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Abstract

Humanity is facing the highest risk of global existential catastrophe in its
history. What should be done to ensure effective international cooperation
for the sustainable survival of humankind? The article posits that the main
obstacles to international cooperation lie in the field of ideas and mentality.
To overcome these obstacles, a new unifying metanarrative is proposed,
the Anthropocene consensus. It means taking human survival not just as
a goal or interest, but as an ethical Absolute, which serves as a reference
point for assessing all other value systems. Since different forms of social
organization, including at the international level, are unequal in terms
of their impact on the prospects for human survival, the Anthropocene
consensus implies certain principles of the global socio-political order: a
non-absolute nature of sovereignty, a dialogue of countries with different
political regimes, justice, and the priority of global security over national
security. The conclusion suggests that the Anthropocene consensus has a
reasonable chance of theoretical and practical success.
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n 1947, the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists launched the
Doomsday Clock, a symbol showing how close humanity has
come to a global disaster, according to the organization’s experts.
In 2020, the Bulletin announced that the hands of the Clock would be
moved to 100 seconds to midnight— the closest to an “Armageddon” in
its history (Cramer, 2021). And back in 2006, the authors of the Stern
Review on the Economics of Climate Change estimated the probability
of human extinction in the 21st century at 9.5% (UK Treasury, 2006,
p.47). Although both these estimates can be criticized for bias and
alarmism, as well as for methodological problems, they are nevertheless
indicative of one undeniable fact—since the middle of the 20th century,
the level of existential risk' for humanity has increased significantly.
While earlier the threat of complete human extinction came only
from supervolcano eruptions, the fall of large asteroids or other natural
events—quite rare and therefore unlikely in the foreseeable future—in
the second half of the last century anthropogenic existential threats were
added to this list: a nuclear war first, then the catastrophic consequences
of climate change, and now new risks associated with the development
of emerging information and biotechnologies (Ord, 2020). As a result,
today humanity is perhaps in the most vulnerable state in its entire
history. Oxford philosopher Toby Ord has called this condition and
the corresponding historical era “the Precipice,” defining it as “the time
where humanity is at high risk of destroying itself” (Ibid., p. 33).
There is one interesting coincidence worth noting. According to
the growing academic consensus, simultaneously with “the Precipice”
a new era has begun on the geochronological scale—the Anthropocene,

' Terminological note: the terms ‘existential risk’ and ‘existential threat’ are used interchangeably

with regard to different sources of danger. If the probability of a catastrophe is also implied, only
the term ‘existential risk’ is used. It should also be borne in mind that throughout the article risks/
threats to the whole of humanity, not local ones are meant (including when the word “global” is
not used).
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in which humanity has become one of the main drivers of geological
processes on Earth (Zalasiewicz et al., 2019). The middle of the 20th
century is considered the most likely beginning of the Anthropocene
since it coincides, first, with the start of nuclear tests causing an
increased concentration of radionuclides in geological sediments,
and, second, with the beginning of the so-called Great Acceleration,
that is, a rapid economic and demographic growth in developing
countries, which has caused a sharp increase in the consumption of
natural resources and has intensified human impact on global natural
processes (Ellis, 2018, pp. 52-74). But is the simultaneous start of the
Anthropocene and “the Precipice” a mere coincidence?

Ord believes it is. “They might both officially start with the first
atomic test, but this would be for very different reasons” (Ord, 2020,
p. 33). However, it seems that there is a deep interconnection between
existential risks (not necessarily anthropogenic) and the scale of people’s
influence on nature. Firstly, as Earth System Science studies indicate, the
large-scale influence of people on geological and biological processes (the
Anthropocene criterion) was one of the reasons for the increase in the
level of existential risk (the Precipice criterion). For instance, according
to the “planetary boundaries” concept, formulated by a group of scientists
in 2009, due to the human influence nine key indicators of the state of
the Earth System—the level of CO, in the atmosphere, the degree of
biodiversity, ocean acidification, etc.—may exceed critical values, thus
pushing the state of the Earth out of the “safe operating space,” that is,
favorable natural conditions in which humanity has been living for the
last ten thousand years (Rockstrom et al., 2009).

