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0. Pre-Introduction and Introduction


This essay is both a critique
 of various philosophical readings
 of the expression ‘Anthropocene’ and an exhortation for the necessity of a ‘democratic’ basis for overseeing the successful realization of a responsible environmentalism. (0)

First, I will explore an historical and contextual appreciation of the recent nomination, and failure of that nomination, of this current epoch as the advent of the ‘Anthropocene’. (1)

Next, I will explore humanist, post-humanist,
 anti-humanist,
 trans-humanist,
 and super-humanist readings of this imputed nominative. Although all such readings have a place in philosophical discourse, I will argue for my preferred preference for a super-humanistic reading that focuses on a conjunction of both existentially and pragmatically oriented perspectives. (2)

Then, I will argue, in the form of an exhortation, that a democratically oriented form of governance would be a necessity for more fully observing a responsible environmentalism.
 (3)

Providing provisional conclusions, comments, and commentaries in order to summarize the approaches adopted and adapted over the course of this essay. (4)
1. An Historical and Contextual Appreciation of this Nominative ‘Anthropocene’

The advent of this nominative expression ‘Anthropocene’, earmarked as a geological-like epoch, was formally rejected as such in the year 2024.
 According to an AI Overview the Anthropocene epoch was formally rejected by geologists because it didn’t meet with strict criteria for a geological epoch, though it is widely accepted as a significant period of human impact. Critics argue that human impact is too recent, ongoing, and lacks a clear geological boundary. With some preferring to describe it as an ‘event’ or a different type of time scale, rather than a formal epoch. (5)

The expression ‘Holocene’ effectively covers the impact of humanity upon the landscape after the termination of the ice ages of the Pleistocene. Arguably, in one hundred years, this decision could be revisited. In stratigraphic terms, say, post-1945, after the advent of nuclear tests; given the recent proliferation of micro-plastics; the use of DDT and other insecticides; heavy metals; ever-lasting chemicals, etc., it would be easier to imagine that such differentiation between strata should be less problematic. (6)

Without needing to appeal to a geological basis, the recent and widespread uptake of this expression hints at other more psychological and sociological concerns behind its conceptual dissemination. In this regard we might surmise that its origination is more prompted by ecological concerns, the cultural apperception that the environment is not being properly cared for, that demands for a global responsibility are not being duly met in political terms, and so on. In the light of the fact that the human species has become ecologically dominant a consensus is forming that we need to exert a political responsibility in such matters given that, currently, there can be no plan(et) B. In this regard, we might further surmise that such anxieties have reinforced the cultural-intercultural need and subsequent demand for such a concept given the implicit ecological imperatives embedded in and through its motivated expression and dissemination. Although informally introduced in 1980’s by Eugene F, Stoermer, and more formally by Paul Crutzen in 2000 to a wider scientific audience, still, this idea has its roots in a number of earlier expressions. E.g., Antonio Stoppani in the nineteenth century proposed the expression ‘anthropozoic, and Aleksei Pavlov in 1922 proposed the expression ‘anthropogene’ to express a similar type of concept… (7)

To some extent, the appeal of such a concept is that it both diagnoses a lack of ecological responsibility, and, at the same time, automatically demands the wholesale implementation of those measures that will stop and then reverse such environmental degradation. To the double acting of this concept, in its roles as both descriptive and prescriptive of behaviours, I would like to add a third category, namely, a proscriptive dimension to the extent that certain behaviours will also need to be exempted, as indicative of a pragmatic-existentialism/existential-pragmatism - as my preferred reading which will soon be discussed in the next section under the heading of a Super-Humanism. (8)
2. Various Humanistic Reading

a. Humanism
As an AI generated summary:
A humanist reading of the Anthropocene is a complex perspective that focuses on the centrality of the human role in both causing the current planetary crisis and bearing the primary responsibility for finding solutions. This reading re-examines traditional humanist values—such as reason, ethics, human welfare, and progress—in the context of humanity's unprecedented geological impact on the Earth's systems. 

Key elements of a humanist reading include:
Acknowledging Human Agency and Impact: The core of the humanist perspective is the recognition that human activities (industrialization, agriculture, etc.) have become the primary driver of planetary change, from climate warming to species extinction. It accepts the scientific evidence that humans have fundamentally reshaped the planet.

Emphasizing Human Responsibility: Humanists argue that since humans are the cause of the crisis, they must take sole responsibility for addressing it. This involves a call to action, urging humanity to redirect its powerful, yet often unintended, disruptive capacity toward intentional, radical socio-environmental change and stewardship of the planet.

Focus on Reason and Innovation: Drawing on the humanist tradition of relying on science and reason rather than supernatural explanations, this reading looks to human ingenuity, technological innovation (like geo-engineering or carbon capture, in some extreme views), and collective intelligence to develop solutions for a sustainable future.

Ethical and Moral Questions: The Anthropocene forces a re-evaluation of fundamental questions of meaning, value, purpose, and ethics. A humanist approach considers how human values and moral decision-making, based on empathy and compassion, can guide actions to ensure a liveable planet for present and future generations.

