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MAN AND THE ANTHROPOCENE

Katarina Poduselova
Institute of Philosophy SAS v. v. i. in Bratislava, Slovakia
katarina.poduselova@savba.sk

Abstract

The paper focuses on how the field of philosophical thinking and especially philosophical
anthropology critically copes with the issue of understanding of man in a new state of the natural
and human world, which scientists in the field of natural sciences called the Anthropocene. The
new perspective of man as a geobiophysical force which has the ability to change the
environment to such an extent that it becomes a threat to the global environment brings new
ways of thinking about man. Not only thinkers from the humanities and social sciences but also
naturalists, express the urgent need to change the traditional anthropological discourse. The
paper aims to capture the issue of man in the Anthropocene through the basic aspects that are
most discussed in the works of authors focused on this issue.

Keywords: Anthropocene; Man; Mankind; Philosophical Anthropology.

Resumo

0 artigo foca-se em como o campo do pensamento filoséfico e especialmente a antropologia
filosofica lida criticamente com a reflexdao do homem no novo estado do mundo natural e
humano, que os cientistas do campo das ciéncias naturais chamaram de Antropoceno. A nova
perspectiva do homem como forga geobiofisica, que tem o poder de alterar o meio ambiente a
ponto de se tornar uma ameaca, também traz consigo novas formas de pensar a relacdo do
homem com o meio ambiente. Ndo apenas pensadores das ciéncias humanas e sociais, mas
também naturalistas, expressam a necessidade urgente de mudar o discurso antropologico
tradicional. O objetivo do artigo é captar a questao do homem no Antropoceno através da analise
das obras de autores selecionados, nas quais € possivel identificar um enfoque na questéo do
homem a partir dessa perspectiva.

Palavras-chave: Antropoceno; Homem; Humanidade; Antropologia Filosofica.

Introduction

Scientists in the natural, humanities, and social sciences have been paying
attention to the Anthropocene as a theoretical conception for more than two
decades. | chose the title of Man and the Anthropocene intentionally because it
points to the two most frequent terms in this field. When | searched the internet
for these terms in 2022, google showed me 4,770,000 links. After the initial shock
of the vast amount of information, it is possible to see that the first sources
literally "welcome us to the Anthropocene, the age of modern man."

1 Age of Man: Enter the Anthropocene (nationalgeographic.org); The Anthropocene: Welcome to
the Age of Modern Man (bbc.com).
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Man and the Anthropocene

Without deeper thought and in the first moment, what can we say about
this invitation? Who? or what? Is invited where? Why? Where is it located? Is it
good or bad? This very simplistic point of viewpoints to the basic questions
characteristic of ontology, epistemology, anthropology, ethics, and other
philosophical thinking areas. From my point of view, this is primarily an invitation
to a discussion, because as philosophers we have a special responsibility for its
course and formation.

1. Philosophical reflection of the Anthropocene

The theoretical concepts? of the Anthropocene work with the hypothesis
that humanity has become a driving force within the Earth System?. In other
words, man* is no longer just part of the biosphere and a passive observer but
according to ESS scientists, he himself has become a geobiophysical® force that

2| intentionally refer to the plural because there are different interpretations of the Anthropocene,
which as stated by Zalasiewicz et al. (2019), are not mutually exclusive. In my point of view, in
reflecting on the Anthropocene, we should consider at least the following breakdown of its
conceptual statements: a) The Geological Anthropocene is part of the Geological Time Scale
(Zalasiewicz et al. 2019). In other words, the Anthropocene is the historical interval of the Earth
or a new geological epoch in the history of the planet Earth which is an expression of the
geological unit of time processes and layers (Zalasiewitz et al., 2019, Subramanian, 2019). b)
Anthropocene as a concept of the new Earth System (Seffen et al. 2020; Hamilton, 2015; Kotchen
& Young, 2007). This concept is based on the assumption that «the whole Earth operates as a
single, complex, adaptive system, driven by the diverse interactions between energy, matter, and
organisms» (Steffen et al., 2020, p. 54). c) Concepts of the Anthropocene in the humanities and
social sciences. In this area, scientists approach the concepts of the Anthropocene from a much
broader perspective which also includes moral-political interests, including different
responsibilities for climate change which have future social, economic, and political implications
(Nichols & Gogineni, 2018).

