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Conceptualizing the Self Across Four Paradigms: Substantiality vs.
Processuality

Purpose. The article aims to conduct a philosophical and comparative analysis of the conceptualisation of the
Self in premodern, modern, postmodern and metamodern intellectual traditions through the prism of the dichotomy
between multiplicity and wholeness, as well as to identify the internal logic of their transformations in relation to the
type of sociality. The theoretical basis is grounded on a synthesis of classical and contemporary concepts of
subjectivity: from C. Taylor’s "porous self* and P. Ricoeur’s narrative identity to the reductionist models of
D. Parfit, P. Churchland, D. Dennett, T. Metzinger, the embodied Self in cognition, which views the mind as
embodied, embedded, extended and enactive (F. Varela, E. Thompson, S. Gallagher), and the integrative approaches
of K. Wilber, H. Hermans and R. Schwartz. Originality lies: firstly, in the definition of the logic of the fractal
reconstruction of transformations in the concept of the Self — from the ontological multiplicity of premodernity,
through the autonomous rational subject of modernity and the deconstruction of the unified Self in postmodernity, to
the integrative-oscillatory model of metamodernity; secondly, in the introduction of an analytical model of the
phases of circular causality between the Self and sociality; thirdly, in the inclusion of the Buddhist concept of the
non-self and approaches of embodied cognition in the comparative analysis as non-classical precedents of the
processual Self; fourthly, in the argumentation of the integrative nature and thinking of the Self in a mode of
openness to its further transformations. Conclusions. Analysis shows that transformations in conceptions of the Self
were accompanied by corresponding changes in the nature of sociality through a mechanism of circular causality. In
pre-modern cultures, the Self emerged as the spiritual centre within the sacred cosmos, where inner multiplicity was
considered ontologically normative. Modernity established the autonomous rational subject, pathologising
multiplicity. Postmodernity deconstructed the monolithic Self, revealing the contextual nature of identity, but giving
rise to the risk of total fragmentation. Contemporary integrative approaches form a metamodern paradigm, where
multiplicity is a necessary condition, and wholeness is understood as dynamic oscillatory integration rather than
static unity. Consequently, the Self emerges as a processual, relational subject, open to interaction between its own
parts, with other subjects, and with the cultural and social environment. One might hypothesise an approach to a
bifurcation point, where the accumulated complexity of previous forms of thought opens up the possibility of a
transition to new configurations of understanding the Self and openness to subsequent forms of subjectivity.

Keywords: Self; multiplicity of the psyche; subjectivity; identity; pre-modernity; modernity; post-modernity;
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Introduction

The socio-historical development of humanity shows that conceptions of the human Self in
philosophy and psychology have undergone significant transformations, although they have
ultimately failed to achieve a definitive conceptual definition. They took shape within the
mythological, religious and philosophical traditions of the premodern world, crystallised under
the pressure of modern worldviews, were deconstructed and rearticulated in new ways within the
labyrinths of postmodern interpretations. Today, the answer to the question "Who am 1?" is no
longer understood as a predetermined, stable given, but is determined at the intersection of
external social structures and the internal system of the human Self.
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Consequently, the current issue of the Self revolves around the interconnection between the
multiplicity of the mind (fragmented roles, multiple identities, sub-personalities, etc.) and
integrity as a normative goal (integration, ethical responsibility, harmonious subjectivity). Two
dominant trends are clearly discernible in contemporary philosophy and psychology. On the one
hand, there is the radical deconstruction of the unified subject in postmodernism and the
neurophilosophy of P. Churchland, T. Metzinger, D. Dennett and D. Parfit; on the other, there is
the search for new forms of unity and multiplicity in K. Wilber, H. Hermans’ dialogical theory of
the Self, R. Schwartz’s therapeutic models of working with parts, as well as in 4E-cognitive
approaches, which understand the Self as an embodied, rooted, extended and enactive process
(\Varela, Thompson, Rosch; Gallagher). One of M. Schechtman’s (2024) most recent works is
devoted to an interdisciplinary examination of what the Self is and is not, and the paradoxes of
self-identification.