Secondly, the growth of technological potential, which creates the
risk of self-destruction by the human race (the Precipice criterion),
also adds to a large-scale influence on nature (the Anthropocene
criterion). Importantly, this influence can be used, among other things,
to prevent natural existential threats. Perhaps the most vivid example is
rocket technology, which can not only condemn humanity to a nuclear
Armageddon, but also protect it from asteroids.

So, the interconnection described above can be summarized as
follows: if “the Precipice” is a period characterized by a high level
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of existential risk, then the Anthropocene is an era when humanity
acquires the ability to significantly influence the level of existential risk
to its existence (by both increasing and reducing it). Times of increased
existential risk, similar to “the Precipice,” probably happened before
too, for example, some seventy thousand years ago, when, according
to some estimates, the eruption of the Toba Supervolcano in Indonesia
put humanity on the verge of extinction, causing its population to
shrink by 96 percent from approx. 100,000 to 4,000 (Global Challenges
Foundation, 2016). But while in the past the survival of humankind
depended almost completely on a happy turn of events, now, in the
Anthropocene era, much (albeit not all) depends on our choices and
actions. What should our choices be? This article is an attempt to
outline the answer to this question. The first two sections identify the
major challenges and obstacles to the effective fight against global
existential threats, section three proposes a possible solution and
section four tries to assess its plausibility.

ADDRESSING GLOBAL EXISTENTIAL THREATS
Most studies of existential risk have a standard logic: the fight against
existential threats is a global public good, which raises the problems of
free riding and coordination among independent actors. Moreover, it
is a transgenerational public good, and the groups most interested in
providing it (future generations) simply do not have the opportunity to
influence the decisions adopted today. Finally, some forms of cognitive
bias, such as accessibility heuristics and scope neglect, prevent people
from fully realizing the extent and urgency of existential threats
(Bostrom, 2013, pp. 26-27; Global Priorities Project, 2017, pp. 11-12).
However, such rationalist explanations (albeit implying only limited
rationality as indicated by the reference to cognitive bias) in this case
seem obviously insufficient. Global existential risks are, by definition, a
threat to the very existence of each actor without exception. Therefore,
their reduction should be clearly recognized by all states and non-state
actors as an unquestionable common interest. John Herz wrote about
this back in 1957 as he pondered over the influence of nuclear weapons
on international relations: “Now that destruction threatens everybody;,
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in every one of his most intimate, personal interests, national interests
are bound to recede behind—or at least compete with—the common
interest of all mankind in sheer survival” (Herz, 1957, p. 492).

In part, this has happened: the nuclear factor has changed the
nature of great-power relations significantly (Jervis, 1989), and the
prevention of nuclear war has become a special, exceptional priority
in relations between the USSR/Russia and the United States. At the
same time, changes do not look irreversible even in the nuclear realm,
since attempts to ensure nuclear security unilaterally are quite regular:
one can recall both Reagan’s first term with his SDI program and the
Trump administration’s recent attempts to undermine arms control
regimes. As for other areas associated with high existential risk, such as
climate change or biosecurity, sustainable and sufficient international
cooperation is still nowhere in sight. What is the reason for this?

It seems that the main reasons lie not in the field of material
interests and pragmatic considerations, but in the field of ideas, culture,
and mentality.

Firstly, there are no universal values in a materially global and
interdependent world. So it is the ideological and value heterogeneity
of the leading world players that is the main obstacle to cooperation
and the source of conflict (Safranchuk, 2020; Safranchuk and
Lukyanov, 2021). The latest conceptual documents adopted in Russia
and the United States clearly reflect this heterogeneity. The Biden
administration’s Interim National Security Strategic Guidance gives
priority to protecting and promoting “the democratic values at the
heart of the American way of life” (Interim National..., 2021, p. 9),
and the new National Security Strategy of the Russian Federation pays
special attention to “protecting traditional Russian spiritual and moral
values” from attempts to “westernize” and erode them (RF National
Strategy, 2021, pp. 34-38).

Secondly, it is indeed very difficult for modern people to grasp
the existential nature of some global threats (and this is not a truism
as it may seem at first glance). The fact is that modernity is an era of
indefinite temporality (Foucault, 2009/2004, pp. 259-260; Habermas,
1987/1985, pp. 5-11), and, therefore, the possibility of the “end of times”
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as a result of an existential catastrophe is somewhat “unthinkable” for
modern people, since it goes against one of the fundamental principles
of their worldview (Latour, 2017, p.194-199). This fact explains not only
the individual, but also the social neglect of existential risks, since the
same basic assumption about the infinity of time underlies the logic of
all key present-day institutions, including the modern (Westphalian)
state (Foucault, op.cit.; Hamilton, 2018) and capitalism (Sewell, 2008,
pp- 519-527). For these institutions, recognizing the finite temporality
implied by global existential threats would mean questioning their own
raison détre.?