3 Earth System - «suite of interlinked physical, chemical, biological and human processes that
cycle (transport and transform) materials and energy in complex, dynamic ways within the
system» (Steffen et al., 2020, p. 57). The term geobiophysical force originated from the
Anthropocene Working Group (AWG) and Earth systems science (ESS) research.

4| will use not only the term man but also the terms human and human being, which | consider
more adequate for philosophical considerations in the field of the Anthropocene. | stick to the
term man, given the philosophical tradition of the question What is man? and in the traditional
dualistic understanding of man-nature. At the same time, | am also aware of the issue of using
the term man with regard to Gender-sensitive Communication, so in that part of the
considerations that are linked to the connection between human and non-human, | will use the
term human being more. | will also use this term where ontological issues are mentioned. In
general, | will try to use the term human.

5 This term is intended to signal a wide range of human activities (chemical, biological, physical)
that have an impact on the Earth's system. The first thoughts of man as a geological force date
back to the 19th century and developed along with the development of geology as a science. At
the same time, it is realized that people are changing the country along their activities, which
affects its flora and fauna. It is important to note that the idea of feedback of anthropogenic
changes to man himself was still absent in this thinking. In addition, anthropogenic changes
themselves have not been included in the field of their research for a long time, given that the
time frame of human existence was "absurdly” short compared to the age of the Earth (4,500
million years). As stated by Cronon, «ecology was to try to describe and analyze natural systems
in their "pristine state", state, as they would have existed in the hypothetical absence of human
activity and long-term historical change» (Cronon, 1993, p. vii). A broader understanding of the
need to include the consequences of human activities in the study comes only in the 1980s, along
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Man and the Anthropocene

qualitatively changes the Earth System's regulatory capabilities (Steffen et al.
2020).

From my point of view, this hypothesis created above all an inseparable
combination of the terms Man (its various equivalents) and the Anthropocene.
The analysis, interpretation, and critique of these concepts and their relationship
with each other have acquired a myriad of perspectives in the humanities and
social sciences, which are incorporated into the methodology and language
apparatus of individual disciplines which still makes transdisciplinary discussion
difficult.

It should be noted here that many authors in the humanities and social
sciences often ignore the differences in the Anthropocene concepts that |
present and create a certain misinterpretation framework in the anthropocene
discourse. For example, only the timing of the origin and duration of the
Anthropocene is inspiring and | will not be able avoid it, but it should be noted in
mind as stated by Zalasiewicz et al.,, «The geological Anthropocene is not a
diachronous unit of human cultural history like the Iron Age and Palaeolithic,
which unfolded in mosaic fashion across the planet, or like the Renaissance.»
(Zalasiewicz et al., 2019, p. 3). The reason for such a claim is that the geological
Anthropocene also includes basic natural processes that are not anthropogenic
in nature (Zalasiewicz et al., 2019). On the other hand, in the temporal aspect of
the Anthropocene, even scientists in the field of natural sciences do not avoid
philosophical questions such as: "Should one invest greater significance in the
beginning of a process or the beginning of its discernible impact?" (McNeill, 2019,
p. 253).

In this paper, | will not deal with the geological concept of the
Anthropocene or the Anthropocene as a concept of the Earth System. My
intention is rather to point out selected problems that we encounter in the
philosophical reflection of the Anthropocene, while | focus more on
anthropological aspects in this area. | understand the Anthropocene rather as an
inspiration, idea, thought, platform, horizon, or similarly to Latour | see in it
«common ground for the natural sciences and the humanities that we all share»
(Latour, 2017, p. 13). The question arises as to whether and how philosophical
anthropology can link individual knowledge about man. In my opinion, the
discourse on Anthropocene in this sense could have the potential to integrate
knowledge about individual aspects of man from both research areas in a new
way, and thus influence philosophical anthropology.

1.1. Connection problem and Integration problem

with the development of Earth system science (ESS), in which human influence began to be
considered geologically significant.
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Man and the Anthropocene

Philosophical reflection on concepts of the Anthropocene contains a large
number of questions. Many of these problems are related to the problem of
different types of connection or connections between man and the global
environment. In my opinion, | could call the term "connection problem". This
problem points to the fact that the sciences are trying again to tie up the Gordian
knot® of Earth's history and human history. As reported by Zalasiewicz et al., «The
Anthropocene represents a new phase in the history of both humankind and of
the Earth, when natural forces and human forces became intertwined, so that the
fate of one determines the fate of the other» (Zalasiewicz et al., 2010, p. 2231).

