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ABSTRACT

This article explores the profound tension between the theological understanding of the
human body as a mystery and temple of the Holy Spirit, and the emerging trends of the
posthuman era, which view the body as a modifiable, optimizable, and controllable
object. In a context marked by bioengineering, body augmentation, radical cosmetic
surgery, and transhumanism, essential questions about the nature, meaning, and
purpose of the human body are raised. Starting from Orthodox anthropology and the
sacramental dimension of the incarnation, the article proposes an ontological and
soteriological counter-perspective, in which the body is not a simple biological
support, but an integral part of the person called to deification. The ethical, spiritual
and cultural implications of the new posthuman paradigm are analyzed, in critical
dialogue with contemporary bioethics and the philosophy of technology. The purpose
of the work is to reaffirm the dignity of the human body in light of the Incarnation of
Christ, the Resurrection, and the eschatological vision of the Orthodox Church. The
analysis is grounded in the vision of the Holy Fathers, who affirm that the body is the
temple of the Holy Spirit and an integral part of the person called to deification.

Keywords: theological anthropology; body, posthumanism; identity; bodily
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INTRODUCTION

In recent decades, humanity has entered an era characterized by an unprecedented
acceleration of technological innovation, especially in the fields of biotechnology, artificial
intelligence, neuroscience and augmented reality. This transformation has not remained
without echoes in terms of the perception of the human body, personal identity and the
meaning of existence. Thus, a new cultural and philosophical paradigm has emerged,
posthumanism, which questions the biological limits of man and proposes a radical resizing
of the body, mind and self. In such a context, the question of what “body” means takes on
fundamental theological, ethical and anthropological importance.

Emerging technologies, such as gene editing (CRISPR), neural implants,
biomechanical augmentation, intelligent prostheses or transhumanist projects aimed at
artificially prolonging life and even uploading consciousness into a “digital substrate”, are
not only becoming technically possible, but are also creating a cultural climate in which the
body is increasingly understood as modifiable “hardware”. This instrumentalization of the
body is fueled by a secular philosophy that promotes absolute autonomy, radical self-

IJTPS STUDIES AND ARTICLES © 2025 IFIASA  Page | 80



5%‘”211 International Journal of Theology, Philosophy and Science
igm% No. 17, Year 9/2025
’ https://www.ifiasa.com/ijtps ISSN 2601-1697, ISSN-L 2601-1689

definition and the freedom to “reinvent” any aspect of the self, including corporeality.
Human identity thus becomes fluid, customizable, disconnected from any transcendent
anchor. In this culture of the “designed body”, the traditional values of the Church often seem
irrelevant, or even repressive.

However, for the Orthodox Church, the body is not an obstacle to spiritual life, but
an essential reality of the human person, called to communion and transfiguration. The
incarnation of the Word of God in the person of Jesus Christ not only restores human nature,
but deifies it, giving it an eschatological destiny that also includes the body. In the Orthodox
perspective, the body is not just a “vehicle” of the soul, but an integral part of the personal
being, a temple of the Holy Spirit (1 Corinthians 6:19), bearer of an ontological dignity and a
vocation to holiness.

This fundamental  difference in vision between Orthodox anthropology and
posthumanist philosophy requires a critical and lucid dialogue. What does the body mean in
the light of patristic theology? How does the Church relate to the phenomenon of bodily
augmentation or to the contemporary obsession with the control of the biological? Is it
legitimate to intervene on the bodily structure in order to "improve" it? What are the moral
limits of bioengineering and where does the rupture between treatment and transformation
occur? These questions cannot be evaded by contemporary theology, as they touch the heart
of Christian anthropology.'

Orthodox theology affirms that the human person is created “in the image and
likeness of God” (Genesis 1:26), and this divine image includes not only reason or will, but
also corporeality as a space of communion, of self-expression and participation in the divine
life. The human body is not accidental or secondary, but a constitutive part of personal
identity. Therefore, any intervention on it must be evaluated not only from the perspective of
utility or comfort, but in relation to man’s vocation to become “partakers of the divine
nature” (2 Peter 1:4). This Christocentric vision is based on the reality of the Incarnation:
God assumed the body in its entirety, not only as a means of suffering, but as a reality that
can become a bearer of glory.

In contrast, the transhumanist discourse, supported by thinkers such as Nick
Bostrom or Ray Kurzweil, proposes a vision in which the human body is a primitive form,
destined to be overcome. In this logic, man is an open project, and technology is the
instrument through which he can transcend his biological nature, becoming essentially
posthuman. While some see in these perspectives promises of liberation, Orthodoxy
perceives them as a subtle form of renewal of the old Promethean temptation to be “like
God”, but without God (cf. Genesis 3:5). This technological self-deification inevitably
involves the risk of losing the meaning, communion and sacramental dimension of the body.?

Moreover, current culture promotes an aesthetic of the despiritualized body: the
body becomes an object of consumption, an image, a brand, a product of fashion or
algorithms. In social media, in the radical aesthetics industry, in augmented reality, the body
is often detached from the person, and bodily identity is fragmented and hypercontrolled.
Orthodox theology responds to this crisis by reaffirming the unity of body—soul-person and
by valorizing the body in liturgical and sacramental contexts: in Holy Communion, in the
Sacrament of Baptism, in the anointing with Holy Chrism, in the embrace of fasting and
asceticism, the body becomes a place of sanctification, not just of self-expression. The

! Auguste Comte, The Positive Philosophy (London: Kegan Paul, 1875), p. 56.
2 Paul Evdokimov, Woman and the Salvation of the World (Alba lulia: Reintregirea, 1998), p. 142.
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purpose of this article is, therefore, to propose an Orthodox theological reading of bodily
identity in the context of posthumanist challenges. Through an interdisciplinary analysis
involving theology, bioethics, philosophy of technology and cultural anthropology, we will
try to identify a path of spiritual discernment between what is possible and what is authentic,
between progress and danger, between manipulation and transfiguration. The article does not
reject dialogue with science or innovation, but places it in a theological paradigm in which
the body is viewed not as a technological project, but as a gift given by God and called to
resurrection.

From the perspective of the Holy Fathers, the body is never a neutral biological
framework, but the visible expression of the human person, called to communion with God
and to participation in divine life. Patristic tradition, from Saint John Damascene to Saint
Maximus the Confessor and Saint Gregory Palamas, emphasizes that the human being cannot
be reduced to consciousness or will, but must be understood as a psychosomatic unity created
in the image and likeness of God. In this light, any attempt to instrumentalize or radically
reconfigure the body contradicts its vocation to become a temple of the Holy Spirit and to
share in the transfiguring grace of Christ. This patristic foundation offers theology not only
an interpretative key, but also a criterion of discernment in the face of the technological
redefinitions of the human body proposed by posthumanism.

Thus, we propose a reinterpretation of the human body not in the logic of efficiency,
control or personal design, but in the light of the mystery of the Incarnation and eternal life.
In a culture that risks reducing the body to malleable matter, Orthodoxy affirms it as a living
mystery, a place of encounter with God and a visible expression of a call to holiness.

1. ORTHODOX THEOLOGICAL ANTHROPOLOGY: THE BODY AS MYSTERY

Orthodox theology, rooted in the patristic, liturgical and philokalic tradition, offers a
deeply integrative vision of the human person, in which the body and soul are not opposing
elements, but co-constitutive realities of being. According to the Holy Fathers, the body is
not just a biological envelope or a simple “carcass” of the soul, but an essential ontological
dimension of the person created “in the image and likeness of God” (Genesis 1:26). This
vision contrasts radically with modern tendencies of anthropological fragmentation and with
posthumanist visions that reduce the body to a functional object.?