Universalizing "Humanity": A potential critique of this view is that it tends to homogenize "humanity" (anthropos) as a single, uniform agent, potentially overlooking the significant asymmetries in responsibility and vulnerability between the global North and South, and between wealthy elites and the global poor.

A "Human Turn": The Anthropocene can be seen as prompting a critical "human turn," where humanity is confronted with its own finitude, dependence on Earth's systems, and the urgent need to understand itself not as separate from nature, but as an integral, powerful, and precarious part of it. 

In essence, a humanist reading of the Anthropocene does not despair at the scale of the problem but rather sees it as a defining challenge that demands humanity fully embrace its capacities for self-determination, community action, and ethical innovation to forge a new path forward. (9)


My commentary, etc., on these AI generated points:
 
A humanist approach could be equated as those types of approaches that retrospectively appear to constitute a concept of modernity as critiqued by post-modernity. I.e., say, an optimistic attitude that uncritically believes in human progress, that truth can be defined in non-dialectical, logical terms of reference in a manner that with enough due diligence should be self-apparent to all invested in such observations, methods, argumentation, etc. (10)

However, despite the post-humanist deconstruction of human agency, over-optimistic concepts of an inevitable progress, an inescapable critique of human nature and the concept of ‘nature’ itself along with the concept invoking a so-called ‘natural law’, etc., it could also be argued that a humanist approach cannot nor should be pigeon-holed as ‘philosophically defective’ once suitably critiqued through a set of post-humanistic lenses and augmented and enhanced through the open lens of an existential-pragmatism, etc. (11)

That many of the objectives and intentions behind a humanist reading are commendable and should be duly salvaged in and through a more constructive format (once a process of philosophical remediation has been duly conducted, i.e., where various relevant ideas, etc., to hand are both simultaneously deconstructed and reconstructed…). (12)
b. Post-Humanism

As an AI generated summary:

Post-humanist readings of the Anthropocene critique the term's inherent anthropocentrism while simultaneously using it as a crucial lens to highlight the urgent need for a non-dualistic, relational, and multi-species ethics for planetary survival. 

Key Themes
Critique of Anthropocentrism: Post-humanists argue that the environmental crisis stems directly from a Western, humanist worldview that positions humans as exceptional, autonomous, and entitled to dominate nature. Naming the epoch the "Anthropocene" (Age of Man) can paradoxically reinforce this human exceptionalism, potentially leading to further hubris, such as misplaced faith in techno-fixes like geo-engineering, or ignoring uneven impacts on marginalized communities.

Relational Ontology and Entanglement: Post-humanism emphasizes that humans are not separate from, but rather fundamentally entangled with, the "more-than-human" world (non-human animals, plants, technology, geological processes). This relational ontology suggests that human existence is always co-existence, challenging the rigid boundaries between nature and culture, human and non-human, and even living and non-living matter.

Agency and Shared Responsibility: The post-humanist perspective de-centers the human as the sole, unified agent. Instead, agency is seen as distributed across complex networks of human and non-human "actants". This understanding calls for a shift from a focus on individual human blame to a collective and planetary sense of shared responsibility for fostering sustainable and just relationships within a multi-species community.

Materiality Matters: Post-humanist theory brings renewed attention to the significance of matter itself, moving beyond a focus solely on discourse and culture. The material consequences of human actions—such as plastic pollution, altered atmospheric chemistry, and species extinction—are central to this analysis, demonstrating how human bodies are transcorporeally intertwined with the material world on a global scale.

Rethinking "Humanity": The Anthropocene, for post-humanists, necessitates a re-evaluation of what "human" means. Scholars like Rosi Braidotti and Donna Haraway advocate for a "posthuman turn" that acknowledges the historical construction of "humanity" as a privileged category (often along lines of gender, race, and class) and moves toward more inclusive and situated ways of "becoming-posthuman" in a planetary context. 

Key Thinkers:
Prominent post-humanist scholars addressing the Anthropocene include:
Donna Haraway: Known for concepts like "companion species," "cyborgs," and the "Chthulucene" (her alternative term for the Anthropocene), emphasizing interspecies kinship and situated knowledges for collective survival.

Rosi Braidotti: Advocates for a critical, affirmative post-human theory that uses a "logic of relations" to move beyond anthropocentrism and develop a transnational ethics for a more-than-human world.

Karen Barad: Uses "agential realism" and the concept of "intra-action" to stress the mutual constitution of human and non-human entities and the inseparability of matter and meaning.