The restructuring of the worldview and the conception of the model of personality, the nature
of its psyche, consciousness and mind determine various types of methodology for psychological
support, assistance and treatment. Contemporary psychotherapeutic models have conceptual
parallels with leading philosophical theories of subjectivity, which were formed in the context of
postmodern deconstruction of the Self and subsequent attempts at its reconceptualisation.

Purpose

The purpose of this article is to conduct a philosophical and comparative analysis of the
conceptualisation of the Self in premodern, modern, postmodern and metamodern intellectual
traditions through the prism of the dichotomy between multiplicity and wholeness in the context
of sociality. Particular attention is paid to identifying the historical and social logic of
transformations in conceptions of the Self from ontological multiplicity to models of integrative
processuality and dialogicity.

To achieve this purpose, the following research tasks have been formulated: 1) to reconstruct
the evolution of conceptions of the Self in pre-modern, modern, post-modern and meta-modern
paradigms; 2) to identify the key ontological and epistemological characteristics of the Self in
each of the aforementioned traditions; 3) to conduct a comparative analysis of reductionist
(D. Parfit, P. Churchland, D. Dennett, T. Metzinger) and integrative approaches (K. Wilber,
H. J. M. Hermans, R. Schwartz), including 4E cognitive models (Varela, Gallagher) and non-
classical concepts (Buddhist anattd); 4) to analyse metamodern integrative models of the Self as
a means of overcoming the opposition between multiplicity and unity.

The stated purpose and objectives involve conducting a systematic analysis of the Self as a
dynamic structure of interaction of a multitude of positions/components, which is formed within
the context of cultural and social practices. Thanks to this and a high-quality conceptual meta-
synthesis, it is possible to generalise and interpret the key ideas of various theoretical traditions
with the aim of forming a generalised theoretical model of the transformation of conceptions of
the Self in the context of sociality.

Statement of basic materials

Understanding the nature of the Self is at the heart of interdisciplinary discourse,
encompassing philosophical and cultural anthropology, ethnopsychology, and the history of
ideas. The methodological framework for the analysis is a model of circular causality, which
describes the recursive relationship between the individual and sociality. In this framework, the
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social environment determines the worldview parameters of the Self, whilst the individual
internalisation of these concepts transforms social institutions through communicative practices.
This process is non-linear in nature, whereby the gradual accumulation of cognitive and cultural
fluctuations leads the system to a state of critical instability, initiating a new cycle of evolution in
the interaction between the Self and society.

We chose the social context of premodernity as the starting point for our study of this
dynamic; this was characterised by the dominance of hierarchical structures in which the
individual was embedded within a complex system of vertical kinship, political and sacred
relations. Within these structures, the Self was formed as part of the cosmic and social order,
rather than as an autonomous centre. This type of subjectivity can be interpreted in terms of
Charles Taylor’s "porous self". As he notes: "for the porous self, the source of its most powerful
and important emotions are outside the 'mind’; or better put, the very notion that there is a clear
boundary, allowing us to define an inner base area, grounded in which we can disengage from
the rest, has no sense" (Taylor, 2007, p. 38).

The boundaries between the inner and outer worlds remained permeable to spiritual, cosmic
and social influences.

The multiplicity of inner voices was not interpreted as a pathology in the modern medical
sense, but as an ontological reality. Inner experiences were often interpreted as the influence of
divine forces, genii or ancestors. One of the oldest texts describing inner dialogue is the papyrus
"The Dispute Between a Man and His Ba", dated to the 21st century BC (Liakh & Lukashenko,
2020). Here, the inner parts of a person are presented as holistic entities, distinct in their
properties, functions, and so on.

Ancient philosophy, however, began primarily as a way of life and a system of spiritual
practices aimed at the inner transformation of the individual. Socrates’ doctrine of eudemonia
reveals happiness as the gift of harmonious dialogue with one’s inner self. Plato’s description of
the human being’s components, which differ in nature — the rational, the affective-volitional, and
the desiring souls — emphasises natural multiplicity and structural hierarchy. Aristotle developed
this into the concept of the soul as the form of the body (De Anima), where three levels
(threptikon, aisthetikon, noetikon) form a functional unity rather than a substantial, monolithic
subject. Although ancient models of the soul are not direct analogues of modern psychological
theories, their structural multi-level nature allows for heuristic parallels to be drawn with
contemporary models of the multiplicity of the psyche.