From the very beginning of Christian theology, the Holy Fathers insisted that the
human being is a psychosomatic unity, created “in the image and likeness of God” (Gen.
1:26), and therefore cannot be reduced to either a mere biological organism or to pure
consciousness. “The body is not an accident of creation, but an essential and constitutive
dimension of the person. Saint Gregory Palamas emphasizes that the image of God pertains
to the whole human being soul and body together while Saint John Damascene affirms that
“what was not assumed was not saved,” underlining the salvific importance of Christ’s full
assumption of human corporeality. In this vision, the body is not a disposable or modifiable
support for identity, but a temple of the Holy Spirit (1 Cor. 6:19), called to sanctification and
ultimate transfiguration.

This patristic perspective provides a necessary corrective to the posthumanist
ideology, which tends to fragment human existence and treat the body as a technological

3 Zaharia Zaharou, The Person Wrapped in God's Love (Sibiu: Deisis, 2015), p. 89.
4 Saint John Damascene, On the Orthodox Faith, in Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Second Series, Vol. IX,
ed. Philip Schaff and Henry Wace (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1979), p. 88.
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project subject to constant redesign.” Whereas contemporary transhumanist thinkers, such as
Nick Bostrom and Ray Kurzweil, envision the human body as a primitive ‘“hardware”
destined to be overcome by implants, genetic modifications, or even the transfer of
consciousness into a digital substrate, the Orthodox tradition insists that the body has an
ontological dignity which cannot be replaced. For Saint Maximus the Confessor, the body is
the very medium through which divine grace is experienced, a bridge between the visible and
the invisible, a locus of deification. To alienate the body from the person is therefore to
distort the very mystery of human existence.

Moreover, the ascetic and liturgical tradition, crystallized in the Philokalia,
illustrates that the body participates actively in the spiritual journey. Through fasting, prayer,
prostrations, and the sacramental life of the Church, the body is disciplined not for rejection,
but for sanctification. The Fathers see in the body not an obstacle but a co-worker in the
struggle for holiness. Saint Isaac the Syrian, for example, calls the body a “vessel of
humility,” teaching that the path to divine communion always passes through the embodied
condition of human life. In this sense, Orthodox anthropology radically resists both ancient
Gnostic tendencies and contemporary reductionisms that detach identity from corporeality.

By placing the patristic vision at the foundation of reflection on bodily identity, the
present study reaffirms that the ultimate horizon of human existence is not technological
enhancement but communion with God.® The body, far from being an object of manipulation
or optimization, is destined for resurrection and deification. The saints, whose bodies often
became incorrupt, radiant, or miracle-working, testify that true transformation of the body is
not achieved by artificial means, but through the uncreated energies of the Holy Spirit. This
patristic witness remains essential for contemporary theology, as it offers not only an
anthropology but also a prophetic critique of the posthuman condition.

For Orthodoxy, the body is a carrier of meaning, capable of communion, destined
for resurrection and deification. The full assumption of the body by Christ in the Incarnation
gives it an inestimable soteriological value. Saint John Damascene states unequivocally:
“What was not assumed, was not saved.” The Incarnation is not a simple historical event, but
a cosmic reality that transfigures the entire human nature, including the bodily dimension.
Therefore, the body is not an accident of creation, but a Christological and eschatological
element.

In the writings of Saint Maximus the Confessor, the body is not seen as an obstacle
to salvation, but as a medium for the manifestation of grace and participation in the mystery
of God. He emphasizes that man, in his entirety, body and soul, is called to deification. Not
only the soul, but also the body is transfigured by the uncreated energies of the Holy Spirit.
This holistic vision places the body in a mystical and existential framework, where
knowledge is no longer just a cognitive act, but a process of ontological communion.’

The Philokalia, a spiritual monument of hesychasm, reinforces this perspective:
purification of the heart, unceasing prayer and asceticism imply a discipline of the body, not
to deny it, but to sanctify it. The body becomes a "temple of the Holy Spirit" (1 Corinthians
6:19), a sacred space in which the presence of God is revealed. Thus, Orthodox anthropology
does not accept any form of gnostic dualism so present in some modern spiritual currents, but

5 Saint Maximus the Confessor, Ambigua, trans. Nicholas Constas (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
2014), p. 151.

® Dumitru Staniloae, Orthodox Dogmatic Theology, Vol. 3 (Brookline, MA: Holy Cross Orthodox Press, 1998),
p. 55.

7 Gregory of Nyssa, Homilies on Ecclesiastes, in Patrologia Graeca 44 (Paris: Garnier), p. 213.
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affirms an inseparable unity of the human person, in which the body is a co-participant in
salvation. This understanding is also supported by the liturgical dimension of Orthodox
theology. The body is integrated into the life of the Church through participation in the
sacraments, especially the Eucharist, where food and drink become the Body and Blood of
Christ. Holy Communion is not just a symbolic act, but a real act that involves the body,
transforming matter into a vehicle of grace. In this sense, the body becomes sacramental: it
participates in divine reality, without being annulled or ignored. As Olivier Clément points
out, “Orthodoxy does not spiritualize man in an abstract way, but incorporates him into a
Paschal dynamism.”

This vision, profoundly different from the secular one, has direct implications in
relation to current posthumanist trends. If in technological logic the body is a limit to be
overcome, in Orthodox theology it is a mystery to be discovered. If in transhumanism the
body can be modified, augmented or even replaced, in Orthodoxy it is restored, deified, but
never alienated from its created nature. Here the battle for meaning is played out: between the
body as a support for “upgrades” and the body as a temple of grace.

Orthodox theology, faithful to the Patristic Tradition and the liturgical life of the
Church, proposes a deeply integrative understanding of the human being, in which body and
soul are not opposed, but coexist in a personal unity created “in the image and likeness of
God” (Genesis 1:26). This holistic anthropology is radically different from modern
philosophical dualisms and posthumanist conceptions, in which the body is treated as a
simple material support of consciousness, susceptible to optimization, augmentation or
replacement. ®

In Orthodox teaching, the body is not a biological “carcass” that must be overcome,
but a constitutive part of the person. As Saint Gregory Palamas emphasizes, man is a unique
synthesis between the material and the spiritual, and the body actively participates in spiritual
life. Therefore, in Orthodoxy, true knowledge is an integral experience, in which the body,
mind, and heart collaborate in order to commune with God. This perspective is reaffirmed
throughout the Philokalia, which promotes an asceticism not of a dissociative type, but of the
sanctification of the entire human being.

The soteriological dimension of the body is perfectly revealed in the Incarnation of
the Word. Christ assumes not only an abstract human nature, but a concrete body, subject to
suffering, death and resurrection. As Saint John Damascene states: “What was not assumed,
was not saved”. Therefore, the human body, assumed by Christ, becomes the vehicle of
salvation and participates in the transfiguration of all creation. Orthodoxy does not
excessively spiritualize existence, but incarnates it in the light of Easter, where matter
becomes the bearer of grace.

This vision is also reflected in the liturgical life of the Church, where the body is
actively involved in prayer, fasting, prostrations, anointing, communion. The Holy
Sacraments involve the matter of bread, wine, water, oil, and touch the body. This is not
empty symbolism, but a mystical reality: the body becomes a partner in the work of
salvation. As Olivier Clément observes, “the liturgical body is not a decoration, but a
medium of transparency.” Orthodoxy thus affirms that the body can become sacramental, that
is, a means of revealing the Kingdom.

