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XoAncTMyecknn NpuHUMN B 3Kopunocopumm n bruoatuke:
CpPaBHUTENIbHO-aHANUTUYECKUIN acnekT

M3marnosa . U.

AnHomauyus. Llenb yccienoBaHMS 3aKIIOYAETCS B BBISIBJIEHUM OOIIVX OCHOBAHUI U OTIMIUTEIbHBIX YEPT
XOMVCTUYECKOTO TIPUHIUIIA B 9KobMIocoduu 1 6M0ITHKE, JEMOHCTPUPYS X POJIb B KAaUeCTBe KOHIIEIMTY-
aJIbHOM OCHOBBI 3TUKY BbDKMBAHMS M YCTOMYMBOTO Pa3BUTHUS B KOHTEKCTE IVI00ATIbHBIX BbI30BOB XXI Beka.
B craTbe aHaMM3MpyeTCs XOMMUCTUUECKMII MOAXOM KaK MeTOAOJIOTMYecKass M MMPOBO33peHUecKas OCHOBA
COBpeMeHHO¥ 3kopumocodum u 61oaTHKKU. Ocoboe BHMMAaHME YAENSETCS CBSI3M XOMM3Ma C KOHIEMIUSIMU
1LIeJIOCTHOCTH, CUCTEMHOCTM ¥ B3aMMO3aBUCUMOCTH UeI0BeKa, IPUPObl U KyIbTypbl. [IokasaHo, UTO XOAU3M
B OMO3THKE TTO3BOJISIET BBINTH 3a TMpefesbl MHAUBUAYATUCTUUECKOTO TTOHMMAaHUST MEeAUIIMHCKO MOpan
M pacIIMpUTh MPeAMET GMOITUUECKOTO aHaIM3a OO YPOBHSI 6Mochepbl U TIAHETAPHO OTBETCTBEHHOCTH.
PaccMaTpuBaloTCs TpUMepbl GMI0COMCKUX MHTEPITPETANIA Y TTPAKTUUECKUX MPUIOXKEHUIT X0MU3Ma B 9KO-
JIOTUYECKOM ¥ MeIUIIMHCKOM cdepax. HayuHass HOBM3HA 3aK/II0YAETCS B ITOKa3e TOTO, UTO XOAM3M OJHOBpe-
MeHHO (GYHKIIMOHUPYET KaK OHTOJIOTMYECKOe OCHOBaHMe 3Kodmiocobmu 1 Kak HOpMaTMUBHBI KapKac IJ10-
GayIbHOM OMOITUKY, OObEIMHSIST €CTeCTBEHHbIE HAYKV, MEOUIIMHY ¥ TYMaHUTapHbIe TUCIUIUIVHBL. Pe3yb-
TaThl MCCIIEIOBAHMS TIOKA3BIBAIOT, UTO 3KOMMIOCOMCKMIT XONMM3M aKI[eHTUPYET BHMMaHMe HA OHTOJIOTHYE-
CKOM eIMHCTBE MPUPOIbI 1 B3aMMOCBSI3aHHOCTH G1ocdepsl 1 Hoochepbl, B TO BpeMsT KaK 6MO3TUUeCKMit
XONMM3M IMOoAYePKMBaeT HOPMATUBHYIO MHTETpAlMI0 MeIUIMHCKUX, COLMAIbHBIX U 3KOJIOIMYECKUX L[EHHO-
cTel, pacIpoCTPaHsIsl STUUYECKYIO pedIeKCUIO 3a TIpefeibl MHAVMBUIYATbHOV MEeIUIITHCKOM MTPAKTUKY K TJI0-
6aMbHBIM KOHTEeKCTaM. HecMOTpst Ha pasianuus, 06a ogXoaa CXOSTCS B OTKa3e OT peayKIMoHu3Ma u Gop-
MMPOBaHMM TMapaguTMbl XOJMCTUUECKOTO MBIIUIEHNS, KOTOpasi 06ecreunBaeT KOHIIENTYaJlbHYI0 OCHOBY
JIS1 yCTOUMBOTO PA3BUTHUS U TIO3ULIMOHUPYET OMOITUKY KaK «3TUKY BbDKMBaHMS» XXI Beka.