The above arguments thus show that changes at the level of ideas
and mentality are essential to effectively counter global existential
threats. Humanity needs a unifying idea that would clearly and
unambiguously establish finite temporality.

SEARCH FOR A UNIFYING IDEA

Formulating such a unifying worldview system is not an easy task,
because the “big ideas” that various actors and political forces advance
today have exhausted their potential for expansion. This is true of both
“democratic and human rights consensus” Biden is seeking to revive,
and the “sovereign-traditionalist consensus” Russia is trying to propose
as an alternative.

In a situation where Eastern European countries, with the approval
of a large part of their population, are moving further away from the
accepted standards of liberal democracy, a personalist regime, whose
legitimacy is based on socioeconomic achievements (BBC, 2021),
is consolidating in China (Gabuev and Denisov, 2019), and young
people in Western countries are experiencing record high levels of
disillusionment with democracy (FT, 2020), the Biden administration’s
attempts to “renew democracy” (Blinken, 2021) are inevitably
doomed to no more than limited success. A hypothetical “Summit

2 This becomes clear if we consider the similarities between the Westphalian system and the
capitalist market economy: both systems are based on the existence of multiple competing actors.
Competition logic forces actors to prioritize short-term goals, and such prioritization can be
justified at the normative, value level only if the reproduction of the entire system is assumed to
be unconditional and endless, which eliminates the need for long-term planning.
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for Democracy,” should it take place, will only make the dividing lines
more visible, instead of uniting humanity.

The Russian counter-narrative, which is being articulated by
both experts (Karaganov et al., 2020; Karaganov, 2020) and official
documents (RF National Strategy, 2021), most consistently singles
out two elements: the protection of sovereignty and the preservation
of traditional values, in practice often reduced to family values. The
problem is that the “do not meddle in our internal affairs” message
simply challenges international hegemony, but does not have any
positive content of its own, which automatically limits its unifying
potential. Moreover, the lack of universality of the Russian family
agenda is clearly demonstrated by the case of South Africa which has
officially allowed polygamy and is now considering the legalization of
polyandry (Fihlani, 2021). In fact, family traditions are too diverse to
be a genuine unifying factor.

In such a situation, when constructing “big ideas” it would be
wrong to appeal to a certain “normalcy;” as Sergei Karaganov (2020)
does, or to call for a return to something old. Everything that is old is
in question (at least for some people), it cannot justify its own value
and cannot become the starting point in building a desired universal
consensus. Essentially, this reflects the condition of postmodernity,
in which, according to Lyotard, “any consensus <... > must be local”
(Lyotard, 1984, p. 66). Therefore, the search for a new unifying
idea is largely tantamount to the question of how to overcome
postmodernity. But in order to get out of postmodernity—a state of
social reality characterized by the inherent multiplicity of value systems
and semantic hierarchies (Ibid)—it is necessary to first overcome
postmodernism, which is the dominant mentality that legitimizes this
social reality today. I say legitimizes because postmodernism criticizes
any “big idea” (metanarrative) for building a hierarchy, suppressing
alternative meanings and interpretations, and ultimately turning into
an instrument of power and oppression (Duignan, 2020).

It seems that the main weakness of such postmodernism is its de-
pendence on a dubious ontological position, according to which there
is no single objective reality. If such reality exists, then there is also a
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hierarchy of knowledge that serves as a legitimate basis for authority
(which should not always be equated to oppression). Language and
social structures can be considered a “game” with arbitrarily set of rules
only if you forget that they exist within an external—natural and tech-
nological—reality, which is at least partially autonomous from linguis-
tic and social facts. So, when the onset of the Anthropocene reminds us
that the history of human societies is not autonomous but integrated
with the history of the Earth (Chakrabarty, 2009), it suddenly turns
out that “grand narratives are dead, until now” (Hamilton, 2017, p.76).

