

The problem of freedom is implicitly one of the main ones in Reinhardt's analysis of the legacy
of each representative of existentialism separately. For Reinhardt, freedom directly relates to the prob-
lem of human existence — central to the philosophy of existentialism. The crisis of human existence
outlined by existentialism became the subject of Reinhardt’s consideration in this work. The researcher
states that today no one, even in the most remote and least disturbed parts of the globe, can avoid
the alarming consequences of the revolutionary transformations that human civilization is currently
experiencing. It became clear that the “modem” crisis affects not only particular sectors or aspects of
life and civilization, but also their totality and, therefore, human existence. In the current “progressive”
age, the discrepancy between the completeness of scientific knowledge and the helplessness that
governments, nations, and individuals face when solving intellectual and moral problems in everyday
life is constantly increasing that is both pitiful and tragic to sunder. It is this tragic fate of modern man,
according to Reinhardt, that was expressed by General Douglas MacArthur in an unforgettable radio
address in 1945: “The problem ... is basically theological, because it volves a spiritual improvement of
human character, an improvement which must synchronize with our advance in science, art, literature,
and all our material and cultural development of the past two thousand years. It is of the spirit and of
the spirit alone that the flesh can be healed” (Citation by: Reinhardt, 1960, p. 1).

Reinhardt, referring to the views of Jacques Maritain and F. S. C. Northrop, convinces that the
current era needs a radical spiritual revolution and reformatting. His concern stems from the undeni-
able fact that the most advanced scientific and technological civilization the world has ever known
is nothing more than, to use the words of Albert Schweitzer, “a strange medley of civilization and
barbarism” (Citation by: Reinhardt, 1960, p. 1). And this unstable situation in which modern human
and modern civilization in general, and the Western world in particular, find themselves, suggests that
all various socio-political upheavals in every part of the globe are only external manifestations, symp-
toms and outbreaks of a creeping and long-lasting spiritual and moral diseases. Modern civilization
seems to be under serious threat, as eternal values, intellectual and moral truths begin to drift further
and further away from the realities of matter and nature, so that material reality, deprived of the guid-
ance of reason and rationally enlightened will, yields to the blind force of chance and the biological
drive of will to use force (Reinhardt, 1960, p. 2).

Just as Kierkegaard called for a return to primary, early Christianity, so Reinhardt writes
about man’s forgetting the “existential” purpose of his own existence. In this statement he appeals to
Goethe, who warned that “Men ...will become more shrewder and cleverer, but they will not be better
or happier. | see a time approaching when God will no longer be pleased with man, when He will have
to smash His creation to pieces in order to rejuvenate it’; and to Nietzsche’s appeal to the man of that
time: “Oh thou proud European of the nineteenth century, art thou not mad? Thy knowledge does not
complete Nature, it only kills thine own nature. ... Thou climbest toward heaven on the sunbeams
of thy knowledge but also down toward chaos. Thy manner of going is fatal to thee; the ground slips
from under thy feet into the dark unknown; thy life has no stay but spiders’ webs torn sunder by every
new stroke of thy knowledge” (Citation by: Reinhardt, 1960, p. 3).

In the interval between these disturbing warnings of Goethe and Nietzsche, as Reinhardt
(1960, pp. 3 — 4) argues, Hegel's imposing system of metaphysical idealism arose as a final attempt
to unite science, philosophy and religion. Nevertheless, Hegel's own “dialectical method”, seized by
the radicalism of the “young Hegelians” in Germany and England eventually destroyed the idealistic
premises of its master. However, the heaviest blow was dealt to Hegel not by materialists, but by a
representative of the religious individualism of the Protestant-Christian tradition, in particular, the
Danish religious philosopher Kierkegaard, who considered Hegel’'s philosophy, on the one hand,
and the teachings of liberal Protestantism, on the other, as the two most dangerous anti-Christian
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strengths. Opposing to Hegel's pantheistic identification of God and the world, divine reason and hu-
man reason, Kierkegaard insisted that Creator and creature, God and world, supernatural and nature
were separated by one impassable chasm. Against the Hegelian secularization of Christian dogma,
he preached the absolute sovereignty of the Deity, while diagnosing the spiritual and moral iliness of
his time. Reinhardt is impressed by the Danish thinker’s appeal to intellectual honesty, which comes
from the deepest foundations of human existence, which is one of the reasons for Kierkegaard's
influence on many outstanding thinkers of our time. Therefore, Reinhardt emphasizes, Kierkegaard’s
thought lives on as a challenge to the twentieth century, heralding to future generations “one more
Reformation” in the “existentialisms” of Heidegger, Jaspers, Sartre, Marcel, etc. no less than in the
“dialectical” theology or the theology of “crisis” of Karl Barth and his associates, “and this time it will
be a horrible reformation. Compared with it that of Luther will appear as a mere jest. Its battle cry
will clamor for the remnants of Faith on earth. And we shall witness millions becoming apostates:
truly a fearful reformation. We shall recognize that Christianity is practically nonexistent, and it will
be a horrible sight to behold this generation, pampered and lulled to sleep by a childishly deformed
Christianity to see this generation wounded once again by the thought of what it means to become a
Christian, to be a Christian” (Citation by: Reinhardt, 1960, pp. 5 - 6).