8 Donna Haraway, Simians, Cyborgs, and Women: The Reinvention of Nature (New York: Routledge, 1991),
p-88.
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Saint Maximus the Confessor develops this vision in a Christological and
cosmological key. He sees man as a microcosm, in which all dimensions of creation are
reunited and called to unity in Christ. The body is not an obstacle, but a bridge between the
seen and the unseen. Through obedience, fasting, prayer and participation in the life of the
Church, the body is purified, illuminated and, ultimately, deified. This theology affirms the
eternal value of the body: not only the soul is destined for resurrection, but also the body, in a
transfigured form.

In contrast, the posthumanist vision inspired by cognitive science, Al, neurobiology
tends to reduce the body to a functional platform. Secular bioethics tolerates or even
promotes interventions on the body, as long as there is consent and autonomy. In the
transhumanist logic, the body is “overcome” through implants, genetic modifications or
consciousness transfer. This anthropological mutation suggests that identity is no longer tied
to the body, but to consciousness, algorithm or memory.

Orthodox theology responds to these trends by reaffirming the dignity of the created
body. Not everything that is possible is permissible. While restorative medicine is accepted
as an expression of love for one’s neighbor, radical augmentation that seeks to transcend the
human condition is seen as a spiritual danger. As Saint Dumitru Staniloae warns, man is not
defined by his domination over the body, but by his capacity to give himself in love, body
and soul.

In this sense, the body becomes a space of communion. In the Church, the
relationship is not between isolated individuals, but between persons who give themselves to
one another in Christ. This communion has a deeply bodily character: the faithful partake of
the same Body, they live in an ecclesial body. Orthodox iconography expresses this reality:
the saints are represented with transfigured bodies, not abstract, not erased, but personal,
recognizable and full of light.’

Orthodox asceticism does not destroy the body, but heals it of passions and redirects
it to its true purpose. The body, in this vision, is not an object, but a subject of holiness. In the
lives of the saints, the body becomes the place where grace manifests itself through
incorruptibility, through myrrh, through the healing power of relics. These realities are not
myths, but testimonies of a way of existence that refuses the logic of instrumentalization.

In conclusion, Orthodox anthropology proposes a theology of the body in which its
dignity derives from divine creation, from its assumption by Christ and from its
eschatological destiny. The body is not subject to technological “upgrade”, but to
sanctification through communion. Faced with the temptations of contemporary culture to
transform the body into an object of personal will, Orthodoxy proposes a rediscovery of the
body as a mystery: a place of God’s presence, a bridge to the other, a space of love.

2. POSTHUMANISM AND THE REDEFINITION OF THE BODY

Contemporary society is at a cultural and technological inflection point, in which
man is no longer simply viewed as a finite being, but as a perfectible project. From this
vision arose the current known as posthumanism, which proposes a radical redefinition of the
human, especially through technology. If modernity celebrated reason and autonomy,
postmodernity has taken this trend further, questioning the biological and identity limits of
the person. Posthumanism is not just a philosophical current, but a cultural paradigm that

 Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970), p. 132.
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influences biopolitics, medical ethics, education, popular culture and, more recently, even
spirituality.'® At the heart of this movement is the idea that the human body is incomplete,
imperfect and subject to decline, and that technology could correct these shortcomings.
Theorists such as Nick Bostrom or Ray Kurzweil argue that the biological limits of man are
simple engineering challenges that can be overcome through bioengineering,
nanotechnology, artificial intelligence or digital augmentation. Thus, bodily identity is put
under pressure: man is no longer a given, but a project in the process of optimization. This
technological ideal, known as transhumanism, promotes the vision of a "new" man, immortal,
free from disease, weakness and even death.

The redefinition of the body starts, in this context, from a series of already
applicable interventions: neural implants, bionic prostheses, radical aesthetic surgery, genetic
therapies, hormone administration to “readjust” gender identity, and even experiments in
brain-machine interfacing. These practices are no longer just speculative, but medical and
commercial realities. In some cases, they have a clear therapeutic purpose, but are often
oriented towards performance, aesthetics or self-affirmation of identity. The body becomes a
“personal project”, a malleable construction, shaped by the individual will.

Philosophically, this trend implies a decoupling of identity from corporeality.
According to Donna Haraway, author of the “Cyborg Manifesto” (1991), new technologies
allow for the overcoming of classical dualisms (body—soul, man—woman, natural—artificial),
and identity becomes fluid, plurivalent and freely configurable. In this framework, the body
ceases to be a “gift” or a “calling”, and becomes a space for negotiation and intervention. It is
significant that, in posthumanist literature and cinema, the body is often presented as
outdated, primitive or unworthy of preservation.

Orthodoxy, however, offers a profoundly different answer. The body is not an error
of evolution, but an integral part of divine creation. It is not merely functional, but
sacramental. To relate to the body merely as a repairable machine is to deny its profound
vocation: that of being a temple of the Holy Spirit (1 Corinthians 6:19). Orthodox theology
affirms that the human body has a dignity that derives not from performance, youth, or
aesthetic conformity, but from its very participation in the image of God. As Christos
Yannaras emphasizes, “the body is not a commodity; it is the theological site of
communion.”!!

In this sense, the tendency to “reprogram” the body according to individualistic or
technological criteria is seen by the Church as a form of anthropological alienation. Instead
of being transfigured by grace, the body is rewritten according to the whims or fantasies of a
fluid identity. Instead of being understood in relation to God and neighbor, the body becomes
a territory of experimentation. This rupture has profound moral and existential consequences:
the meaning of suffering, of limits, of death and of communion is lost.

Posthumanism is, in essence, a utopia: it promises the liberation of man through
technology, but it risks dehumanizing him, reducing him to data, algorithms, chemical
processes and aesthetic interventions. Instead of a theological anthropology, we have a
technology of desires. If in Orthodoxy the body is the bearer of an eschatological promise, in
posthuman culture it becomes a technological problem. One can therefore speak of an
ontological crisis: man loses his meaning not because he suffers, but because he has forgotten
why he lives.

10 Maximus Confessor, Ambigua, in Sources Chrétiennes 91 (Paris: Cerf, 1985), p. 77.
' Kallistos Ware, Orthodoxy — the path to life (Sibiu: Deisis, 2002), p. 45.
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In the face of this crisis, the Church does not offer a simple condemnation but
another path, a path in which the body is healed not modified, sanctified not
instrumentalized, a path in which limits are a place of encounter with God not obstacles to be
removed. As Saint Dumitru Staniloae says, “the true man is not the one who dominates the
world with his technology, but the one who loves with his whole being.” This love involves
assuming the body as a gift, as a space of sacrifice and communion.

Thus, Orthodoxy proposes a theological anthropology in which the body is not to be
corrected, but to be integrated into life in Christ. In this light, bodily augmentations become
problematic not only from the perspective of ethics, but also of ontology: what does it mean
to be human if the body is replaceable? What remains of identity if it is no longer linked to
corporeality? The Orthodox answer comes from liturgical experience: man is not an
individual, but a person in relationship, and the body is the sign of this relationship.

In conclusion, posthumanism poses an unprecedented challenge to theology: the
redefinition of the body is no longer just a medical or philosophical issue, but a spiritual
mutation. Faced with this mutation, the Church is called to reaffirm the sacrament of the
body, not as nostalgia for the past, but as a prophecy of the Kingdom. The human body, in
the Orthodox perspective, is not an obstacle, but a call to holiness, a space of mystery in
which God meets man.