Timothy Morton: Describes the Anthropocene's impacts as "hyperobjects"—entities so vast in time and space that they defy easy human perception—which challenge traditional environmentalism's notion of "Nature" as a separate domain. (13)
My commentary, etc., on these AI generated points:

I like to think of ‘human nature’, that ‘which merely appears, phenomenal-phenomenologically, to be held in common with other people’, can be viewed under three overlapping headings, namely, as our embodiment, our embeddedness with others, and, our embankment in this world at large. That, in effect, we cannot be merely defined by being embodied, or by being merely embedded in and through a set of human interactions, or by merely being embanked in the world as either a mere object and/or a mere subject. Given these three overlapping headings, it becomes less conceivable to envisage the person apart from the intersection of these three perspectives of embodiment, etc. Thence (the economic necessity of) this co-triangulation of perspectives. (14)

In a similar manner, the person should not be merely viewed as completely self-autonomous, as existing apart from nature, and, in a similar vein, as either profitably divorced from human emotions or as some completely integrated entity able to subsist apart from any relevantly implicated economy whatsoever… (15)
c. Anti-Humanism/A-Humanism


After conducting various AI searches for discourses dealing with the Anthropocene and consulting Wikipedia itself it would appear that anti-humanist or a-humanist style discourses only occupy a very small fraction of the overall literature. If anything, they could be defined as a small, pessimistic fraternity within the overall auspices of the post-human/post-modern era. That understood, what input do they contribute to an overall appreciation of this topic of the Anthropocene? (16)
As an AI generated summary:

An anti-humanist reading of the Anthropocene argues that humanity's role as the central agent in the current geological epoch is a destructive force, viewing humans as a "cancer" on the planet whose self-interest is leading to inevitable collapse or extinction. This perspective rejects anthropocentrism, challenging traditional notions of human supremacy and instead advocating for a philosophical and sometimes radical acceptance of our potentially self-destructive impact. It critiques the idea of humans as "protagonists" and often suggests that civilization is doomed, with some thinkers embracing this outcome or even seeing it as a necessary step to restore the planet's "sovereignty". 
Key tenets of an anti-humanist reading:

Rejection of anthropocentrism: Unlike traditional humanism, it denies humanity's exceptionalism and the idea of being Earth's "protagonist".

Focus on destruction: The Anthropocene is viewed not as a triumph of human ingenuity, but as undeniable proof of a destructive impact on the planet, with many thinkers seeing human self-destruction as inevitable or even a just outcome.

Critique of human control: It challenges the idea that humans can or should "manage" the planet, seeing this as a continuation of the very logic that caused the crisis.

Acceptance of collapse: Some interpretations suggest that the only way to restore the planet is for human civilization to collapse, or that the ongoing environmental crisis will lead to a drastic reduction in the human population.

Emphasis on nonhuman agency: A more inclusive version of this view might give equal "respect and agency" to nonhuman things and even nonliving things, disrupting human exceptionalism at a fundamental level.

A new relationship with the world: This perspective calls for a new way of thinking about our relationship with the world, one that acknowledges our entanglement and interdependence with the ecological web, moving beyond a detached, observational stance. (16)
My commentary, etc., on these AI generated points:
The radical pessimism of this type of perspective can be viewed either through a partial positivity or through a radical negatively. I.e., we are either implicated through an impossible human exceptionalism that deserves our abdication from such a conceptual approach in order to let things be in a manner more dependent upon their own trajectories or we should recognize that we will inevitably fail and that through such failure this planet will regain, through a greater probability, a more productive continuation through our inevitable absence (concomitant upon our inevitable destruction as a species of life on this planet). (17)
Obviously, an anti-humanist has a profound point to make, namely, should we continue in the same irresponsible manner of the past then our future will inevitably become very bleak indeed. Or, even more to the point, there will be no future at all for the human species. (18)
As a criticism of the irresponsible characteristics of the humanist or modernist, etc., hell-bent on destroying this planet, then (in only subscribing to this negatively nihilistic vision) it follows that the inevitable consequences of our non-diversion, our non-turning around from this type of trajectory, will end in the extinction of one more species, namely our own. But our recognition of such a logic demands that we pay attention to what would be required were we to take a more responsible type of trajectory, namely, the taking up of an existential-pragmatism as a pragmatic-existentialism as would be entailed in my (positively nihilistic) vision of what would ideally constitute a super-humanism or super-modernism, namely, a more respectful appreciation of our relationships as ‘relationships qua relationships’ and not as ‘relationships qua the mere inventory of the relational elements that present the apparent form of that relationship in question’. Recognition of an emergent approach to relationships constitutes an existentialism that I would argue is both existentially and pragmatically responsible in outlook. (19)
On the other hand, as one strategy to avoid the extinction of our species is proposal put forward by trans-humanists, it to marry technology and biology in the form of the trans-human who is both part-human and part-non-human… (20)

d. Trans-Humanism

As an AI generated summary:
A transhumanist reading of the Anthropocene generally interprets it as a call to embrace technology for humanity's self-directed evolution beyond current biological limitations, arguing that continued technological progress is essential for our species' survival and for solving the environmental crises we have created. This perspective views humans as "works-in-progress" who can and should use science and technology to become "posthuman". 
Key elements of this reading include:

Technological Solutions: Transhumanists believe that the very technologies (e.g., genetic engineering, AI, nanotechnology, geo-engineering) that have contributed to the Anthropocene's problems can also provide their solutions. They advocate for developing and deploying advanced technologies to mitigate climate change and restore Earth's environment (a view known as Technogaianism).
Overcoming Limitations: The Anthropocene highlights human vulnerability to large-scale environmental changes. Transhumanism addresses this by proposing enhancements to make humans less susceptible to natural constraints, such as disease, aging, and climate extremes. This could involve biological enhancements or even the uploading of consciousness into alternative substrates.
Continuation of the Enlightenment Project: This perspective sees transhumanism as the logical extension of Enlightenment ideals, such as the application of reason and technology to gain control over nature and improve the human condition. It maintains a human-centric (or "mind-centric") view, prioritizing the survival and expansion of consciousness, even if it requires transcending the biological human form.
Responsibility for the Future: Rather than seeing human impact as purely negative, transhumanists frame it as evidence of humanity's power to shape the planet. They argue that we now have a moral imperative to use this power responsibly, engaging in "participatory" or "directed evolution" to ensure a long-term future for intelligent life, potentially in posthuman form or even by colonizing other planets.
Critiques and Dystopian Potential: Critics of this view argue that transhumanism merely exacerbates the anthropocentric ideals of relentless progress and resource exploitation that caused the Anthropocene in the first place. They also warn that the unequal access to enhancement technologies could create a "genetic divide" and new forms of social hierarchy or exploitation, as depicted in some science fiction scenarios. (21)
My commentary, etc., on these AI generated points:

Personally, it is my belief that this topic of the trans-humanist perspective is far too over-hyped. Yes, we have tools that already extend both our apparent power and impact upon this world at large. We step into a car and go somewhere much further than if we were to walk. However, entering a car does not make us as if ‘part-car’, i.e., ‘as part-person and part-car’. Tools are appropriated as ‘tools’ and extend those abilities and capabilities already possessed. We do not become ‘tools’, at least hopefully that is not the case. Should the day arise when we are have integrated circuits with super-computers, and so on, then, let us discuss such ideas when that might happen or, better, before such processes were about to happen. (22)

Similarly, sensible discussions in the pessimism of either an anti-humanism or an a-humanism can also be put to the side given that issues subsumed by the concept and tentative description of the ‘Anthropocene’ are more likely to directly deal with environmental issues, individual and collective responsibility (as an existential theme), the economics of de-carbonization, etc., as a pragmatic/pragmatical set of issues, and so on. (23)
Now, as a convenient heuristic device, I would like to gather the remaining three forms of humanism to form a ‘humanistic economy’ which, therefore, can be described as one-part humanist/modernist, one-part post-humanist/post-modernist, and one-part super-humanist/super-modernist. The point of this exercise, hopefully, will become clear through the following exposition. (24)
A humanism or modernism, in all its multi-various varieties, would be unwisely dismissed in its totality given the accumulated insights gathered both culturally and inter-culturally, as accumulated over historical time. However, argumentation for such ideation is more often than not conducted in a fallacious manner given a short-sighted approach to the experiential nature of the logical, i.e., as arrived at through its dialectical appreciation. Then, even the dialectical is not fully appreciated given a need on our part to experientially ascertain the ‘way of the world at large’ before computing things in either a pure logic and/or pure dialectics. In other words, the style of such argumentation could be described as a practically misguided ‘positive nihilism’. In the form of an analogy, as pointless as insisting, in a quantum framework, that in a certain event E at time t we know that certain particle p is at the precise location l. Because in quantum reality, we cannot precisely determine E, p, t, l, and so on, in relation to each other. So, if we think we have a precise idea of ‘where’ then we do not know ‘when’, and if were to know ‘when’ then we do not know ‘where’ the identity in question is located, etc. That in a similar fashion the epistemological, the ontological, and the trans-ontological-epistemological are similarly constructed in terms of our experiential interpretations of the lived-reality of such lived-experiences. Or where the logical is qualified by the dialectical, and the experiential qualifies the expression of the dialectical, etc. (25)
Where is this heading? I would like to argue, again, that this humanistic economy of the super-humanist or super-modernist complexion could be engineered through the bimodal suspension (mediation) of both the humanist/modernist sub-economies and post-humanist/modernist sub-economies. (26)
Whereas the modernist has insightfully observed conclusions, but ill-supported by fallacious arguments, in a style of argumentation that I would described as defectively forming a ‘positive non-nihilism’, in a contrast, the post-modernist aptly critiques the arguments of the modernist, but, if merely conducted in a totally reductive manner, then that unproductive style of argumentation might be described as ‘negatively nihilistic’. However, should we decide to suspend (through mediation) the former perspectives then the ensuing process would give us a relatively novel style of argumentation that could be described as ‘positively nihilistic’. Moreover, conducted as a human(istic) economy, just what advantages might transpire for the philosopher, et al. (27)
A ‘negative nihilism’ is just that, namely, ‘a nihilism that is entirely negative and absent of identity, and, consequently, if absolutistically pursued, would be totally unproductive’. In comparison, a ‘positive nihilism’ is ‘proficiently productive by virtue of having neither fixed unchanging identities (in an extreme absolutism) nor having processes without identifiable outcomes (in a veritable relativism). By marrying both aspects together and then observing an emergence from the same we arrive at a ‘positive nihilism’, i.e., ‘transformational processes by virtue of the absence of fixed identities in processes with consequentially entailed outcomes’. In effect, the taking of a middle path between what otherwise would be a mix of either an absolutist dogmatism and/or a pointless relativism. Of course, given that these three parties are also economic correlatives within (the heuristic device of) this human(ist) economy it follows that even this vision of a positive nihilism cannot be (mis-)appropriated as a pure positive nihilism, and, that this same observation will also apply to the positive non-nihilism of the modernist and the negative nihilism of the post-modernist. (28)
Basically, through this détente here, we have the distinctive features that I believe are constituting the current advent of the Contemporary era where we are moving far beyond the dogmatic faith of a modernism or humanism and the skeptical relativism of a reductive post-modernism or post-humanism. This historical interpretation granted, if only hypothetically, just where might these radical ideas, as expressed by myself, eventually lead? (29)