Has man mutated to a new state along with the entire global environment?
ESS scientists work with "global aggregates" because, from an Earth System
perspective, it made sense to treat all of humanity as a single entity in terms of
its activities and their consequences for the Earth System (Steffen, 2019, p. 258).
How to explain and justify human being incorporated into humanity as an
aggregate that the ESS considers to be the cause or driving force within the Earth
System? Is humanity as an aggregate a human or non-human entity?

Does this mutation require a paradigm shift in ontology, epistemology, and
anthropology? | understand paradigm-shifting in the traditional sense as
explaining the same phenomena in a different way. Hypotheses within the
concepts of the Anthropocene, however, say that we have found ourselves in a
new state of the world, in which there are new unreflected phenomena. We even
encounter claims about the non-analogue state of the world. As reported by
Steffen et al., «[tlhe nature of changes now occurring simultaneously in the Earth
System, as well as their magnitudes and rates of change, are unprecedented. The
Earth System is currently operating in a non-analogue state» (Steffen et al., 2020,
p. 57). Hamilton claims, «that the Earth sciences are undergoing a paradigm
shift, from environmental science to Earth System science» (Hamilton, 2015, p.
5). The question is: will it be enough to change the paradigm?

| could call the second set of questions as the "integration problem”. An
approach to this problem is illustrated by Latour's position that the altered state
of human being in the Anthropocene conceptions represents a third dimension
in anthropologies. Until now, these anthropologies have moved in the dichotomy
of "physical” versus "social." The third dimension brings to the anthropology in
general what has not been available in it so far. As Latour says, «to claim that the
human agency has become the main geological force shaping the face of the
earth is to immediately raise the question of “responsibility”» (Latour, 2017, p.
38). Latour's requirement is based on the assumption that «[g]lobal change
cannot be understood in terms of a simple cause-effect paradigm» (Steffen et al.,

6| used Latour's metaphor about cut the Gordian knot modern from the essay We have never been
modern (1993).
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2020, p. 57). Therefore, even human being cannot be regarded as a passive entity
subject to natural causes.

In addition, the responsibility of scientists for their research methods and
results should be reflected. This area also includes the issue of legal
responsibility, which does not distinguish between human and non-human, as
Raffnsge (2016) says, and last but not least, moral or political responsibility for
maintaining the basic preconditions for life and many others. The question of
responsibility was the impetus that led to the first critiques of the Anthropocene
concepts from the natural sciences by historians, philosophers, anthropologists,
and many others. | think Latour summed up this problem enough when he said:

(..) that there was no sense whatsoever in lumping into one
undifferentiated “Anthropos” all the human agents responsible for
shaping the planet. (...) But who is at the origin of that mutation? So,
as soon as the “Anthropos” became the center of the collective
attention of geochemists, economists, political scientists and many
others, the idea of One Human in charge of that geostory exploded into
pieces (Latour, 2017, p. 39).

The concepts of the Anthropocene as | mentioned are closely related to
the issue of human being, its role in the Earth system and its relationship to the
global environment. Philosophical anthropology thus faces a huge challenge. It
will either be pushed into the background as an exhausted form of humanism, or
it will be able to connect and integrate various forms of being (Descola, 2013).
The role of philosophical anthropology will be to understand anthropoceneic
discussions as opportunities. To pave the way for understanding why and how
one finds oneself in a situation of endangering one's own existence, which is
caused by them. To answer the question: How do notions of human being
combine with the need to maintain and preserve the basic preconditions of life
on Earth? It must also reconsider its current positions and include in its area the
crucial question of the responsibility of the human being for himself. In this area,
too, he will have to allow the integration of knowledge from other disciplines.

Philosophy and especially philosophical anthropology should enter into
discussions about the Anthropocene because the Anthropocene as a
phenomenon that integrates the world of human being and the whole Earth
requires the attention of philosophy. The task of philosophical thinking is not only
to provide a critical reflection on individual efforts to interpret the relationship of
man to his past, present but especially future assumptions for life but also to
contribute to efforts to theoretically grasp individual concepts in this area and
help create a new conceptual apparatus.

2. Basic problems in Philosophical Anthropology
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Man and the Anthropocene

In addition to the range of questions | have raised for philosophy, there are
issues that are also addressed in philosophy as such, but | have rather included
them in philosophical anthropology. These are issues that re-address the
position of human being in the new state of the global world and its relationship
to that world.