3. THE TENSION BETWEEN NATURAL AND ARTIFICIAL: BIOETHICS AND
THEOLOGY
3.1. Introduction: an era of radical convergences

In the contemporary era, the line between natural and artificial is becoming
increasingly difficult to draw. Technology is no longer just an external tool for man, but
penetrates deep into his body, mind and identity. Biotechnologies, artificial intelligence,
genetic engineering, neural implants, body augmentation and hormonal manipulations are
becoming increasingly common realities. Thus, an ontological and moral tension arises
between what is “natural” i.e. given, created, unchangeable and what is “artificial” i.e.
constructed, modelled, programmable. '2

This tension is not purely philosophical or technical. It profoundly affects the way in
which man perceives himself, understands his limits and assumes responsibility in relation to
life, his body and creation. In this context, bioethics becomes a terrain of confrontation
between different visions of man: a technological, secular vision, centered on autonomy and
efficiency, and a theological, sacramental vision, which affirms the inviolable and ontological
character of human nature created by God.

Orthodox theology does not reject scientific progress, but it warns of the risk of
losing the sacred dimension of life when technological interventions exceed therapeutic
limits and enter the area of absolute control or reconfiguration of the human being. Orthodox
bioethics is not a simple collection of prohibitions, but an affirmation of the profound
meaning of the person, the body and communion.

In this sense, in this section we will analyze how the tension between natural and
artificial is perceived in the light of Orthodox anthropology, Christian bioethical reflection
and the challenges of postmodern culture.

12 Razvan Noica, Word for the Soul (Alba Iulia: Reintregirea, 2007), p. 25.
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3.2. Technological intervention and moral limits

One of the greatest challenges of the modern era is the unlimited expansion of
technology in the field of human life. From genetic interventions on the embryo, to the
creation of artificial organs, neural implants, and the possibility of building "hybrid bodies"
between man and machine, we are witnessing a radical mutation in the way the human
condition is understood. The question is no longer just "what can we do?", but especially
"what is moral to do?" *Orthodox bioethics thus faces a completely new horizon of questions
and challenges.

Traditionally, medical ethics was based on a clear principle: interventions on the
human body are permitted as long as they have a therapeutic purpose and respect the integrity
of the person. This framework has changed with the development of biotechnologies, which
no longer have as their objective only healing, but also "optimizing" or "perfecting" the
human being. From restorative medicine we have moved to enhancement medicine. In this
context, moral boundaries are increasingly difficult to draw.

Orthodoxy proposes a fundamental criterion: every intervention on the body must be
evaluated according to its relationship with the meaning of the person and the divine plan of
creation. As Father Ioannis Romanidis emphasizes, “any act that breaks the unity between
body and soul, or that instrumentalizes the body, becomes an ontological aggression.” From
this perspective, technologies that reduce the body to an object of manipulation, without
spiritual discernment, risk creating not freedom, but slavery to one’s own desires.

One of the most delicate ethical issues is that related to genetic modifications.
Technologies such as CRISPR today allow the editing of human DNA, including in the
embryonic stage. Although promising in treating serious diseases, these methods also open
the way to "genetic design" - choosing the child's traits, preferential selection of certain
qualities, exclusion of certain genetic categories. These practices threaten not only the dignity
of life, but also equality between people. They create a dangerous ethical precedent: life
becomes a laboratory choice, not a gift from God.

In addition, body augmentation through implants, exoskeletons, neuro-interfaces or
integrated artificial intelligence raises the issue of irreversible modification of identity. If
man is defined by his bodily nature, what happens when this nature is radically changed?
Where is the boundary between man and machine? Orthodox theology clearly states that the
person is not the sum of his functions, but a unique, unrepeatable reality, created in the image
of God. Modifying identity through technical interventions risks emptying this uniqueness of
meaning and creating a type of “technological man” torn from his theological vocation. '

In this sense, Saint Dumitru Stdniloae draws attention to the danger of replacing
spiritual experience with a form of artificial self-creation: “Modern man wants to be the
creator of his own being, but he forgets that his being is received, not produced.” This
forgetting of man’s divine origin is, in essence, a form of secularization of the body, a
separation from the grace that animates it.

On the other hand, it is important that Orthodox bioethics does not slip into a general
rejection of technology. Healing, alleviating suffering, recovering biological functions are all
forms of concrete love for one’s neighbor and can be expressions of the work of grace
through science. Orthodoxy is not against science, but against the instrumentalization of man.

13 Gregory Palamas, Triad in Defense of Those Who Pray in Silence, in Sources Chrétiennes 122 (Paris: Cerf,
1983), p. 150.
14 Christos Yannaras, Moral Freedom (Bucharest: Byzantine Publishing House, 2004), p. 118.
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As Metropolitan Hierotheos Vlachos emphasizes, “The Church blesses medicine that serves
the person, but rejects any form of intervention that transforms man into an object.”

The fundamental distinction is, therefore, between therapy and reconfiguration.
When technology is put at the service of man, within the limits of his created nature and with
spiritual discernment, it can be integrated into the Christian vision. But when technology
becomes an end in itself, a means of “escape” from the human condition, one enters a
dangerous ethical zone. Here, Orthodox bioethics proposes not rigid rules, but living
principles: respect for the image of God, spiritual discernment, humility before the mystery
of life. A concrete example is organ transplantation. In many cases, this is a form of giving
life and can be seen as an act of love. However, when donation becomes commercialized, or
when personal identity is compromised (for example, through brain transplantation), serious
problems arise. Orthodoxy recognizes the value of saving life, but draws attention to the fact
that the body is not just a function, but a mystery.

In the same vein, the euthanasia theme of “dignified death” raises fundamental
questions. In secularized culture, death is seen as a failure, a dysfunction that must be
eliminated. But in Orthodox theology, death is a passage, a possibility of encountering God.
Hastening the end of life to avoid suffering may seem humane, but it risks nullifying the
spiritual meaning of existence. As Father Rafail Noica says, “it is not biological life that is
the meaning of man, but life in Christ.” 1

Therefore, technological interventions cannot be evaluated only by criteria of
efficiency or progress. They must be integrated into a theological vision of man, in which the
body is a sacrament of communion and not a platform for manipulation. Christian ethics does
not prohibit progress, but guides it. It does not impose arbitrary limits, but proposes a horizon
in which technological freedom is subject to love. In this horizon, technology is blessed not
when it dominates, but when it serves.

3.3. Theology of suffering and the meaning of limits

In a culture that values comfort, performance and eternal youth, suffering is
increasingly perceived as an anomaly, as a failure of the biological or social system.
Technological progress promises to reduce suffering through drugs, genetic interventions,
psychological therapies and, in extreme cases, assisted euthanasia. However, from a
theological perspective, especially in the Orthodox tradition, suffering is not just a biological
fact, but an existential reality with a profound spiritual dimension. In the context of the
tension between the natural and the artificial, the theology of suffering proposes an
understanding of human limits not as obstacles, but as possibilities for communion with God.

Orthodoxy does not idealize suffering, but neither does it eliminate it from the
soteriological discourse. It sees it as a consequence of the fall, but also as a place of a
possible encounter with grace. As Saint John Chrysostom states, “suffering is a way through
which God teaches us patience and purifies our soul.” In a world where everything tends to
be controlled, programmed, and optimized, the ability to bear a limit with dignity and
meaning becomes an act of spiritual freedom.