Furthermore, the ultimate, most radical and undeniable evidence
that objective reality, external to the individual or society, exists is death
(individual) and extinction (collective). It is this fundamental thought
that is expressed by Umberto Ecos seemingly joking remark: “There
must be a way in which things are or behave—and the evidence is not
only that all men are mortal, but also that if I try to pass through a wall,
I break my nose. Death and that wall are the only form of Absolute
about which we can be in no doubt” (Eco, 2012/2011, p. 43).

Postmodernity is the extreme degree of indefinite temporality or
maybe even the complete “end of temporality” (Jameson, 2003). This is
an era that does not even consider the possibility that objective reality
can suddenly put an end to its language and social games. Once the
possibility of an existential catastrophe is recognized, postmodernism
loses any conceptual foundation, thereby opening the intellectual way
to overcoming the post-modern era.

HUMAN SURVIVAL AS A FUNDAMENTAL VALUE
It may seem that the argument has come full circle: we started
with existential risks, and we have come back to them. But in fact,
considerable analytical work has been done thanks to which existential
risks have become not only a problem, but also a solution, or, more
precisely, the beginning of a solution. The threat of a global existential
catastrophe is a fact of reality, whose correct understanding can provide
the basis for a new idea capable of uniting humanity.

The preservation of humanity is an imperative with high unifying
potential. Few people will deny the importance of this task. Toby Ord
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convincingly shows that arguments emphasizing the importance of
human survival can be found in a variety of moral traditions (Ord,
2020, pp. 42-57). However, the drawback of most current discussions
about existential risks is that they regard the survival of humankind as
an important value among other values. This is evident, for example,
when Ord urges “to establish the pivotal importation of safeguarding
humanity, and to place this around the pantheon of causes to which
the world devotes substantive attitude and resources. Exactly how
substantial remains an open question, but it clearly deserves far more
focus than it has received so far” (Ord, 2020, p. 63). Here, survival is
an important (perhaps the most important) priority, but still one of
many priorities, which makes it possible to ask how much resources
and attention can be diverted from other goals for the sake of survival.

This approach, in my opinion, overlooks the key point: the survival
of humanity is not just an important value; it is a fundamental value
that hierarchically subordinates all others to itself. In other words, the
survival of humankind is an ethical Absolute. In this case, the question
of resource distribution between survival and other goals is simply
meaningless because survival is a reference point for assessing all other
purposes and values.

Declaring the survival of humanity an absolute value (that is, in
fact, the starting point of ethics) is undoubtedly a radical step that
can raise objections. Its full philosophical justification would require
a separate article, so here I will give only one argument, which is not
final evidence but shows the plausibility of the idea. The survival of
humankind is a prerequisite for the realization of all other values,
be it freedom, justice, the preservation of traditions, order, equality,
human rights, the family, etc. Therefore, this is the only value, the
elevation of which to the status of an Absolute can be convincingly
and consistently justified: the absolutization of freedom can always
be challenged with an appeal to justice, of justice, with an appeal to
order, and so on. The absolutization of human survival cannot be
disproved in this way, because if people do not survive, there simply
will be nothing else. And in a postmodern world, where all old values
are in question and relativized, it is the realization of the imperative
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of human survival as an Absolute that can become the starting point
in building a new global consensus.

I suggest calling it the “Anthropocene consensus.” Only in the
Anthropocene era can the survival of humankind finally be fully
acknowledged as an absolute value and developed into a full-scale
“big idea.” This prompts an analogy with the fall of man: a full
understanding of good and its free choice are possible only after both
good and evil have been experienced. “...the question of how to live
with the Earth could ultimately be resolved only after we had developed
the power to destroy life on it” (Hamilton, 2017, pp. 124-125). Earlier,
until the second half of the 20th century, people, no matter what they
did, had too little influence on the level of existential risk to their own
existence: under such conditions, it was almost impossible to derive
any practical recommendations from the imperative of human survival.
However, with the advent of the Anthropocene era, it has become
obvious that human actions, no matter how local and insignificant,
have consequences for the survival of humankind. Moreover, this
applies to value systems and forms of social organization: they are
unequal in terms of their impact on the prospects for the survival
of the human race and can be assessed accordingly. As a result, the
responsibility of humankind for its own survival has now become a
fully meaningful and tangible concept.