The focus on philosophical anthropology is based on my belief that,
throughout human history, images of man have implicitly or explicitly shaped
culture, socio-political order, and man's relationship to himself and the
environment. Many philosophical concepts and methods have supported and
endorsed the accelerated ability of humanity to analyze and change its living,
social and cultural environment (Zalasiewicz et al., 2019). On the contrary, any
common worldview or change had a retroactive effect on how man created an
understanding of himself. Many of these consequences were not necessarily
immediately apparent or visible (Raffnsge, 2016). Their gradual course and
delayed consequences can only be seen over a longer period of time.
Anthropocene is an example of this. For example, scientists across scientific
disciplines still cannot agree on the origins and course of the Anthropocene.

According to the Anthropocene concepts, the traditional understanding of
man is no longer sustainable. The question is, can the hypotheses of these
concepts lead to specific theories of human being and thus allow its mutation
into a state of environmental sustainability?

If theories about the human make it possible to create a human world and
shape the various relationships of human being to the global environment, then
to reconsider the traditional question What is man? need to be approached with
caution. On the one hand, it is still necessary to keep in mind that the definition
and self-understanding of the human with regard to the hypotheses of the
Anthropocene concepts can lead to a strengthening of the affirmation of
exploitation, oppression and inequality. Furthermore, it could strengthen the
position of already privileged groups on environmental resources (clean land, air,
and water), which are a prerequisite for all human beings to live. On the other
hand, we get into a stalemate because we cannot avoid a certain human self-
understanding in the Anthropocene.

The Anthropocene returns the question of man, as if back in the game, but
in a changed and as yet unreflected form. If we have not yet had a clear idea of
human being, the anthropocene discourse has covered it even more. The fact
that human being has become a major player in climate change in the
Anthropocene to such an extent that scientists in the field of natural sciences
have identified it as a geobiophysical force’ does not mean that it has become

7 Latour says: «The human agent has grown to the dimension of a natural phenomenon
(comparable, if you count in terawatts, to plate tectonics), but it has not become more natural for
all of that» (Latour, 2017, p. 38)

126



Man and the Anthropocene

more natural (Latour, 2017). According to Latour, «There is nothing natural in the
telltale signs left by this human agent in the sediments recorded by
stratigraphers» (Latour, 2017, p. 38).

The statement about the human being that it can be compared to the
forces of nature does not really mean that scientists have uncovered the
fundamental dispositions and characteristics of human being, but rather have
allowed questions to return: What is human nature? what does it mean to be
human? Nor does it mean returning man to the natural world. From my point of
view, the above so far represents another challenge for philosophical
anthropology, which confirms or refutes Raffnsge's assumption that as the role
and character of man in the Anthropocene changes, so should the new role and
position of the human sciences (Raffnsge, 2016). An integral part of
anthropocene debates has become the problem of anthropocentrism, which is
being criticized more and more. Raffnsge says:

This anthropocentric approach is currently being challenged, not only
as an epistemic basic condition for scientific thinking and human
knowledge at large but also as an ontological basic condition for how
one has conceived of the human being and its position in a wider
context, which has itself decisively influenced how human beings have
related to the world (2016, p. 60).

Retrospectively, it is possible to see in Western culture that due to the
theological and philosophical interpretation, man became a center, the so-called
microcosm in the cosmological sense. These interpretations of man
subsequently affirmed his actions in a hierarchically arranged and linearly
flowing human world. His superiority over all living things allowed him to conquer
not only nature but also members of his own kind.

The critique of anthropocentrism is closely linked to the critique of various
dualisms, such as body and mind, man and nature, human and society, and
others. Perceiving and designating human being as a center that is isolated from
the natural world and superior to everything has enabled the human to
understand the world of nature primarily as an object of its practical interests. In
other words, «the dividing understanding of humans as extra-natural and nature
as extra-human, has triggered and reproduced the very stage for a systemic
appropriation and exploitation» (Kiipers, 2020, p. 4). In particular, economic,
political and power interests make it possible to understand nature as a raw
material. These interests continue to prevail and support what Descola said, «It
was decreed, but with exemplary discretion, that our way of dividing up beings
and things was a norm to which there were no exceptions» (Descola, 2013, p. 10).
The ambition of human and social scientists to criticize anthropocentrism and
dualism through the Anthropocene concepts is to change just that. The
Anthropocene provides an opportunity to do so. As a concept, it arose against
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the background of holistic interpretations® of the world, which sought to remove
the traditional dualistic view of the relationship between man and nature world.
All human and non-human entities have become part of complex relationships
and ongoing processes on Earth.

