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SCOPE

it 1S commonly believed
that humanism - that is, the
valorization of man by man
- has consisted above all,
over the course of fime, In
placing man In a sirictly

technical,
therefore

utilitarion and
destructive

relationship with nature. This

common

ideq, whose

ohilosophical source goes
back fo Heidegger,
specifies that modern man
thinks of himself as the only

iving being endowed witr
iIntelligence, giving hir

oower over all that is. At

least econ

eqaslily L

omically, we can
nderstand the

heideggerian analysis of
the modern man’'s history.
The logic of modern

capitalism
damages

orings  with it
to what we cdadll

"nature”. But can man do

otherwise
forwarde
produce,
Innovate,
develop

than move
Can we not
not desire, noft
Nnot create, not
our technigues

and mastery of things in the
worlde Therefore, are we
condemned fto live our
relationship with nature in o
desfructive waye

METHODOLOGY
What Is the specificity of

man's relationship  with
nature¢ In fact, there is not
‘one” relationship out
"'several’ existential
relationships with nature. The
scientist's relationship  with
nature, the poetic relatior
to nature, the metaphysical
relation to nature and the
economic relationship with
nature are different ways to
relatfe o nafure. What
relationship do ethics and
oolitics have to natfuree
Ethically and politically, it
seems that man  has
understood that he must act
against nature to preserve
human dignity. In  natfure,
the strong eat the weak: yet
do we, In our societies, allow
the weak to die of thelr
weaknessese Through each
position In the world, nature
IS perceived In a different

way.

RESULTS

We can see that the relatior
of man fo nafure Is nof
univocal and it IS nof
necessarily conflicting even if
It IS sometimes. In fact, there
S not a single way of
comprehending nature. We
can also see fthat man,
among all living species, Is
the only one who does not
rely on nature, as is, to exist,
but he has the vocation and
the capacity fo transtorm
nature In order fo create his
own world. Of all living
species, only man is capable
of INnnovating. What
differentiates man  fromr
animals is precisely that mar
has the capacity to create a
nature for himself, fo change
his nature. Indeed, It seems
that modern man has asked
himself an existential
gquestion, how to reconcile
two  readlities that are
normally conflicting and yetf,
both profoundly human: on
the one hand, the need to
Innovate and  fransform
nature to increase the well-
being of mankind, and on
the other hand, the need
Not to destroy the
environment  and more
generally, ‘nature’, the
Matrix of humanitye

CONCLUSIONS

Does man’'s awareness of
this double necessity lead
him to develop a new
humanisme Humanism
today IS creative and
Innovative, one that counts
on human creafivity to
ensure the survival of our
species. A humanism which
MAarks a new approach to
ethics: man has realized that
he must not lose sight of
man. Man values humanity,
he values the continuity of
humankind; rather, man has

e} ] Nis traditional
benchmarks, where fthe
sacred was always
franscendent and

Independent of him; he
could now make sacred
what He 1s, that which will
remain beyond his individudl
existence, the humanity he
carries within. This Is worth
the sacrifice and worthy of
respect and this is why he
consents to make sacrifices
fo preserve natfure.
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