Holistic principle in ecophilosophy and bioethics:
comparative and analytical aspect

D. I. Izmailova

Abstract. The aim of the study is to identify the common foundations and distinctive features of the holistic
principle in ecophilosophy and bioethics, demonstrating their role as a conceptual basis for the ethics of sur-
vival and sustainable development in the context of the global challenges of the 21st century. The article
analyzes the holistic approach as a methodological and worldview foundation of contemporary ecophiloso-
phy and bioethics. Special attention is given to the connection of holism with the concepts of integrity, sys-
temicity, and the interdependence of humans, nature, and culture. It is shown that holism in bioethics makes
it possible to go beyond the individualistic understanding of medical morality and to expand the scope of bio-
ethical analysis to the level of the biosphere and planetary responsibility. The article examines examples
of philosophical interpretations and practical applications of holism in ecological and medical contexts.
The scientific novelty lies in demonstrating how holism simultaneously functions as an ontological basis
for ecophilosophy and as a normative framework for global bioethics, bridging natural sciences, medicine,
and the humanities. The findings show that ecophilosophical holism highlights the ontological unity of na-
ture and the interconnectedness of the biosphere and noosphere, while bioethical holism emphasizes
the normative integration of medical, social, and ecological values, extending ethical reflection beyond in-
dividual medical practice to global contexts. Despite their differences, both approaches converge in reject-
ing reductionism and fostering a paradigm of holistic thinking, which provides a conceptual foundation
for sustainable development and positions bioethics as an “ethics of survival” for the 21st century.
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Introduction

Modern ecological and biomedical challenges, including primarily environmental degradation, global climate
change, biotechnological experiments, and the expanding use of artificial intelligence in medicine, require a rethink-
ing of the ethical foundations of humanity’s relationship with life. Bioethics, which emerged in the 1970s, was initially
focused on problems in medicine and biomedical technologies. However, in the 21st century, the need to expand
its scope to a global scale has become evident.

Research relevance. One of the most promising directions in this regard is the holistic approach, based on the phi-
losophy of wholeness. Its significance lies in the effort to unify the individual and the universal, the local and the plane-
tary, as well as the humanities and natural sciences.

To achieve the aim, the study sets out the following research objectives:

1) to conduct a comparative analysis of the interpretations of holism in ecophilosophy and bioethics, identifying
shared methodological foundations and divergent emphases;

2) to assess the practical significance of the holistic approach for addressing contemporary ecological and bio-
ethical challenges.

The theoretical basis of this study is founded on works that substantiate the philosophical and scientific develop-
ment of the concept of holism as a principle of integrity, interconnection, and systemic unity. From the standpoint
of classical philosophy of wholeness, the study draws on the works of Aristotle, B. Spinoza (Crimuo3a, 2025),
and G. Leibniz (JIeitouui, 2018); from the perspective of the philosophy of science and phenomenology — on the ideas
of T. Kuhn (KyH, 2014), M. Heidegger (Xaiigerrep, 1997), and E. Husserl (T'yccepnb, 2001). The analysis of ecophilosoph-
ical foundations of holism is widely represented in the research of A. Neess (Hacc, Meitnsiuaep, 2013) and E. V. Barkova
(BapkoBa, 2005), while the bioethical approach to holism is elaborated in the works of V. R. Potter (1970), B. G. Yudin
(f0guH, 2018), and I. T. Frolov (®poios, 2007).

The study employs the following research methods: historical-philosophical analysis — to explore the genesis
of the idea of holism from antiquity to the 21st century; comparative-analytical method - to juxtapose ecophilosophi-
cal and bioethical interpretations of holism; systemic approach - to identify interconnections between natural, social,
and cultural dimensions of holism; hermeneutical method - to interpret classical and contemporary philosophical
texts; axiological analysis — to uncover the value-based foundations of holistic thinking in ecophilosophy and bioethics.

The practical significance of this research lies in demonstrating how the holistic principle can serve as a method-
ological and normative framework for addressing pressing ecological and biomedical challenges of the 21st century.
The study shows that the holistic paradigm promotes interdisciplinary integration of natural sciences, medicine,
and the humanities, enabling more comprehensive approaches to ecological medicine, biotechnological regulation,
and the ethical governance of emerging technologies such as artificial intelligence and neurotechnologies. Thus,
the findings can be applied both in theoretical contexts — through the refinement of philosophical and ethical frame-
works — and in practical contexts, such as environmental policy, medical education, and the formation of internation-
al standards for bioethical regulation.

Discussion and results

The term “holism” (from Greek “holos”, meaning “whole or complete”) was introduced by the South African phi-
losopher Jan Christian Smuts (1926) in his work Holism and Evolution. He considered wholeness a fundamental princi-
ple of the organization of the world, arguing that evolution leads not only to increased complexity but also to the in-
tegration of elements into new, higher-order wholes.

The origins of the holistic worldview can be traced back to ancient philosophy. Aristotle already expressed the idea
of a whole that surpasses the sum of its parts. In the modern era, similar ideas appeared in the works of B. Spinoza
(CnmHo3a, 2025), who asserted the substantial unity of nature, and Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, who introduced
the notion of “monadological wholeness” (Jleit6umuir, 2018).