The "connection problem" in the Anthropocene leads to efforts to create
new ontologies, which would be characterized by bridging the gap between
human and nature, which we "inherited, especially in the Western world from
Platonian-Cartesian-Newtonian paradigms and the Enlightenment and Modern
eras, as foundations of 'humanism™ (Kiipers, 2020, p. 4). But is it possible to
abandon anthropocentrism and dualism? Biocentrism in environmental thinking
has attempted to do so but has come across similar criticisms of the
Anthropocene concepts that link humanity as a homogeneous entity to the entire
natural world. As stated by Stahel, according to Kucirek, an important Slovak
environmental thinker:

Biocentrism hasn't really been able to abandon the anthropocentric
position, because it, despite its proclaimed biotic equality of all living,
attributes to man a unique position among all living creatures. This
follows from the requirement that a person or mankind should take
responsibility for preserving life on the planet (Stahel, 2021, p. 74).

The question of responsibility, which re-emerges here, points out that
thinkers who accentuate the integration of responsibility into anthropological
thinking and at the same time demand a departure from anthropocentrism will
have to rethink their positions very precisely. The attitude of recognizing the
equality of human and nonhuman from a philosophical point of view, "practically
excludes the possibility of taking responsibility for non-human life or even for the
preconditions of life on the planet in general” (Stahel, 2021, p. 77).

This points out that in reflecting the concepts of the Anthropocene, care
must be taken with regard to the dichotomies they contain. On the one hand, they
draw attention to man, on the other hand, they show an effort to question human
exceptionalism. Raffnsge also tried to deal with this problem through the so-
called "Human turn”.

3. Trying to think again

There is still relatively little work devoted exclusively to the philosophical
reflection of the Anthropocene, especially focusing on anthropological issues.
One of the authors who caught my attention is the Danish philosopher Sverre
Raffnsge and his book Philosophy of the Anthropocene: The Human Turn (2016).
In his work, it is possible to find the basic set of questions that | pointed out. It

8 For example, the Gaia hypothesis
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looks at man, the “connection problem”, but also integration. He also points to
the unsustainability of anthropocentrism.

Raffnsge encourages constant research because he realizes that we are
in a process of change and we can no longer look at a person's relationship with
his environment from a single static point, but we have to work with multiple
viewpoints and perspectives. His effort to open discussion and reflection on man
and his grasp in the Anthropocene® is characterized by capturing the basic
aspects of the critical turn that affects man, his own self-reflection, and his
relationship to the Earth as a whole (Raffnsge, 2016, p. xii). He considers the
critical turn to be another turn in a row of Copernican turns in human history.
According to him, it is again a shift in the centering of the universe. To describe
the complexity of this shift, and to enable the author to work with the complexity
of a topic such as the role of man in the Anthropocene, he introduces his own
concepts. The effort to enrich the conceptual apparatus in the Anthropocene
discussion is characteristic of philosophical thinking and we meet it with many
other authors.

One of the aspects that define this critical turn is the term that Raffnsge
himself introduces — "Human turn"'%. On the one hand, he compares this turn to
Latour's term “turn”, which is to emphasize the decisive change in the relationship
between man and the environment and the requirement to redefine these
relationships and traditional concepts (Raffnsge, 2016, p. xiv). On the other hand,
it does not clearly state the meaning of this term. He captures it only in outlines,
frames, and different views, while deliberately avoiding clear definition.