I could answer that rhetorical question, although one should wonder if rhetorical questions should be answered, at least definitively, by noting that such an era, theoretically, would be characterized by an increasing recognition of the existential dimension, and, furthermore, by the intuitive identification of the ‘existential’ with the ‘pragmatic’ when viewed and enacted from a super-relational sense of perspective, i.e., from the overall perspective of our lived-relationships, themselves..? (30)
e. Super-Humanism as a Super-Modernism
Why this (transcendental) equivalence from the (trans-relational) perspective of the process of (trans-cognitive) judgment per se?
 (31)
Because, understood in this manner, demonstrates why there is this direct and equivalent interconnection between our experience of ‘value’ and the ‘pragmatically oriented process of intervention’ given its ‘resolution’, as a ‘process of relational resolution, realized through ongoing processes of judgment suitably suspended, de-suspended, etc.’ Hence this (transcendental/trans-cognitive) identification, as I understand it, between the ‘existential’ and the ‘pragmatic’… and its transcendence of mere passivity and mere activity in a process of resolution that would be better described as being ‘(existentially) engaged’ when enacted, ‘spontaneously’ in and through that perspective of the lived-relationship per se, albeit as suitably pre-informed, etc. Theoretically, this is my argument by highlighting this identification between the ‘existential’ and the ‘pragmatic’ in their conjunction of a pattern of response that preferentially enriches the ensuing course of that primary relationship in question as emplaced in this world at large (i.e., to the extent as we find ourselves as embodied, embedded with others, and embanked in this very world about us… where, in turn, each and every identified primary relationship in turn is also embedded in a world of the other). (32)

However, be that as it may, as theoretically articulated here, let me, instead, attempt to prompt an intimation of this ‘existential orientation’, the ‘relatively existential aspects of experience’, by providing a few metaphors that might achieve this form of insight? (33)
You, singular, have been busy shopping and are starting to notice the coffee shops that you have been passing. So, you decide to have a coffee at a specific café you find gives good value for money in this regard. You will enjoy your coffee, along with a small cake, and then you will head off home. However, on this occasion you encounter a friend you have not engaged with for some time. You both decide to go to your favourite café and over the course of a wonderful conversation, full of interesting gossip, movies that you tell each other that should be seen, along with the mentioning of exciting ideas in the world of politics, physics, and philosophy you eventually part company. Obviously, if you had to choose between a ‘cup of coffee by yourself’ or ‘with this friend not seen for some time’ you would prefer the latter scenario. In effect, you are noting an ‘existential difference’, a ‘surplus of value’ that is not so evident in the first instance when envisaging your having a cup of coffee being imbibed just by yourself. (34)

To highlight this existential difference, imagine a different scenario. You, unfortunately, meet a relative, say, a very nosey aunt or uncle who is very prone to gossip with all your other relatives and on occasions is inclined to over-mix both truth and fiction in their somewhat over-dramatized accounts. You have just sat down, and they then see you and immediately join you, quickly indulging in their usual interrogations. This ordeal is to be suffered. They are, of course, family, but, preferably members to be encountered, say, once a year, hopefully, during Xmas festivities when you can more easily exempt yourself from their inquisitive probing of your very interesting life that, in this situation, you would prefer to leave unspoken. Obviously, you would much rather have had that coffee by yourself. Where, in effect, you are now experiencing more of a non-existential loss of value given your preference to have quietly drunk that coffee in your own company. Hopefully, these clearcut contrasts between these various scenarios might intimate this difference between both ‘existential and non-existential forms of e/valuational formation’ and ‘positive non-existential and negative non-existential forms of e/valuational formation’?
 (35)
Basically, I would argue that positive non-existential value can be either augmented or de-augmented, and where progressive de-augmentation could be instrumental in either the neutral or negative formation of a diminished semblance of an e/valuation. Whereas, existential value can only be relatively enhanced or de-enhanced, whilst remaining positive, given its positive enrichment of our lives as lived. Moreover, that latter type of e/valuational formation is marked by a spontaneity, the sense of a definitive resolution that is revealed as being more pragmatic in its uptake, and so on. Indeed, a different sense of how we experience time, space, ourselves and others… (36)
As a summary of its characteristics, how do we describe, in existential terms, either a super-humanism or super-modernism along with its co-associated presentation of the advent of the ‘Contemporary era’ that, alternatively, could also be referred to as (an existential appreciation of) the so-called ‘Anthropocene’ (in that manner that might drive home the imperative for our embracing the profound need for an environmental responsibility) (as counter the ideological demands for either our neutrality or the continuation of negative, counter-productive behaviours when viewed from the apperceived integrity of that environmental perspective [as a value to be viewed in its own right rather than translated through a pragmatic lens of utility, etc.])? (37)