In the 19th-20th centuries, holism developed in natural science theories:

e in biology, through the works of Alexander von Humboldt, Ernst Haeckel, and later Ludwig von Bertalanffy,
who developed general systems theory, understanding the whole as an open, dynamic system;

e in ecology, through the works of Eugene Odum and Ernst Haeckel, who formulated a systemic understanding
of the ecosphere;

e in the philosophy of science, through W. V. O. Quine (“ontological holism”) (Mmytus, 2018) and Thomas
Kuhn (holism of scientific paradigms) (KyH, 2014).

Philosophical holism was significantly influenced by Edmund Husserl (I'yccepnp, 2001), emphasizing the unity
of the life-world, and Martin Heidegger, who viewed humans as “being-in-the-world,” inextricably integrated into
the wholeness of being (Xaitgerrep, 1997).

In the second half of the 20th century, holistic ideas penetrated ecological philosophy and bioethics. Arne Neess,
in his deep ecology, insisted on the equal value of all forms of life and the necessity of considering ecosystems
as holistic entities. In the Russian tradition, similar ideas were developed by V. I. Vernadsky, who introduced
the concept of the noosphere as the highest stage of the biosphere’s evolution, where humans become an integral
element of the planetary system (BepHagckuii, 2013; Hacc, Meiinsaaaep, 2013).
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In bioethics, the holistic approach was proposed by Van Rensselaer Potter (1970), who in his book Bioethics:
Bridge to the Future linked ethics with biology, advocating a holistic view of humanity’s survival challenges. Later,
Tom Beauchamp and James Childress, within the framework of principlism, proposed normative foundations
for bioethics (Uruatbes, 1997). However, it was the critics of reductionism in medicine, such as Hans Jonas, who
helped establish holism as an alternative approach emphasizing global responsibility (Monac, 2004).

Thus, the evolution of holism traces a path from philosophical concepts of wholeness (Aristotle, Spinoza, Leibniz)
through scientific systems theories (Bertalanffy, Haeckel, Vernadsky) to ethical-ecological and bioethical practices
(Potter, Neess, Jonas). Today, holism functions not only as a methodological principle but also as a foundation
for forming new ethical paradigms in the context of 21st-century global challenges.

Currently, holism as a principle of thinking manifests across various fields of philosophy, though its inter-
pretation in ecophilosophy and bioethics has both common features and significant differences.

In ecophilosophy, holism is based on the understanding of nature as a self-organizing whole, where humans occu-
py not a dominant but an integral place. The central principle is the interconnectedness of all levels of existence, from
the biosphere to the noosphere. In the Russian tradition, this is reflected in Vernadsky’s concept of the noosphere.
He considered the biosphere as a holistic system in which human intellect and activity become planetary-scale fac-
tors: “Man is a powerful geological force, and he faces the question of restructuring the biosphere in the interests
of freely thinking humanity as a single whole” (Bepuanckwmii, 2013, p. 300).

Contemporary Russian scholars, such as E. V. Barkova, have developed these ideas, emphasizing the necessity
of a holistic approach to global problems. Barkova writes: “The future of humanity depends on the ability to think
in terms of planetary wholeness,” and she notes that “the fruitful search for a new philosophy and its methodology
can be carried out on the basis of ecophilosophical holism and its types of understanding wholeness, revealing univer-
sal connections between the process of self-development and the structure of the space-time continuum of nature-
culture” (bapkoBa, 2005, p. 145-147). Thus, ecophilosophical holism forms the basis for an ethics of responsibility
toward nature and future generations.

Bioethical holism emphasizes the interconnection of individual health, society, and the biosphere. While classical
medical bioethics focuses on the patient-physician relationship, the holistic approach broadens the framework to global
biotechnological and ecological challenges. Potter, the founder of global bioethics, wrote: “The survival of humanity
depends on the formation of a new ethics that combines biological knowledge and human values” (1970, p. 127).
His concept requires consideration of not only biomedical but also ecological, social, and cultural factors.

The development of bioethical holism in Russia is associated with I. T. Frolov and B. G. Yudin, who highlighted that
the very term “bioethics,” from the Greek roots, literally means “ethics of life,” and that Russian philosophical scholars
developed several promising approaches to global and integrative bioethics, extending beyond purely medical research
(®ponos, 2007; FOmuH, 2018). Similar ideas were advanced by Yu. M. Khrustalev, O. V. Tkachenko, and P. D. Tishchenko,
who stressed that bioethics should be considered not only a medical discipline but also part of a global philosophical dis-
course (Xpycranes, TkaueHko, 2014; Tumenko, 2022). Thus, contemporary bioethics in the context of technological civi-
lization inevitably acquires a holistic character, as it requires understanding humans as elements of the ecosystem.