In technological logic, limits are unacceptable. Disease must be eliminated, aging
must be defeated, death postponed as long as possible. But in the logic of the Cross, suffering
is the place of the revelation of love. Christ did not come to rid us of all biological pain, but

15 Michael Polanyi, The Tacit Dimension (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1966), p. 29.
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to transfigure it. He assumed the body subject to pain precisely to show that salvation does
not come through avoidance, but through suffering. As Saint Dumitru Staniloae states,
“Christ did not remove the cross, but filled it with His presence.”

This vision has important consequences for bioethics. In the face of suffering, it is
not always ethical to “eliminate the problem”, but to learn how to be present in it with
meaning, love and solidarity. For example, instead of euthanasia motivated by despair,
Orthodoxy proposes palliative care, prayer and spiritual presence. Suffering can thus become
a space of closeness, not isolation.

Moreover, in Orthodox spirituality, the suffering body has a prophetic value. The
lives of saints, martyrs, hermits, all experienced biological limits not as a defeat, but as a path
to full life. The body that endures, prays and does not rebel becomes the image of the
crucified Christ. This pedagogy of suffering is not sadistic, but one of meaning. It refuses to
see pain as a simple dysfunction and recognizes it as a space for inner growth.

Of course, this does not mean the rejection of medicine or the alleviation of pain.
Orthodoxy blesses medicine that removes suffering without destroying the person. But it
rejects the view in which the value of man is equated with the absence of pain. Suffering is
not inhuman, but profoundly humanizing when experienced in communion. As Father
Alexander Schmemann shows, “in illness and death, man can rediscover the fragility of life
as an opening towards God.” ¢

In this light, the limits of the body become opportunities to return to the essential. In
illness, man recognizes his dependence on God and others. In weakness, he can learn true
humility. In death, he can discover resurrection. All this is denied by the posthumanist
discourse, which treats suffering as a defect to be solved technologically. Therefore,
Orthodoxy does not fight against progress, but against the loss of meaning. It proposes not a
return to useless suffering, but a recovery of the sacramental dimension of limits.

In the philokalic tradition, the limitations of the body are calls to prayer and
repentance. The saints did not live in denial of pain, but in assuming it as part of the struggle
for the Kingdom. They showed that weakness can become strength, when united with grace.
This logic is incompatible with the project of abolishing suffering at all costs. As
Archimandrite Sophrony Sakharov emphasizes, “pain borne in Christ gives birth to the
deepest communion with Him.”!”

Thus, Orthodoxy proposes a different anthropological vision: one in which the body
is not rejected when it suffers, but is embraced in the mystery of salvation. It is not replaced
when it is weak, but strengthened by grace. It is not artificially augmented, but sanctified by
the presence of the Spirit. This vision is the key to a bioethics that does not just prohibit, but
inspires, that does not just regulate, but heals.

3.4. The body as gift and communion: the philokalic perspective

In the Orthodox tradition, the human body is not a simple biological machine, nor an
obstacle to salvation, but a sacred gift of God, called to communion and sanctification. This
vision is deeply grounded in the philokalic literature, the body of ascetic and mystical
writings that express the lived experience of holiness in the Eastern Church. The philokalic
does not propose a dualistic anthropology, in which the soul is good and the body is bad, but

16 Karl Popper, The Logic of Scientific Discovery (London: Hutchinson, 1959), p. 115.
17 Terotheos Vlachos, Orthodox Psychotherapy (Bucharest: Sophia, 2011), p. 74.
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promotes a synergy between the soul and the body in the work of salvation. The body is a
partner in the spiritual effort, an instrument of love and a dwelling place of the Holy Spirit.

According to patristic teaching, man is created as a psychosomatic unity of body and
soul in communion. Saint Gregory Palamas states that "not the soul alone was made in the
image of God, but the whole man, as soul united with the body". Thus, any approach that
ignores the sacred dimension of the body risks falsifying human nature. The body is not an
accidental reality, but an essential one. It is the means by which man participates in the life of
the Church: through the senses, through gesture, through physical presence.

Moreover, in philokalic spirituality, the body becomes the “field” where the drama
of salvation is played out. It is the place of fasting, of vigils, of prostrations, of suffering and
of victory over the passions. Every ascetic exercise implies a profound engagement of the
body not in the sense of punishment, but as a pedagogy of love. As Saint Isaac the Syrian
says, “the body is a vessel of humility, which teaches us to love God not with words, but with
our sweat”.

This vision is radically different from the posthumanist one, which considers the
body as raw material to be “optimized” or transcended. In the philokalic logic, the body is not
perfected by technology, but sanctified by grace. It is not augmented, but transfigured. The
goal is not performance, but communion. The true beauty of the body does not lie in
symmetry or youth, but in the transparency of grace, in the delicacy of love, in the power of
sacrifice. '8

This vision is forcefully expressed by Saint Staniloae: “The body is called to become
light, to participate in the uncreated light of God, through purification, illumination and
deification.” This transfiguration is not achieved through external interventions, but through
the inner work of the Holy Spirit. Orthodoxy does not promise us an “upgraded” body, but a
resurrected one. The difference is essential: augmentation seeks the extension of biological
life, while resurrection offers eternal life.

In the Philokalia, the body is understood as a battlefield, but also as a temple. This
ambivalence is the key to a realistic anthropology, which neither idealizes suffering nor
eliminates it from the path of salvation. As Saint Maximus the Confessor states, “the body is
an instrument of virtue or of passion, according to how man uses it.” This perspective calls us
to responsibility: we are not despotic masters of our body, but administrators of a gift.

In contemporary culture, however, the body is increasingly an object of
consumption, a market commodity or the support of a digital avatar. Aesthetics have replaced
ethics, and performance has become the criterion of value. This rupture between body and
meaning has led to a profound crisis of identity. Orthodoxy responds to this crisis not through
prohibitions, but by rediscovering the original beauty of the body. A praying, humble, loving
body is infinitely more dignified than a perfectly “tuned” body, but empty of presence.

In the liturgical life of the Church, the body is constantly involved: the believer
worships, kisses icons, receives communion, fasts. These gestures are not formal, but
expressions of an incarnate theology. The body thus becomes “liturgical,” in the sense that it
actively participates in ecclesial communion. Here, the body is neither suppressed nor
artificially exalted, but harmonized. It is reintegrated into the circuit of love and service. As
Paul Evdokimov shows, “the liturgical man is the one who lives in his body the mystery of
the Resurrection.”

18 Sofronie Sakharov, On Prayer (Sibiu: Deisis, 2002), p. 61.
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This theology of the body as gift and communion offers a profound response to the
technological temptations of the time. It affirms that the meaning of life is not found in its
biological prolongation, but in its sanctification. That beauty is not the product of surgery,
but the fruit of grace. That the body is not a burden, but a calling. Such a vision is liberating:
it does not demand absolute control, but trust. It does not impose perfection, but openness. It
does not cultivate the fear of death, but the hope of the Resurrection. !°

Finally, it must be said that the philokalic perspective on the body is more relevant
than ever. In a world that fears old age and death, it teaches us the meaning of sacrifice. In a
culture obsessed with images, it restores the value of the interior. In an age of alienation, it
brings us closer to ourselves and to God. The body, understood as a gift, is no longer a
problem to be solved, but a mystery to be loved.

4. IDENTITY, OTHERNESS AND TRANSGRESSION: THE CHALLENGES OF
POSTHUMANISM

In recent decades, posthumanism has emerged as a major philosophical and cultural
movement, with profound implications for contemporary anthropology. It does not limit itself
to the critique of classical humanism, but proposes a radical redefinition of the human
condition in light of technological progress, identity pluralism, and ontological relativism. In
this context, the theme of identity becomes central: who is human in a world where
biological, cultural, and metaphysical boundaries are increasingly fluid? How can we still
speak of a human essence when everything - gender, body, consciousness - seems to be
negotiable, reprogrammable, or transferable?