What does the “Anthropocene consensus” imply in practice? A
detailed comparative study of different values and socio-political
systems in terms of their impact on the prospects for human survival
requires separate extensive research, so the rest of this section should be
viewed rather as a preliminary outline for the analysis of the problem.

Firstly, the Anthropocene consensus implies identifying immediate,
most urgent existential threats and taking action to prevent them. A
rough list of threats was given at the beginning of this article. So, here I
will highlight one important conceptual point: existential risks (as well
as ways of reducing them) should be considered in their entirety and
interconnection, because an isolated analysis of each threat separately
can lead to incorrect conclusions. For instance, rejection of advanced
technology could seem the right strategy to avoid anthropogenic
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existential risks, but taking into account natural risks, the need for a
high level of technological development becomes obvious. Similarly,
human activities in space should also be considered in the broadest
possible context: if you evaluate space activities in isolation, they
appear as a necessary and urgent measure to increase the resilience of
humankind in the event of a global disaster on Earth. However, taking
into account the entire range of consequences, this may be a senseless
undertaking for the time being, as it will only divert much-needed
resources and attention from other problems, and still will not yet be
able to create stable and self-sustaining colonies (Deudney, 2020; Ord,
2020, p. 394).

Secondly, in light of the Anthropocene consensus, sovereignty
appears as an important, but not absolute, principle of the international
political order. A sovereign nation-state remains the main source of
identity for many people around the world, and for this reason it
is impossible to imagine the principle of sovereignty abandoned in
the foreseeable future. However, as in the case of human relations
in society, a state’s sovereign freedom is limited by responsibility:
when you bear part of the responsibility for universal survival, the
interest of others in your internal affairs is quite legitimate. The
key task is to find such forms of expressing this interest that would
privilege dialogue and strictly limit the use of force. Here it may be
extremely appropriate to further develop the half-forgotten concept of
“sovereignty as responsibility;” applying it not only (and not so much)
to armed interventions, but to a wider range of issues.

The domestic political structure of the state also has to be recognized
as a legitimate subject of external concern in an era of global existential
threats. At the same time, the Anthropocene consensus allows, at least
theoretically, for different political regimes, depending on specific
historical circumstances. For instance, conceptual arguments are
possible both in favor of democracy and in favor of authoritarianism:
A) abrupt external changes require autocratic methods of governance,
because democracy is better suited for maintaining the status quo and
adapts too slowly (Koktysh, 2019, pp. 141-142); B) the bigger, the more
complex and diverse the society, the less effective the authoritarian
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political model is, as it blocks feedback channels and reduces the
effectiveness of social learning (Marshall and Elzinga-Marshall, 2017,
pp- 7-8). What is important is that the Anthropocene consensus
shows that no political regime can justifiably claim to be of absolute
value, which creates room for conducting dialogue and overcoming
irreconcilable confrontation.

Thirdly, as Robert Cox noted, in order to be able to survive,
the world order must be just (Cox, 2008). High levels of inequality,
both global and national, increase the likelihood of social crises and
conflicts, and deprive humanity of a large share of human potential
needed for averting existential threats (Stiglitz, 2012).

Fourthly, and finally, the Anthropocene consensus makes one think
again about the relationship between global and national dimensions
of security. For many large social groups, especially large states, the
most likely extinction scenario today is a global catastrophe, not some
isolated national collapse. This raises serious questions about the
discourse of great-power competition, which is regaining popularity
once again, since the “security” which it promises (protection from
external aggression by other states) may turn into absolute vulnerability
in the face of global threats of the Anthropocene era.

UTOPIA AND REALITY
When presenting a new big idea we cannot overlook the question
of how realistic it is. Is it reasonable to expect the Anthropocene
consensus to succeed?