Correctly, there can be no pure non-existential reading or set of readings of lived-experience, nor, equally, a pure existential reading or set of readings of lived-experience because, as has been argued, the relative existentialization of the relatively non-existential arises through the relative existentialization of the relatively non-existential, and v.v. Without their mutual interaction neither aspects could be relatively defined in their own relatively distinctive terms of reference. In other words, an existential aspect to experience should be imputed to the same extent that a non-existentially oriented type of experience is also being accounted for, and v.v., despite the fact that in lived-experience no person can perfectly balance out this dialectical-like interplay of both the relatively non-existential and the relatively existential although, at the same time, suspensions are demanded that balance such factors. (38)

On numerous occasions I have insisted that there is more than just a simple relational interpretation of lived-experience. That, in effect, we should also argue for an existential orientation, i.e., a reading or set of reading/s) that cannot be read either as a (set of) realistic or materialistic reading/(s) or as an idealistic or rationalistic (set of) reading/(s) or as a (set of) pragmatic reading/(s)… where, in effect, we are simply referencing either a mix of subjective participants and/or objective parts, along with inter-subjective/inter-objective understandings of context, etc. Instead, in a pro-relational orientation we also take into account the pro-relational integrity of the relationship that cannot be reduced to its mere relational status either along with or without a trans-relational sense and semblance of subjectivity where we recognize each and every relationship as also possessing a distinctive ‘life’ or trajectory of its own, to some degree or other, and where the collective economy of the relational, the pro-relational, and the trans-relational can also enter into our appreciation of the overall existential sense and semblance of a more broad reading of ‘relational experience’ (beyond the mere cataloguing of subjective participants and objective parts, etc.). Or, more to the point, where experience cannot be read merely through a non-existential, relational lens as just defined regardless of whether that point of view is constituted in either materialistic or rationalistic or pragmatic terms of reference. That, equally, any declarations of a pure existentialism should also be dismissed as just patent nonsense. Where this sense and semblance of an overall existential-non-existential set of readings more perfectly aligns, in representational terms, with the lived-experience of that lived-reality currently being experienced to hand. Where this more complex set of readings, with a composite nuance of both non-existential and existential aspects, will here be cast as a form of a ‘super-humanism’ or as a ‘super-modernism’ or, effectively, as a complex existential reading that neither overlooks nor erases these interacting dimensions of both the relatively non-existential and the relatively existential. (39)

These imputed observations and qualifications granted, on the existential complexion of a ‘super-humanism’, etc., just what can be said about such experience that has a relevant commentary to make on the reception and appreciation of this concept of the ‘Anthropocene’. Quite simply, I would like to conjecture ‘that it is our socially increasing awareness and acceptance, on the part of those citizens more concerned about such matters, that there is a more extensive need for an environmental responsibility that has prompted and promoted this general acceptance of this era as the ‘Anthropocene’.’ In accepting that humanity is adversely affecting our fragile environment, from the increasing emission of greenhouse gases to the all-pervasive presence of micro-plastics, etc., it follows that in order to be morally responsible before(-)others, etc., such positive shifts in attitude are being called for. Hence, we could surmise, that this concept has been taken up by those more concerned citizens on the strength of such social anxieties about the degradation of our future environment rather than on grounds that are more scientific and quantifiable? (40)

Hence, in this regard, the concept of the ‘Anthropocene’, currently, is more a cultural concept rather than a scientific concept and whose scientific relevance has been somewhat dismissed in the courts and councils of academic. (41)
2. On Various ‘Humanistic’ Approaches to this Topic

Conventional wisdom is somewhat enshrined in a more humanistic approach, and, where the advent of a postmodernist critique of the former has constructed a more complex post-humanism. (42)

A more pessimistic subsection of an evolving post-humanism is incorporated in a very academic based dissemination of an ‘anti-humanism’ (and/or ‘a-humanism’), that, has also prompted the articulation of a ‘trans-humanism’, i.e., ‘the controversial contention that the evolution of the human subject must now be ‘digitally upgraded’ through being ‘interfaced with various computational devices’.’ In my opinion, much of that discussion is hyped in a similar manner to the recent over-expression of concerns over artificial intelligence and its imminent threat to white-collar employment, etc. Here it could be argued that much of the uptake of AI has already taken place without an apparent excessive disruption in the marketplace of employment. That, similarly, to some extent, we already live in an era of a trans-humanism to the extent that we travel as passengers embedded in a car, or a bus, or a train, or an aircraft, etc., and, that a wide range of medical devices are already to hand, etc. However, the contention ‘that we will need to be technologically upgraded before the competition of AI in the workplace renders us completely redundant’ is a hyperbolic form of over-exaggeration. To date, machines have augmented our human functioning, but, cannot replace our ‘humanity’, even before being taken over by a highly leveraged world of AI bent either on our complete subservience or sheer eradication from the face of planet Earth, although, it should also be said, that we, ourselves, could very easily ‘end civilization as we know it’, etc., by merely enacting a global nuclear war and/or unleashing virulent forms of biological warfare, etc.!! (43)
3. The Democratic Necessity for a Responsible Environmentalism