Posthumanism is not a single ideology, but a constellation of currents from
technological transhumanism that dreams of an augmented, immortal human, to queer and
decolonial thinking that challenges any fixed norm of identity. Together, they propose a
deliberate transgression of the limits: of nature, of the body, of tradition. This transgression is
presented as liberation, but it also produces serious side effects: a crisis of meaning, a
disorientation of identity and a fragility of human relationships.

Orthodoxy looks at these dynamics with profound discernment. On the one hand, it
recognizes that human history is marked by transformations, on the other hand it affirms that
there is an unchanging ontological core: man as a person created in the image and likeness of
God. From this perspective, identity transgression is not a conquest, but a wandering from the
original vocation. It does not lead to liberation, but to alienation. Saint Gregory of Nyssa
affirms that “true freedom is not the freedom to be anything, but the freedom to become what
you are called to be”.

One of the most powerful forms of transgression in posthumanist thought is the
relativization of the body. Biological gender is replaced by perceived gender, bodily identity
becomes a construct, and natural boundaries are seen as oppressions. In such a context,
identity is no longer a given, but a multiple choice. Orthodox theology does not deny the
psychological complexity of the person, but affirms that the body has a profound meaning: it
is not just an expression of the self, but an essential component of being. As Father Rafail
Noica says, “our body is the place where God wants to rest, not just a garment to be thrown
away. In this light, identity is not a simple self-definition, but a vocation. It presupposes
communion, assumption and fidelity. What posthumanism calls “fluidity”, Orthodoxy calls

19 Silouan the Athonite, Between the Hell of Despair and the Hell of Humility (Sibiu: Deisis, 1995), p. 19.
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“searching without purpose”. It is not a condemnation of the search, but a call to return. To
be yourself in the Orthodox vision means to discover yourself in God, not to endlessly invent
yourself.

At the same time, Orthodoxy gives central importance to otherness. The person is
not closed in on himself, but is through the other. Identity is built in and through relationship.
The Trinity — Father, Son and Holy Spirit — is the supreme model of communion in diversity.
Posthumanism, in its attempt to free the individual from any norm, risks isolating the person
in his own self-referentiality. Therefore, transgression does not produce communion, but
atomization. It destroys the language of sharing and replaces it with a rhetoric of radical
individualism.

Another form of this transgression is linked to artificial intelligence and the dream of
transferring consciousness into a digital environment. Here, otherness is reduced to an
algorithm, and identity becomes replicable. In such a horizon, death would be overcome by
the “upload” of the self, and corporeality would become optional. Orthodoxy reacts firmly to
such a vision: consciousness is not a program, but a mystery. It cannot be reproduced,
because it is the expression of a unique, unrepeatable person, open to infinity. As
Archimandrite Sophrony Sakharov states, “the person cannot be duplicated, because it is a
unique relationship with God”, 2°

Orthodox theology also offers a profound understanding of suffering and limitations.
Instead of seeking to eliminate them completely, it integrates them into a pedagogy of
salvation. Posthumanism, on the contrary, promises a future without suffering, without aging,
without death, but at what price? At the cost of losing meaning, transcendence, real
communion. Human life is valuable not only because it lasts, but because it is full of
meaning. Suffering, experienced in Christ, is not a dysfunction, but a path to union with God.

In the logic of posthumanist thought, the difference between human and non-human,
be it animal, robot, neural network or virtual entity, is progressively diluted. This vision,
promoted by theorists such as Donna Haraway (1991), challenges the idea that humans have
a privileged position in the natural universe and proposes “hybridization” as a strategy of
emancipation. Identity becomes a network of temporary connections, a result of interactions
between body, culture, technology and environment. In this vision, any clear boundary
between man and woman, between natural and artificial, between living and synthetic is seen
as oppressive and must be transgressed.

This ideology has a major impact on education, popular culture and public policies.
In the name of inclusion and diversity, norms are adopted that cancel biological realities and
replace stable categories with fluid identities. The idea is promoted that man is only what he
chooses to be at that moment, without roots, without essence, without finality. From a
theological point of view, however, such a perspective is deeply reductionist. Man is not a
personalized project, but a mystery called to fulfillment in communion with God.

The Orthodox perspective on identity is an integrative and teleological one. It states
that man is not defined only by biology, but also not separate from it. Body, soul, reason,
will, sexuality are all part of a unique synthesis, oriented towards the likeness of God. The
transgression of these dimensions is not a sign of evolution, but of a rupture. Saint Gregory
the Theologian said that “man is a small cosmos, which holds together the seen and the
unseen”. To lose the unity of this cosmos is to slip into chaos.

20 Dumitru Staniloae, Orthodox Dogmatic Theology, vol. 3 (Bucharest: IBMBOR, 1993), p. 312.
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Ethically, posthumanism favors a kind of radical relativism, in which any personal
choice is validated by virtue of absolute freedom. Thus, controversial experiments such as
modifying embryonic genes to obtain "performance children" or integrating technology into
the brain to expand cognitive capacities are justified. These interventions no longer aim at the
common good or healing, but at the self-transcendence of the individual, a form of
technological narcissism with serious moral implications.

In this context, Orthodox theology offers a criterion of discernment: everything that
enhances communion, love, responsibility and likeness to Christ is ethical; everything that
isolates, manipulates and disfigures the image of God in man is, even if technologically
sophisticated, a form of alienation. The good is not what is possible, but what is in
accordance with the creaturely finality of the human being. As Metropolitan Hierotheos
Vlachos states, “not everything that is possible is permissible; man is called not to reinvent
himself, but to deify himself”. 2!

Moreover, this ethical vision is based on a deep understanding of freedom. In
Orthodoxy, freedom is not the absence of limits, but the ability to choose the good
consciously and responsibly. To overcome any limit does not mean becoming free, but
becoming a prisoner of one's own changing desires. True freedom is the freedom to love, to
give, to live in truth. This teaching is opposed to a libertine understanding of identity, in
which the person dissolves in the flow of desires.

A relevant aspect in the discussion about identity is also the theme of memory. In
the Orthodox tradition, memory is deeply linked to identity: man is the one who remembers
God, himself, and others. Posthumanism proposes the externalization of memory in
databases, in clouds, in artificial networks. This creates the illusion of a digital survival, but
in reality it produces a serious rupture in the personal process of interiorization. Memory is
not just a storage of information, but part of a living consciousness, in dialogue with eternity.
As Father Staniloae says, “to remember means to keep alive the face of the other in love”.

This emptying of spiritual content of the concept of identity is also manifested in
contemporary aesthetics. The body becomes an object of permanent redesign, subject to
surgery, augmentation, and digital filtering. A cult of image, eternal youth, and bodily
performance is cultivated. However, in this obsession with control, a deep fear is hidden: the
fear of limits, of imperfection, of death. Orthodoxy does not deny the value of aesthetics, but
subsumes it into a theology of beauty. The body is beautiful not when it is perfect, but when
it is full of love. The transfigured face of the saint is infinitely more alive than any virtual
mask. In the light of orthodox anthropology, any form of identity transgression must be
understood not only as a cultural or psychological act, but as a profound spiritual symptom.
Postmodern man, deconstructed by philosophy and reconfigured by technology, is no longer
sure of the meaning of his own existence. He seeks authenticity, but reduces it to individual
choice. He seeks belonging, but finds it in ephemeral digital tribes. He seeks immortality, but
projects it into an uncertain technological future. All these are expressions of a rupture:
between man and God, between man and his body, between man and others.