In the Ukrainian philosophical tradition, Hryhorii Skovoroda’s teaching on the "inner person™
as the central principle of self-knowledge is particularly significant. The concept of the "heart" as
the spiritual centre of the personality reflects a cordocentric tradition, in which the Self emerges
as an inner depth that determines moral and existential choices.

A significant non-classical parallel is the Buddhist concept of anatta (non-self). Contrary to
the widespread view of the "absence of the Self" in Buddhism, a more accurate interpretation of
anatta is as a negation of a permanent, substantial, independent Self, rather than of any form of
subjectivity (Albahari, 2006). The psyche is understood as a flow of interdependent processes
(skandhas), devoid of a fixed centre but capable of sequential functional organisation. This
position is a striking anticipation of the modern processual understanding of the Self; it predates
D. Hume, D. Dennett and T. Metzinger by over two thousand years, yet is not eliminativist.
Mindfulness meditation practices (vipassana) are aimed precisely at developing a clear, unhidden
observer, which structurally echoes the concept of the Self in R. Schwartz’s IFS model.

Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
doi: https://doi.org/10.15802/ampr.v0i29.365964 © V. V. Liakh, M. V. Lukashenko, A. V. Usyk, 2026

76



ISSN 2227-7242 (Print), ISSN 2304-9685 (Online)
AHTpOMONOTiYHI BUMIpU PiIOCOPCHKUX T0CTiKeHb, 2026, Bur. 29

Anthropological Measurements of Philosophical Research, 2026, NO. 29

ANTHROPOLOGICAL PROBLEMS IN THE HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY

It is important to note that in premodern traditions there was no concept of the Self in the
modern philosophical or psychological sense; instead, categories such as the soul, spirit or inner
person were used, which performed functions partly similar to modern notions of subjectivity.

Traditional cultures are oriented towards a sacred cosmos, within which homo religiosus
emerges as a human being shaped by participation in the mythological and ritual order of the
world (Eliade, 1959). In this context, the inner world of the human being was conceived as
embedded within a broader cosmic order, and the centre of human existence was linked to sacred
structures that provided a sense of wholeness and orientation in the world. That is, the premodern
tradition featured a mystical anthropology in which the Self is viewed as the inner space where
the human being encounters the transcendent. In the mystical practices of various religious
traditions, the inner world of the human being is described as a path of spiritual purification
leading to union with a higher reality. Here, the Self emerges not merely as an individual entity,
but as a spiritual process aimed at integration with the universal order of being. In theological
approaches, the Self (soul) is described as the image of God, which implies the capacity for love,
freedom, creativity and responsibility. Christian philosophy views the human being in relation to
God and absolute reality, where the Self is not entirely autonomous but exists in a relationship
with God, within which morality is formed.

In other words, it can be argued that premodern conceptions of the inner world combined
spiritual practices of self-transformation with a symbolic embeddedness within the sacred
cosmos. The inner multiplicity of experience was not perceived as a pathology, but was
integrated through ritual, ethical and meditative practices. It is here that the first manifestation of
circular causality arises: the emergence of the idea of individual self-determination transforms
social structures, paving the way for modern autonomy.

The gradual secularisation of European culture and the development of scientific thought led
to a fundamental shift in the understanding of human subjectivity. In modern philosophy, the
Self began to be conceived not as part of the cosmic order, but as an autonomous centre of
cognition and action. Modern sociality took shape amidst the development of science, statehood
and the institutionalisation of social life. Institutions (the state, education, etc.) and the nation
shape the autonomous, rational individual, who, in turn, supports these institutions. As C. Taylor
(2007) wrote, "Here is the contrast between the modern, bounded self — | want to say 'buffered’
self — and the 'porous’ self of the earlier enchanted world" (pp. 37-38).

R. Descartes legitimised the image of the individual subject in Western culture, although he
did not use the word "subject” in the sense of the Self. However, "a system of freedom cannot do
without the 'I'-personality” (Ong-Van-Cung, 2014, p. 113).