Merely in our own right, each and every individual is practically powerless to alter the trajectories of most events, be they either basically natural or intentionally directed in origination. On the other hand, collectively, we have seen ‘people walk upon the surface of the Moon’, and so on, as the successful result of the concerted cooperation of individuals organized to that extent that has allowed them to jointly realize such social ambitions. In the same manner, a recognition ‘that climate has being adversely affected by humans’ can also be read as a call to arms in order to address such issues. It is in this light that that we could argue that the very concept of the ‘Anthropocene’ has been so rapidly taken up given this concern and care demonstrated by a vast swathe of the population. That, the flipside of this observation, is a general concern and care for the environment that urgently perceives the need for the requisite degree of political organization that could successfully address such issues. That, even though such concerns could be voiced in political-economies that are less democratically organized, still, arguably, it would fall upon the shoulders of our democracies to seriously consider an amelioration of such issues by putting in place those approaches that might eventually reverse the problematicity of such problems and optimistically return the ensuing prospect of our climate towards a less devastating set of scenarios. (44)
4. Provisional Conclusions, etc.


Thence this set of provisional conclusions, namely, that this concept of the ‘Anthropocene’ has had a cultural uptake rather than a scientific uptake because of the apparent clarity of its articulation of our social anxieties over global warming, etc., that are, therefore, prompting the deontological imperative that such issues should be taken most seriously, and so on. Indeed, an acceptance ‘that climate variations have a human contribution’ is embedded in the very concept of this expression ‘Anthropocene’. (45)

Second, that various forms of competing humanism have entered into this discussion, this conversation, critically altering its contours over time. Where, generally, the post-humanists criticize the humanist, and, then, in taking a relatively pessimistic turn, the anti-humanist, admittedly on the sidelines, have critiqued the former. Then, on the periphery, a trans-humanism has also been argued, somewhat, in my opinion, rather unconvincingly. However, the rapid uptake of this concept of the Anthropocene is also suggestive of the fact that an existential super-humanism, more correctly, has been responsible for the broad dissemination of this novel concept. (46)

That the wide uptake of this descriptive concept also parallels a prescriptive ‘call’ that all forms of political governance, from federal to state, from local to the governance of all our institutions, businesses, and organizations should also equally follow suit in working towards a more responsible environmentalism. That, for all concerned citizens, that such care should be suitably addressed and duly redress accordingly..! (47)


Put another way, given that the ‘humanist project’ involves a ‘humanist turning’ (in a centering of our interest toward the ‘individual-in-society’ as environmentally embanked therein in both cultural and inter-cultural terms of reference
), and, the ‘post-humanist (rewriting of that humanist) project’ involves a ‘post-humanist turning’, why not then subject the human economy to a further ‘pragmatic-existential turning’ by insisting on this as a ‘super-humanist turning’ wherein the full relational significance of our emplacement (through embodiment, embeddedness and embankment) is taken up through a set of relational perspectives that notes, individually, the relational dimension (of participants and parts, etc.), the pro-relational integrity of our relationships (that cannot be reduced merely to the truncated representation of their relational configurations), and their trans-relational dimension of relationally oriented experience (to the extent our relationships appear to have simulated a subjective dimension through chaotic processes of ongoing re(-)self-organization), and, collectively, the joint expression of a super-relational domain wherein the human economy cannot be reduced to neither a humanist reading, etc., nor just a relational reading (as just defined), etc.
 In effect, validating a human economy through suspending, and both transcending and immanentalizing,
 these correlatively articulated facets of the humanist, etc., and the relational, etc. In the process, through our inescapable interventions in this world, delivered through ongoing de-suspensions, etc., we find engineered a manner more harmonious than if such trajectories were to have been merely plotted in simplistic, intentional terms of reference alone should we have merely taken up the ideological restraints left expressed through any individual, non-triangulated sense of ‘position’, or, rather, perspective..!
 (48)

That, by the exercising of such an open attitude, it should become apparent that environmental responsibility, implicit in the concept of the Anthropocene as a covertly unstated imperative, is best developed in and through an arbitrated approach better facilitated within a political context that is both democratically oriented and democratically inspired given that the dialectics of such behaviours need to be enacted both subjectively and inter-subjectively, both individually and collectively, both privately and publicly, both contractually and compactually, both non-existentially and existentially, and so on and so forth..! (49)

Thence this conjoint argument for both environmental responsibility and responsible democratic governance..!! (50)

    Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 18.11.25.
� 	* Latest link: � HYPERLINK "http://https://noelshomepage.homestead.com/pursuit.html" ��http://https://noelshomepage.homestead.com/pursuit.html�


� 	In part, this essay forms a reply to the presentation given by Michael von Brasch on the topic of the Anthropocene at The Continental Philosophers Group meeting on 26.10.25.