Reinhardt also refers to the ideas of Nietzsche, who lamented the “unspeakable impoverish-
ment and exhaustion of human existence”. Although Nietzsche himself was never a systematic phi-
losopher, according to Reinhardt, he first saw the essential difference between science and philoso-
phy, and categorically emphasized the basic distinction between scientific and philosophical goals
and methods. For Nietzsche, philosophy was “love of wisdom”, strictly in the Socratic understanding
of the meaning of philosophizing. Philosopher, first, should be called to realize the virtues of philo-
sophical existence in his own life, and then to shape human behavior in the image and likeness of a
true philosopher, whose highest task is to complete the reintegration of thought, life, and civilization.
This Nietzschean position is consistent with the views of Reinhardt, who emphasized why Nietzsche
calls the philosopher “a physician of culture”. Drawing on Kierkegaard's and Nietzsche's ideas, Rein-
hardt (1960, p. 7) revives their admonitions that actual civilization represents the crossroads toward
which modern humanity has advanced. The alternative should be either an unequivocal new pagan-
ism or a sincere, integral Christian humanism.

Reinhardt cites (1960, pp. 9 — 10) the opinion of the Spanish representative of classical exis-
tentialism, Jose Ortega y Gasset, who compares a modern man to a traveler in a car, the mechanism
of which is a complete mystery to him. Indeed, he clarifies: “Man without God resembles the traveler
without an experienced chauffeur; the car races at full speed, but the traveler has lost control. The
world moves at full speed toward events over which man is no longer master”. The general course of
transformations that took place in the West during the stages of transition from antiquity to modernity,
according to Reinhardt, was brilliantly described by Oswald Spengler: “Europe had experienced the
early phases of its life in the sheltering embrace of a closed cosmos and a universal Church”. The
modern world has lost this security, posing the problem of human existence with new acuteness and
urgency. As a result of these changes, existentialism rose in Europe at the time, because the pres-
sure of collectivism and abstract idealism steadily increased, forcing an individual to make a decisive
and radical self-assertion. Thus, according to Reinhardt, the growth of existentialism is one of the
symptoms of a specifically European crisis, although in its wider ramifications it also indicates the
modern crisis of human existence as such. However, Reinhardt (1960, p. 228) specifically interprets
the phenomenon of existentialism, considering the early Thomas Aquinas an existentialist. In this
statement, he continues the line of existential Thomism of Jacques Maritain, according to which
Thomism itself is “the philosophy of existence and existential realism”. For this ambiguous statement,
Reinhardt (1960, p. 229) gives the following arguments: “The conviction of the primacy of existence
is shared by all existentialist thinkers, ancient, mediaeval, and modern”. This is somewhat puzzling
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and suggests that Reinhardt does not differentiate between existential philosophy (which was mani-
fested to one degree or another among thinkers of different historical eras) and classical existential-
ism, as a purely European phenomenon that arose between the two world wars in Germany and in
France after the World War II, and as a reaction to them. Reinhardt also draws attention to the fact
that Kierkegaard, the founder of existentialism, initially tried to turn to rationalism, in particular, to
Schelling’s “positive philosophy”, but was disappointed by it, noting: “I am too old to listen to lectures,
and Schelling is too old to lecture”, obviously referring to the latter’s excessive immersion in abstract
idealism, which was too far from “existence”. From then on, Kierkegaard polemically opposed any
attempt to grasp reality through rational speculation. Reinhardt himself, due to his belonging to the
Avristotelian-Thomist tradition of rational substantiation of the provisions of his own philosophy, could
not follow the path of Kierkegaard, however, he implemented existentialist ideas in his integral real-
ism, ethics, ontology, and anthropology. Here, the positions of Reinhardt’s “theistic and Christian ex-
istentialism” coincide with his opinion when solving the problem of comparing human existence and
God. He proves that “For Kierkegaard and for theistic and Christian existentialism in general, human
existence is grounded in the realization of the eternal in the temporality and finiteness of Dasein. The
Danish thinker believed that such a realization was possible only in the religious stage of existence
and in the religious personality. If God is omitted (as in Heidegger’s speculation) or if God is denied
(as in Nietzsche’s and Sartre’s thinking), then there remains only the yawning abyss of nothingness,
a void which cannot be filled because He who alone could fill it is refused admission” (Reinhardt,
1960, pp. 240 - 241).

Conclusions. Thus, among those thinkers whose philosophies were considered by Rein-
hardt in the work “The Existentialist Revolt”, the closest to the author are Gabriel Marcel and Sgren
Kierkegaard. Therefore, Christianity was defined by him in the Kierkegaard-Marcellian tradition of
understanding as “a unique spiritual force which, breaking into the temporal and finite self, consumes
it, and raises out of its ashes the eternal and infinite self’ (Reinhardt 1960, pp. 241 — 242).

In conclusion, using the example of Reinhardt’s work, we can talk about the formation of a
new eclectic synthesis of Thomistic rationalism with the postulates of existentialism, in particular, with
the ethical, ontological and anthropological views of Kierkegaard and Marcel, and as a result - the
formation of “integrative realism” (existential-theological realism ). Such a synthesis fully testifies
to the productivity of the integration of classical existentialist thought with the humanities, which al-
lows us to consider Reinhardt’s existential anthropology as a sample for the development of post-
existentialist thinking.
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