The human turn can be understood as: «turn towards the human, and the
turning of the human in new directions» (Raffnsge, 2016, p. xv), because a turn
towards the human also means the turn of the person himself (turn within the
person); return to man; awareness of disproportions in human understanding; it
represents a pervasive and profound shift; a new state of man - linked to a
change in the state of the world, a change in the relationship to the world in a
local as well as a global dimension; the requirement of overcoming
anthropocentrism; a shift in the human situation and in the very quality of human

9 On the one hand, Raffnsge works with the geological concept of the Anthropocene, which he
understands in terms of Zalasiewicz's definition as "the current global environment in which
human activity dominates" (Zalasiewicz et al., 2008). On the other hand, he considers the
Anthropocene to be an overarching framework that characterizes the overarching significance of
the human species (Raffnsee, 2016, p. xii). In addition to the term “human turnover”, Raffnsge
introduces the term the Anthropogene into his reasoning. For his part, | consider the introduction
of this term to be the realization that in grasping the issue of the human in the Anthropocene, he
cannot work exclusively with the geological concept of the Anthropocene. According to Raffnsge,
The Anthropogene «describes the condition that development (meaning not only what transpires,
but also the consequences of what transpires) extensively and decisively, although not
exclusively, comes about as a result of human activity. The Anthropogene epoch recognizes that
the human factor has become a decisive element in the Anthropocene» (Raffnsge, 2016, p. 26).
This expression also allows him to avoid the issue of dating.

10 He considers this expression to be unprecedented and a bit mysterious (Raffnsee, 2016, p. xiii).
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existence; background for the open and key question: «<How can we even turn
towards and speak of the human element and its role?» (Raffnsge, 2016, p. xiv);
a statement that captures man again in the position of becoming the measure of
all things, but relative with a close connection to the environment (Raffnsge,
2016). Raffnsge further captures the complexity of grasping human turnover as
follows:
Not only is the human turn immensely complex and comprehensive.
What is more, it still remains unresolved and is so ambiguous a
phenomenon that anyone seeking to describe and articulate what it
involves is obliged to recognize that they are unable to distance
themselves from it, seeing that they themselves are implicated in this
turn (2016, p. xix).

Anthropocentrism Raffnsge criticizes precisely through the prism of human
turnover. First of all, if we understood anthropocentrism as a static positioning
of the person in the center, the human turn disrupts this stable framework.
Secondly, the traditional dialectic of the absolute and the relative no longer works
in human turnover. Man remains the relative measure of all things, but in human
turnover, the relationship to the ontological character of the absolute is changed.
Hypothesis of the Anthropocene concepts about the change of a person's
condition, through his, so-called “Connection” disrupts the traditional ontological
structure of reality (being). Anthropocene arguments should then result in a
change in the relationship and understanding of “unconditional” and necessity
and, above all, independent. From Raffnsge's point of view, the Anthropocene,
together with human turnover, changes not only the shape of the world but also
our traditional ways of trying to understand it (Raffnsge, 2016, p. 51).

Like Latour, Raffnsge brings a human sense of responsibility to the
anthropological debate, while extending it to the dependence and insecurity that
come from human turnover. At the same time, it connects these categories with
the concept of crisis in all its forms (Raffnsge 2016). By comparing the two legal
processes, Savigny, which took place between human and non-human, and
L'Aquile, which was concerned exclusively by human beings, points to a shift in
understanding of responsibility and to the essence of man having primarily
responsibility to himself. «Bearing responsibility in this strict sense and having to
suffer punishment in the event of misconduct has become a specific human
prerogative and a curse» (Raffnsge, 2016, p. xi). Closely related to the problem of
responsibility is the criterion of globalization, which raises new issues in terms of
sustainability (Raffnsge, 2016). Raffnsge does not deal with a specific critique of
anthropocentrism. Rather, it points out that it is not possible to understand the
“human turn” from an anthropocentric position.

3.1. The requirement to redefine human
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I will now turn my attention to how Raffnsge responded to the demand for
human redefinition that began to emerge in the Anthropocene concepts. He does
not consider this request to be something new and unexpected. The effort to
redefine man is a requirement that keeps coming back and always emerging,
precisely in the background of crises. The critical turn within the Anthropocene is
no exception. As Raffnsge states:

A critical turn affecting the human condition is thus still in the process
of arriving. Within this landscape, issues concerning the human - its
finitude, responsiveness, responsibility, maturity, and relationship to
itself — appear rephrased and re-accentuated as decisive probing
questions, not only for humans but also for the Earth at large (2016, p.
xii).

According to him, there is a need to focus not only on the ways in which we
redefine man but also on the redefinitions themselves (Raffnsge, 2016, p. xiv).
The redefinitions and redefinitions are based on the current requirement of the
geological concepts of the Anthropocene and the claim that «[w]e have begun to
live under man-made or humanly affected conditions radically different from
those the earth has offered us so far to such an extent that we seem to begin to
inhabit some other planet» (Raffnsge, 2016, p. xv).