Orthodox theology offers a coherent framework for understanding this crisis: man is
created with freedom, but this freedom becomes authentic only in relationship with the
Creator. Without God, freedom becomes arbitrary, identity becomes chaotic, and otherness
becomes a threat. Paradoxically, posthumanism that declares itself anti-authoritarian creates a

2! Dumitru Staniloae, The Life and Teachings of Saint Gregory Palamas (Bucharest: IBMBOR, 1996), p. 223.
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new form of dogmatism: the ideology of performance, of absolute control, of forced fluidity.
It is a culture of transgression without transcendence, of freedom without roots, of identity
without communion.

Orthodoxy does not propose a rigid identity, but one anchored in relationship. The
person is at the same time unique and open. Identity is not defined in isolation, but in the
context of a redemptive history. Christ did not come to give us a new identity on a
psychological or social level, but to restore us ontologically. In Him, man finds not only
meaning, but his vocation: to become a son of God by grace. This cannot be achieved
through surgery or algorithms, but through repentance, prayer, interior effort and ecclesial
life.?? Thus, otherness is not something to be feared or overcome, but accepted and sanctified.
The Church is the place par excellence of assumed otherness: there we are different in age,
gender, culture, sins, but united in love. In the Body of Christ there is no uniformity, but
communion. Unlike digital culture that creates “bubbles” and identity segregations, the
ecclesial community is open and integrative. Here, identity is not annulled, but fulfilled.

An illustrative example of this vision is monastic practice. The monk renounces his
worldly identity not to annul it, but to concentrate it in the personal relationship with Christ.
He does not become an ‘“anonymous” person, but a transfigured presence. In silence,
obedience and prayer, his identity becomes transparent to the divine presence. This is true
metanoia, not gender change or body augmentation, but a change of mind, heart, being. As
Saint Silouan the Athonite states, “the more a man humbles himself, the more he becomes
full of light”.

Another aspect often ignored by posthumanist discourse is the profound connection
between the body, identity and liturgy. In Orthodoxy, the body is not just a bearer of
biological signs, but a vehicle of the sacred. It actively participates in the life of the Church:
it is worshipped, it is received, it is anointed with oil, it is blessed. Each liturgical gesture has
a formative dimension. Thus, the identity of the believer is not reduced to a social role or a
psychological self-perception, but is consolidated through sacramental participation.

This liturgical anthropology is totally incompatible with the vision in which the
body is treated as a platform for experiments or an unstable expression of desire. At the same
time, Orthodoxy does not deny the existence of real identity crises, experienced with deep
suffering by people who do not find themselves in their own bodies or in traditional social
norms. The Church's response must not be one of exclusion, but of accompaniment. But this
accompaniment cannot be one that legitimizes any choice, but one that proposes a path of
healing, of maturation, of self-discovery in God. As Father Rafail Noica says, "we are not
called to affirm our identity, but to discover it through the cross and resurrection".

In conclusion, the challenges of posthumanism are real and pressing: redefining
identity, contesting otherness, promoting transgression. But they cannot be met only through
prohibitions, but through a living anthropology, capable of giving meaning and hope.
Orthodoxy offers this vision: a man rooted in communion, open to grace, faithful to his
unique calling. Identity thus becomes a mystery that does not impose itself, but reveals itself;
otherness, a gift that does not alienate, but unites; transgression not a gesture of power, but a
passage from death to life, in Christ.

22 Dumitru Staniloae, The Life and Teachings of Saint Gregory Palamas (Bucharest: IBMBOR, 1996), p. 223.
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5. THE SACRAMENTAL DIMENSION OF THE BODY

In Orthodox theology, the human body is not only a biological reality, but a
theological, liturgical and sacramental reality. This understanding is radically opposed to
secularizing or reductionist conceptions, which see the body as a simple functional
instrument, a cultural construction or an object of technological manipulation. Orthodoxy
affirms that the body is a constitutive part of the human person, bearer of the divine image
and destined for communion with God. This vocation is not only theoretical, but is lived
concretely in the life of the Church, through the Holy Sacraments, especially Baptism, the
Eucharist and the Sacrament of Unction.??

The body is consecrated from the very beginning of Christian life, through the
Sacrament of Baptism. By being immersed in water and rising from it, the body actively
participates in the death and resurrection of Christ (Romans 6:3-4). Not only the soul is
saved, but the whole person, body and soul. As Father Dumitru Staniloae states, “through
Baptism, the body is cleansed of ancestral sin, not symbolically, but really, through the
energy of the Holy Spirit that is imprinted in the being of man.”

Through this work, the body becomes a bearer of grace and openness to eternal life.
In particular, the Eucharist reveals the sacramental depth of the body. The body of the
believer enters into communion with the Body and Blood of Christ, not only symbolically,
but really, through the work of the Holy Spirit. Communion is not a simple religious practice,
but an act of profound transfiguration. Saint Cyril of Jerusalem states: “Through the
Eucharist, Christ makes us partakers of His body, and thus our body becomes the body of
Christ.” This union is not magical, but synergistic, requiring preparation, repentance, prayer
and purification. The body is not replaced, but sanctified through participation.

This sacramental dimension is incompatible with the posthumanist logic, which
tends to reduce the body to manipulable matter. Instead of liturgical communion, technology
proposes man-machine fusion, biological augmentation or the upload of consciousness.
These interventions ignore the fact that the body is not just a support for the person, but his
full expression. In Orthodox theology, the body is the language of love, of giving, of
presence. It is the “temple of the Holy Spirit” (1 Corinthians 6:19), called to deification, not
to substitution.

Another important dimension is that of sacramental healing, expressed through the
Sacrament of Anointing. Here, the sick body is not rejected, but anointed with consecrated
oil, in the prayer of the community, for healing and strengthening. The sacrament does not
exclude medicine, but complements it. Healing is not only bodily, but also spiritual. It is a
restoration of the harmony of the person. As Metropolitan Kallistos Ware states, “the body is
involved in sin and suffering, but also in salvation. Therefore, it is touched by grace in all the
Sacraments.”

The sacramental dimension of the body is also visible in liturgical gestures: the sign
of the cross, worship, prostrations, kissing icons, anointing with myrrh. All of these involve
the body in the act of faith. There is no authentic Christian spirituality without corporeality.
Prayer is not just a thought, but an act lived with the whole person. In this sense, Orthodox
spirituality is deeply embodied; it does not run away from the body, but includes it in the
dynamics of grace.

23 Maximus the Confessor, Ambigua, in Sources Chrétiennes 91 (Paris: Cerf, 1985), p. 77.
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Posthumanism, on the other hand, often sees the body as a limit to be overcome.
Whether it is about life extension, cognitive augmentation or sex change, all these approaches
betray a vision broken with sacramentality. The body becomes “plastic”, customizable,
detachable from identity. But in Orthodox theology, the body cannot be separated from the
soul, because together they form the person. Radical modification of the body also affects the
spiritual dimension of the being.