Medical bioethics traditionally relied on principlism and casuistry, often focusing on individual cases and patient
rights. Holism in bioethics broadens the analytical scope:

e from individual to systemic: human health is understood in the context of ecology, social environment,
and lifestyle;

e from anthropocentrism to planetary responsibility: ethical decisions must consider consequences for future
generations and ecosystems;

e from technology to culture: addressing bioethical issues requires integrating humanities, philosophy, and cul-
ture into medical practice (M3maitnoBa, 2023).

An example of the holistic approach is Potter’s concept of bioethics as the “science of survival,” uniting biology
and humanism. Contemporary researchers emphasize the need for a systemic analysis of bioethical problems
in the context of global crises (I0auH, 2018; Xpycranes, TkaueHko, 2014; Tumenko, 2022).

While ecophilosophical holism emphasizes the ontological wholeness of nature, bioethical holism manifests
in the normative integration of values — medical, social, and ecological. Ecophilosophical holism focuses on preserv-
ing planetary existence, whereas bioethical holism regulates human, societal, and biospheric relationships through
norms and principles.

Both approaches converge in a key principle: the necessity of moving from reductionism to holistic thinking. Con-
temporary philosophy faces the challenge of integrating heterogeneous forms of knowledge within a holistic anthro-
pology, directly related to ecology and bioethics. Holism in ecophilosophy and bioethics thus serves a similar method-
ological function - it establishes a paradigm of holistic thinking that allows the integration of natural, social, and cul-
tural dimensions into a single philosophical system.

To illustrate the similarities and differences of the holistic approach in ecophilosophy and bioethics, Table 1 pre-
sents a comparative analysis.

It is evident that despite shared methodological foundations, holism in bioethics and ecophilosophy manifests
in different aspects. Ecophilosophical holism emphasizes the value of nature and the wholeness of the biosphere,
whereas bioethical holism is used to analyze systemic consequences of biomedical and technological practices.
Ecophilosophical holism forms an ontological and axiological basis for understanding humans as part of nature, while
bioethical holism serves a normative-practical function, establishing moral responsibility for life in all its forms.
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Table 1. Comparative characteristics of holism in ecophilosophy and bioethics

Criterion

Ecophilosophy

Bioethics

Ontological basis

Nature as a self-organizing whole; biosphere
and noosphere as a single existence

Human and human health in the context
of society, culture, and the biosphere

Preservation and harmonization of human-nature

Development of norms and principles regulat-

Goal relationships; prevention of ecological crises ing biomedical and ecological practices
Methodological Recognition of wholeness and interconnectedness Integration of biological, medical, social,
principle of all levels of existence (from individual to planetary) | and cultural values within ethics

Emphasis Ontology and cosmology: the world as a whole Ethics and normativity: regulation of practices

and technologies

Russian researchers

V. I. Vernadsky, N. N. Moiseev, E. V. Barkova

B. G. Yudin, V. M. Khrustalev, P. D. Tishchenko

Formation of ecological worldview and culture

Development of bioethical principles in the con-

Practical significance

of responsibility for the planet text of medicine, biotechnology, and ecology

Practical applications of the holistic approach include:

e ecological medicine: treating humans considering environmental factors (air, water, nutrition, social climate);

e psychoecology and nature-based therapy: using natural factors in psychological and medical rehabilitation;

e sustainable development: forming policies that balance human and biospheric interests;

e ethical regulation of technologies: gene engineering, Al in medicine, and neurotechnologies should be evalu-
ated in terms of systemic consequences.

Conclusion

The holistic approach in ecophilosophy and bioethics opens new horizons for understanding humans and nature
as an integrated whole. It overcomes the limitations of reductionist and narrowly pragmatic models, forming a worldview
oriented toward sustainable development and the preservation of life in its diversity.

In the context of global ecological challenges and technological risks, holism becomes not only a philosophical
concept but also a practical strategy requiring the integration of science, culture, and ethics. Bioethics, in this under-
standing, is not merely a medical discipline but the “ethics of humanity’s survival” in the 21st century.

Future research on holism in ecophilosophy and bioethics should focus on several interrelated directions. First,
theoretical work is needed to clarify the philosophical foundations of holism and its relation to systems theory, com-
plexity studies, and the philosophy of science. Second, interdisciplinary applications deserve closer examination, par-
ticularly the role of holistic approaches in ecological medicine, biotechnological innovations, and the ethical govern-
ance of artificial intelligence and neurotechnologies. Third, research should address the practical and normative im-
plications of holism by developing ethical models that combine ecological responsibility, social justice, and intergen-
erational solidarity. Finally, further studies could explore the potential of holism to serve as the basis for a new global
paradigm - an “ethics of survival” — capable of unifying fragmented domains of knowledge and guiding humanity
toward sustainable coexistence with the biosphere.
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