If we talk about the success of the idea itself, then it seems that
the chances of the Anthropocene consensus to gain recognition and
traction among intellectual circles are fairly high. It is quite in line
with the intellectual zeitgeist: the topic of existential risks and human
survival has recently gained popularity in various fields of knowledge:
from natural sciences (for example, the aforementioned concept of
planetary boundaries) to international relations (Sears, 2021). Earlier
works on global survival written in the 1980s-1990s, for example,
by Jonathan Schell (1982) and John Herz (2003) are getting a new
lease on life (van Munster and Sylvest, 2021; Stevens, 2018). Some
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narrower areas of research, for example, nuclear ethics (Doyle, 2020)
and Earth System Governance (Biermann, 2014) also deal with the
same issue. Anthropocene studies, on the one hand, and existential
risk studies, on the other, emerge as holistic interdisciplinary (or even
post-disciplinary) research fields, as evidenced by the emergence of
specialized journals (The Anthropocene Review) and research centers
(Future of Humanity Institute, Centre for the Study of Existential Risk).
Human survival and the threat of existential catastrophe increasingly
become a subject of reflection in moral philosophy (Parfit, 1984; Jonas,
1984/1979: Leslie, 1996) and political theology (Keller, 2018).

Finally, going beyond the “spirit of the time,” it would be worth
noting that some of the Anthropocene consensus ideas were foreseen
by earlier thinkers. In Russia, Vladimir Vernadsky stands out for
his theory of the biosphere which largely laid the foundation of
Earth System Science and, therefore, of the understanding of the
Anthropocene that developed within it (Steffen et al., 2020). If the
aforementioned analogy between the onset of the Anthropocene
and the fall of man is to be taken seriously, then parallels with the
Christian theological tradition also become obvious, in particular,
between the imperative of human survival and the idea of theosis
(deification) elaborated by the Eastern Fathers of the Church
(Averintsev, 2006).

The proposed Anthropocene consensus intersects with all of the
above intellectual trends, thus becoming “discursively recognizable”
for each of them. At the same time, it goes further and claims not
only to incorporate elements from individual areas of research, but
to synthesize these areas into one whole, thereby creating a single,
hierarchically structured intellectual and practical paradigm. This
can be achieved precisely by postulating the survival of humanity as an
ethical Absolute, the point of assembly where all other ideas converge
and from which they all emanate.

Moreover, there is real demand for such a universal idea. Now
that “the general narrative of global development and of the model
of the future is lost but still needed if not by all people on Earth, then
at least by a sizeable majority” (Bystritsky, 2021), and there is a sense
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of “moral inadequacy of existing political models” (Barabanov et al.,
2020, p. 11), the demand for a new metanarrative emerges naturally. In
Russia, the discussion about the “big idea” for the country in general
and its foreign policy in particular, that took place over the past year
(Karaganov et al., 2020; SVOP, 2020), indicates that such demand exists
at least among the intellectual circles.

If we go from ideas to practical implementation, the picture
becomes more complex, but not at all hopeless. Decision-making
bodies (both national governments and international organizations)
already become increasingly concerned about global existential
threats and the survival of humanity. In 1997, the Declaration on
the Responsibilities of the Present Generations Towards Future
Generations stated: “The present generations should strive to ensure
the maintenance and perpetuation of humankind...” (UNESCO,
1997), with the latest UNDP report recognizing the need to rethink
development in the face of the Anthropocene (UNDP, 2020). In his
article in Foreign Affairs, Joe Biden names climate change, nuclear
weapons, and disruptive technologies—the most important elements
of the Anthropocene consensus agenda—as the main global problems
that require a collective solution (Biden, 2020). China’s “community
with a shared future for mankind” also has much in common with
the Anthropocene consensus. Similar considerations can be found in
Russian official documents: “one of the main tasks facing humankind in
the 21st century is the creation of conditions, guarantees and prospects
for the harmonious development of future generations™ (CSTO, 2020).

The same concern about the preservation of humankind, though
related to a specific—nuclear—realm, was also voiced in the recent
U.S.-Russia Presidential Joint Statement on Strategic Stability, in which
the parties reaffirmed “the principle that a nuclear war cannot be won
and must never be fought” and announced their decision to “embark
together on an integrated bilateral Strategic Stability Dialogue in the

> This wording rather echoes the concept of sustainable development. The question may arise:

Is the Anthropocene consensus so much different from the idea of sustainable development to
succeed where the latter failed? It seems that the key difference is in how much emphasis is put on
finite temporality and on human survival. Sustainable development generally retains a modernist
orientation towards endless progress.
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near future” (U.S.-Russia Statement, 2021). Finally, studies show that
climate change has become one of the most important global priorities
precisely after the threat posed by it was recognized as potentially
existential (Allan, 2017). If such narrower ideas were able to motivate
practical action, there is every reason to expect the same from the
Anthropocene consensus.