� 	Michael von Brasch introduced his essay with the advertisement of the following: Anthropocene? A word that has crept into usage in the 21st century. It was initially a Geological expression, but has spilled into the Humanities. I wish to explore its current use and in particular the intent and purpose behind the word Anthropocene. Anthropocene - the word has and is becoming an important concept in particular for A-humanists and Anti-humanists, rather than for the Trans-humanists. We might look to explore this...


� 	Most of the literature on this topic is either humanist or post-humanist in complexion with the latter proffering a critique of the former.


� 	A very small section of this overall discourse on the advent and significance of the Anthropocene is anti-humanist or a-humanist. In some measure, it could be viewed as a more rarefied, extreme, and pessimistic form of post-humanism. Some expositions also hint at either pragmatic and/or existential readings.


� 	A trans-humanistic perspective, somewhat, is both a mix of science fiction and lived-reality. That the lived-reality of the human will inevitably need radical forms of augmentation is already with us on one level with deep cerebral electrode implants, pacemakers, titanium metal inserts, etc., but, in other respects, it proffers a dystopian view that humans will need to be ‘digitally upgraded’ in order to compete with AI, and all other electronic revolutions which, to my mind, is just futuristic nonsense.


� 	‘Environmental responsibility’ is synonymous with ‘responsible environmentalism’, i.e., ‘the successful instigation of those approaches that reverse the prospect of species extinctions, ecologically rehabilitates our forests, and all other distinctive forms of the terrestrial landscape, increases diversity, etc.’


� 	Refer to, e.g: The Conversation; Gemma Ware; The Anthropocene era that isn’t – the decision to not label a geologic epoch means for Earth’s future?  April 4, 2024. Link: � HYPERLINK "https://theconversation.com/the-anthropocene-epoch-that-isnt-what-the-decision-not-to-label-a-new-geological-epoch-means-for-earths-future-227069" �https://theconversation.com/the-anthropocene-epoch-that-isnt-what-the-decision-not-to-label-a-new-geological-epoch-means-for-earths-future-227069� 


� 	Setting up this equivalence as being entertained between the brackets, i.e., here the ‘transcendental’ is defined as trans-relational (and as trans-intentional) and as ‘trans-cognitive’ (i.e., as judgment entertained both ‘trans-perceptually and trans-conceptually’) as, in effect, a ‘transcendental sense of lived-process’, i.e., the ‘judgment’, albeit as ‘viewed from the enacted resolution of its sense and semblance of a ‘lived-process’.’ As noted, basically redefining the Husserlian (and Kantian) sense of ‘transcendental’ in apposition with this understanding of the ‘judgment process per se’. Thence the necessity for conjectural clarity, i.e., a process that is well-informed and well-formed, the latter being exercised through apposite suspension/de-suspensions, etc. Hence what I would like to term productive patterns of ongoing rectificational re(-)alignment through hermeneutical mitigation, phenomenal-phenomenological remediation, and non-systematic existential re(-)normalization.


� 	The reader can explore for themselves other occasions over the course of their life when and where an existential difference was intuited, retrospectively, as being present. Of course, they can then turn that around, prospectively, by attempting to mutually engineer similar occasions in the future, and, therein and thereby, enrich the coursing of our own relationships along with the relationships that others have with each other. Ideally, good democratic governance sets the stage for the differential enhancement of such personal and interpersonal enrichment.


� 	Say, as being situated both nationally and internationally.


� 	Arguing, for both these three overlapping, humanist turns and the three overlapping, relational turns.


� 	Given that the suspension is also the product of attitudes, held in apposition, that are both transcendent and immanent. So, talk of either a pure transcendence or a pure immanence is, and can only be, just nonsense (given that the use of the expression ‘pure’ is considerably overdone, and, can only have a relative reading, albeit with either some form of an a priori pre-determined equation as to what constitutes ‘pure’ or the mere invocation of an equally arbitrary limitation that once reached then settles such considerations. Just as, e.g., in an examination using the genre of multi-answered questions where only one solution is correct and where the sum total of all correctly answered answers then gives a perfect score, i.e., as predefined, ’perfect’ in the sense as here predefined. However, we should also recognize that the phenomenologist also has a qualified sense of ‘pure’ or ‘distinctively essential’ when a specific phenomenological semblance naturally falls within the particularity of a certain set of physiological experiences (and their conventionally co-associated sets of genres of behaviour) along with the distinctive uniqueness arising from an existential perspective when a certain resolute pattern of responsive behaviour is experiences as responsible, as suitably apposite, etc.). But, all these experiences of the apparently ‘valid’ are also framed by the very limitations imposed upon the origination of such distinctive types of experience.


� 	Thence these three turnings of the humanist, post-humanist, and the super-humanist, and, their collective falling under the rubric, say, of a democratically oriented ‘eco-humanist’ or ‘ecological-humanist’. I have argued that it is impossible to actually hold a position, hence, the articulation of the same, more correctly, is a ‘perspective’ (set within its co-associated field/s, and, in turn, also hierarchically encapsulated, etc., whilst recognizing a need for at least two other ‘primary perspectives’ in order to also run that encapsulated economy, etc.