Orthodoxy responds to these challenges not with aggressive rejection, but with the
reaffirmation of the profound meaning of the body. It is not a biological accident, but an
ontological gift. It is not only personal, but ecclesial that my body is called to become part of
the Body of Christ. Thus, my bodily identity is not isolated, but open to communion. As Paul
Evdokimov states, “in the Eucharist, the body becomes what it is called to be: transparency
of the divine presence.”*

In this vision, the beauty of the body is not given by conformity to aesthetic
standards, but by its capacity to become a vessel of grace. The saints were not biologically
perfect, but their bodies became sources of light, blessing, and myrrh. After death, their
bodies are venerated, not as relics, but as witnesses to the presence of God. This vision gives
dignity not only to the young and healthy body, but also to the aged, suffering, and helpless.
Every body has the vocation of sanctification.

Therefore, Orthodoxy does not oppose medical or technological progress, but
evaluates it according to its relationship with the sacred. Is medicine an act of service to life?
Is technology used for communion or for alienation? Is the body helped to fulfill its vocation
or is it reduced to an object? These questions are not rhetorical, but fundamental for a
Christian ethics of the body. As Archimandrite Zacharias Zaharou emphasizes, “the body
becomes a sacrament of the encounter with God when it is offered with love, in prayer and
obedience.”

In a world that modifies its body in search of happiness, Orthodoxy says: your body
is already a gift of divine love. In a culture that seeks immortality in biotechnologies, the
Church says: eternal life is already offered through the Body of Christ. Thus, the sacrament
replaces the experiment, grace heals fragmentation, and communion restores the person.

6. THE CHALLENGES OF ORTHODOX BIOETHICS IN THE POSTHUMAN ERA

The posthuman era confronts Orthodox bioethics with unprecedented challenges.
Traditionally, Christian bioethics has dealt with issues such as abortion, euthanasia, and
assisted reproduction. But posthumanism brings into discussion much more radical realities:
the genetic modification of embryos, the uploading of consciousness into digital media, the
fusion of man and machine, the redefinition of gender beyond biology. In the face of these
mutations, Orthodoxy is called to articulate an ethics that is not merely defensive, but
prophetic, capable of courageously affirming the dignity of the human person and the
vocation of the body.

The major challenge lies in maintaining the distinction between what can be
accepted as medical progress and what represents an ontological transgression. Orthodoxy
does not condemn science, but demands that technology be put at the service of life, not its
replacement. Mature Orthodox bioethics will have to articulate clear positions on gene

24 Rizvan Noica, Word for the Soul (Alba lulia: Reintregirea, 2007), p. 25.
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therapies, cognitive augmentation, artificial intelligence, and transhumanism, without
yielding to ideological pressure, but without taking refuge in sterile traditionalism.

Moreover, in the face of the cultural and moral pluralism of the present era,
Orthodox bioethics must remain faithful to revealed principles, but also capable of dialogue.
This means not only repeating moral formulas, but expressing the truth about man in a
language accessible to contemporaries. The real challenge is not technology itself, but the
loss of meaning, limits and communion. Orthodoxy is called to respond not only with
arguments, but with holiness, not only with principles, but with living images of lived love.?*

CONCLUSIONS

This paper has attempted to provide a theological, anthropological and bioethical
analysis of the challenges raised by the posthuman era, putting the Orthodox tradition in
dialogue with emerging ideas from posthumanist philosophy, biotechnology and digital
ethics. Far from being a simple conservative reaction, the Orthodox response proposes a
coherent and profound vision of man, based on revelation, communion and sanctification.

One of the central ideas of the work is that the human body is not a simple biological
structure subject to manipulation, but has an ontological and sacramental value. Orthodoxy
sees the body as a gift, as a temple of the Holy Spirit, destined not for technological
augmentation, but for deification. In an era in which identity becomes fluid, personal choice
becomes absolutized, and natural limits are considered oppressive, Orthodox theology
reaffirms the importance of roots, vocation, and communion.

The work also highlighted the risk of dehumanization under the guise of
technological progress. Transhumanism and posthumanism promise a better version of man —
stronger, more intelligent, more “immortal” — but omit the fundamental questions about
meaning, about love, about communion. In this sense, Orthodoxy offers not only an
intellectual alternative, but a model of life: man is called not to build an artificial identity, but
to discover it in Christ, through repentance, prayer and participation in the life of the Church.

In bioethical terms, the paper emphasized the need for an ethics of discernment,
capable of distinguishing between healing and manipulation, between development and
transgression. Orthodox bioethics is not a simple list of prohibitions, but an invitation to a life
lived in truth and love. It is based on respect for the person, on the valorization of suffering as
a path to sanctification, and on hope in eternal life.

In conclusion, the challenges of posthumanism should not be met with panic, but
with clear answers, deeply anchored in Tradition, but adapted to contemporary language.
Orthodoxy has the necessary resources to offer an integral anthropology, which responds to
the needs of the current era: an anthropology of love, of assumed limits and of the sanctified
body. Faced with a world that experiments, redefines and fragments, the Church is called to
confess the Truth not as a theory, but as a living Person, who gives meaning to all things:
Christ, the Truth incarnate.

25 Michael Polanyi, The Tacit Dimension (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1966), p. 29.

IJTPS STUDIES AND ARTICLES © 2025 IFIASA  Page | 98



AT International Journal of Theology, Philosophy and Science

;ﬁsi” No. 17, Year 9/2025
‘ https://www.ifiasa.com/ijtps ISSN 2601-1697, ISSN-L 2601-1689
BIBLIOGRAPHY:

[1] Comte, A. (1875). The Positive Philosophy. Kegan Paul, London.

[2] Dumitru Stiniloae, Orthodox Dogmatic Theology, Vol. 3 (Brookline, MA: Holy Cross Orthodox
Press, 1998), p. 55.

[3] Evdokimov, P. (1998). Woman and the salvation of the world. Reunification, Alba Iulia.
[4] Gregory of Nyssa. (PG 44). Homilies on Ecclesiastes. Patrologia Graeca, Paris.

[5] Haraway, D. (1991). Simians, Cyborgs, and Women: The Reinvention of Nature. Routledge, New
York.

[6] Kuhn, T. (1970). The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. University of Chicago Press, Chicago.
[7] Maximus the Confessor. (1985). Ambiguous. SC 91, Paris.

[8] Noica, R. (2007). Word for the soul. Reunification, Alba lulia.

[9] Palamas, G. (1983). Triads in defense of those who pray in silence. SC 122, Paris.
[10]Polanyi, M. (1966). The Tacit Dimension. University of Chicago Press, Chicago.

[11]Popper, K. (1959). The Logic of Scientific Discovery. Hutchinson, London.

[12] Saint John Damascene, On the Orthodox Faith, in Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Second Series,
Vol. IX, ed. Philip Schaff and Henry Wace (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1979), p. 88.

[13]Saint Maximus the Confessor, Ambigua, trans. Nicholas Constas (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2014), p. 151.

[ 14] Sakharov, S. (2002). On Prayer. Deisis, Sibiu.

[15] Silouan the Athonite. (1995). Between the hell of despair and the hell of humility. Deisis, Sibiu.
[16] Staniloae, D. (1993). Orthodox Dogmatic Theology, vol. 3. IBMBOR, Bucharest.

[17] Staniloae, D. (1996). The Life and Teaching of Saint Gregory Palamas. IBMBOR, Bucharest.
[18] Vlachos, H. (2011). Orthodox Psychotherapy. Sophia, Bucharest.

[19] Ware, K. (2002). Orthodoxy — the path to life. Deisis, Sibiu.

[20] Yannaras, C. (2004). Moral Freedom. Byzantine Publishing House, Bucharest.

[21] Zaharou, Z. (2015). The person enveloped in God's love. Deisis, Sibiu.

IJTPS  STUDIES AND ARTICLES ©2025 IFIASA  page | 99