The demand for redefinition is related to the way Raffnsge wants to deal
with anthropocentrism. He recognizes that a person must, in a sense, remain at
the center, but in a way that keeps him and at the same time keeps him on the
sidelines. The problems of connection and integration contain categories of
dependence and uncertainty. Tu Raffnsge says that «it might be fruitful to picture
human beings as situated beings within a topography and to examine humans as
beings in the middle of the world, on the verge of affecting and redefining
themselves» (Raffnsoe, 2016, p. 61).

Redefining human being in the Anthropocene and the Anthropogene
epoch could be closely related to what we mean by human nature. Raffnsge
considers the Anthropocene and the Anthropogene to be an unintended
consequence of human activity. Zalasiewicz et al., «to crystallize the growing
realization that human activities — or, more often, the unintended consequences
of human activities - had fundamentally changed the Earth System» (2019, p. 2).
The Anthropocene and the Anthropogene are definitely not something we want
or plan for (Raffnsge, 2016, p. 32). If so, what a light, this statement would cast
on human understanding to date. For example, the generally accepted definition
of man as a rational animal. Would a creature with rationality allow the
destruction of its own preconditions to survive? In this sense, Raffnsg's position
would be different from the idea inherent in many anthropocene debates that
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Anthropocene is the result of human nature. We find a similar attitude in Moore™,

who is critical of a selected part of anthropocene discourses’?. According to him:
The Anthropocene (and before that, Spaceship Earth) tells us that
planetary crisis is more or less a natural consequence of human
nature — as if today's climate crisis is a matter of humans being
humans, just as snakes will be snakes and zebras will be zebras
(Moore, 2019, para. 3).

Then there is the impression that there is something destructive in human
nature. According to Royle, the anthropocene narrative is also very problematic.
If the Anthropocene is the result of human activity, then there is something
perverse in human nature, and it was necessary that we get into the
Anthropocene. Since there is very little we can do with human nature, this paves
the way for drastic measures or measures that can have unintended
consequences, such as geoengineering (Royle, 2016, p. 71).

Rather, both views of the problem of human nature in the Anthropocene
tend to ask the question: Have we defined human nature correctly so far? Is there
human nature? Can we determine human nature now? Until now, we have not
lived in conditions that would include such a huge number of individuals
representing the human species; we did not even have knowledge of a global
nature. Today we have all this, will this knowledge open the way to the
determination of human nature? or to answer the question: What is man?
Anthropocene so far creates questions rather than answers, but from a
philosophical point of view, the question itself is often more important than the
answer.

Conclusion

In my work, | tried to point out selected aspects of the Anthropocene
concepts, which should be reflected in philosophy and philosophical
anthropology. The enormous use of terms such as the Anthropocene and man
should attract more attention in philosophy. Philosophy should want to know why
the idea of human influence on the global environment became viral only after
the emergence of the term anthropocene. When we know that the idea of the
“problem of interconnection” and human influence on global nature has been
here long before. Philosophy should want to know the levels of meaning of the

1 Jason W. Moore is an environmental historian and professor of sociology. He supports the
concept of the Capitalocene.

12 It is important to note that Moore builds his concept of a capital area as a critique of the so-
called the popular concept of the Anthropocene, not the geological the Anthropocene. His critique
then does not focus on the concept of Geological the Anthropocene. Moore considers this
concept of the Anthropocene to be literally a useful formal concept for the scientific community
(Moore, 2016b). His critique focuses on the concepts of the Anthropocene, which he calls the
term popular.
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term anthropocene. Philosophical anthropology should want to know what
statement about man is captured by the idea of the Anthropocene. Why is the
question What is man? urgent again?

| also pointed out the problems, some of which are new and some of which
are returning as an unresolved issues of humanity. The request made by many
famous philosophers is returning: we must rethink it! One such problem is
traditional anthropocentrism and ontological as well as epistemological dualism.
By introducing the terms “connection problem” and “integration problem”, |
wanted to frame the areas in which this issue can be considered in a way. This
gave me easier access to the ideas in Raffnsg's work and an understanding of
why he introduced the term “human turn.”

The complexity of the Anthropocene and the fact that the Anthropocene is
still in the process discourage philosophers from entering this area. The aim of
my work was therefore to highlight the need to involve philosophy and
philosophical anthropology in the discussion of the Anthropocene.
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