The idea of the Anthropocene consensus may receive an additional
impetus at the national and international levels if actively supported
by civil society. In fact, the demand for a new metanarrative is just as
strong in it as it is in intellectual circles, and the survival agenda can be
quite attractive rhetorically, as borne out by the spread of Extinction
Rebellion movement in many countries. But there are also risks: the
masses easily turn any idea into a utopia, as evidenced, in particular,
by the outbreak of millenarian sentiment in many countries amid the
pandemic (Kuznetsov, 2020). Will the Anthropocene consensus turn
into another utopia that justifies mass sacrifices in the name of its
implementation?

A safeguard in this case is the very logic of the Anthropocene
consensus which is fundamentally not utopian. Utopia unfolds in a
paradigm where, firstly, there is a certain ideal state of man and society
and, secondly, the desire to achieve this state by transcending “the
bonds of the existing order” (Mannheim, 1954, p.173). As was shown
above, in the case of the Anthropocene consensus, an ethical Absolute
is formulated not as some kind of positive state, but through negation,
as non-extinction of humanity. Therefore, there is no ideal “wonderful
future” that can justify the temptation to make a bloody leap into it.
There is only the task of preserving humanity, which may require
different measures, but certainly not destructive revolutions.

At the same time, it should be emphasized that the Anthropocene
consensus is not an unequivocally conservative idea. Since in this
paradigm the purpose of social organization is to prevent existential
threats to humanity, and the existential threats themselves are not a
static phenomenon, but the product of a dynamic, developing reality
(natural and technological), therefore, development— intellectual, moral,
institutional, scientific—is also necessary to counter these threats.
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Therefore, the Anthropocene consensus makes the elites of different
countries confront an important question about the drawbacks and
limits of social and political conservatism. Sometimes (for example,
in the case of today’s Russia) it seems that the conservative course is
perceived by the country’s leadership as relatively unproblematic. But
is it sustainable? Do conservative and restrictive measures designed
to prevent social unrest in the short term (and generally effective in
this regard) not lead to the “anabiosis” of the system, block feedback
channels between the authorities and society, and exacerbate social
problems? What are the limits of conservative politics? There can be
different answers to these questions, but it is necessary to raise and
reflect on them most seriously.

NATIONAL STRATEGY FOR THE ANTHROPOCENE ERA

In conclusion, it would make sense to describe, albeit sketchily, what an
Anthropocene-consensus-inspired strategy of a single country should
look like. It takes coordinated international action to effectively counter
global existential threats, but in today’s realities, it is national policies
that should become the building blocks of a joint global effort. To avoid
being biased, I will use Russia as an example, however, the thoughts
below are rather general, and therefore most of them are theoretically
applicable to many countries.

So, what a country should do in the Anthropocene era?

Firstly, assume a responsible position in areas that are most closely
related to current existential risks: nuclear weapons, environment,
emerging technologies; adopt a strictly defensive nuclear strategy;
make a commitment to the principle of strategic stability (in this
regard, Russia’s policy is generally consistent with the Anthropocene
consensus requirements); reduce CO, emissions (positive changes have
been made in the past year); take a cautious approach to research in
the field of artificial intelligence and biotechnology, and put forward
initiatives to regulate breakthrough technologies internationally in
order to prevent a regulatory race to the bottom.

Secondly, adopt an approach to internal development that would
take into account both the historical legacy and distinct characteristics
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of society and the common global goal of ensuring the sustainability
and survival of humanity; avoid unstably high levels of social inequality,
as well as maintain the ability of society to detect and address emerging
problems in a timely manner.

Thirdly, seek to establish a practical dialogue, based on the
Anthropocene consensus, on the social and political principles of
the world order. Agreeing to adopt the principle of responsibility for
controlling potential hotbeds of epidemics could become the first step
towards broadening the “sovereignty as responsibility” concept. Russia
could initiate a universal Anthropocene Summit to discuss these issues.

Many of the above thoughts are far from new, but the Anthropocene
consensus, based on the understanding of human survival as an ethical
Absolute, gives them additional justification, and in the future may also
highlight new nuances that have not been noticed so far.

A pessimist could say that the implementation of the Anthropocene
consensus would require both Russia and other countries to make
radical changes in many areas. But if we do not change for the sake
of human survival and the existence of future generations, then why
change at all?
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