From Descartes to Kant, the subject is conceived as the bearer of rationality and
responsibility. Whereas the premodern "porous self" was open to external forces, the modern
"pbuffered self", in Taylor’s (2007) words, is as follows: "The buffered self is the agent who no
longer fears demons, spirits, magic forces. More radically, these no longer impinge; they don’t
exist for him; whatever threat or other meaning they proffer doesn’t ‘get to' him" (p. 135).

The transition to modernity was accompanied by a gradual weakening of traditional
hierarchies and the emergence of new forms of social organisation. Networked forms of
interaction, such as intellectual communities and scientific societies, began to erode the
monopoly of vertical structures, opening up space for new models of self-understanding. At the
same time, the nature of social surveillance is changing. In modernity, it has taken on a
disciplinary character, as described by Michel Foucault. The central metaphor of this era is the
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panopticon — a model of social order in which the constant possibility of being observed
contributes to the formation of internal self-control. Thus, the modern Self emerges as the result
not only of the rationalisation of thought, but also of the institutionalisation of control and
discipline.

The modern Self was meant to be unified, consistent and free from "superfluous™ parts. What
was previously perceived as ontological multiplicity becomes a shadow, an obsession, a neurotic
contradiction, an illness. According to Kim Sang Ong-Van-Cung (2014), the legal logic of
subsumption sought a unity that would preside over diversity: "This monopoly of unity can do
justice to the diversity of phenomena only by measuring, diminishing, and even temporalising
itself ontologically” (authors’ transl.) (p. 112).

Psychology in the 19th and 20th centuries also sought to bring this multiplicity under control.
Thus, Sigmund Freud saw in it a conflict between the Id, Ego and Super-Ego; Carl Jung saw
archetypes; and cognitivists saw cognitive distortions and errors in information processing.
Modernity functioned as a project of progress and unification, where the integrity of the Self is a
fortress defending against the chaos of internal and external forces. This is precisely why, at that
time, the Self was viewed as holistic, invariant, stable, coherent and rational.

At this time, the cause-and-effect relationship between social structures and the Self also
takes on a circular character. Thus, institutions shape disciplined, invariant individuals, who in
turn support the functioning of those institutions. The modern Self not only emerges within
social structures but also becomes an active agent in their reproduction.

The gradual increasing complexity of social reality, the development of mass
communications and cultural differentiation have led to the overload of the modern model of the
Self. The concept of the Cartesian subject comes in for radical criticism. In postmodern
philosophical approaches (M. Foucault, J. Derrida, J. Baudrillard), the classical notion of a stable
subject is dismantled. The subject is increasingly viewed as the result of discursive practices,
narrative constructions and social interactions. The Self becomes a narrator, a text that rewrites
itself, a multitude of identities, discourses and fragments of experience.

It was at this time that reductionist and eliminative approaches emerged, which deny the
existence of a substantial Self. D. Parfit (1984) in "Reasons and Persons” brings about a
"liberation from the Self" (p. 281), arguing that personal identity is not what matters. His central
thesis is that "our continued existence is a deep further fact, distinct from physical and
psychological continuity™ (Parfit, 1984, p. 281).

For D. Parfit, reductionism is not a tragedy but a liberation, for the realisation of the absence
of a substantial Self removes excessive egotism and opens up space for altruistic morality. This
distinguishes him from later neurophilosophical eliminations of the Self, as Parfit preserves the
moral weight of subjectivity, even whilst radically rethinking its ontology.

In "The Self as a Centre of Narrative Gravity" (1992), D. Dennett transforms the subject into
a narrative construct arising from the competition between multiple drafts of experience.

The chief fictional character at the center of that autobiography is one’s
self. And if you still want to know what the self really is, you are making
a category mistake. After all, when a human being’s behavioral control

system becomes seriously impaired, it can turn out that the best
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hermeneutical story we can tell about that individual says that there is
more than one character 'inhabiting’ that body. (Dennett, 1992, p. 114)

T. Metzinger (2024) denies the existence of a substantial self and introduces the concept of
the "phenomenal self-model” — a "transparent™ internal model created by neural processes.
Indeed, the outcome of his philosophical and psychological experiments is the view that

The zero-person perspective describes the phenomenology of knowing
the world, but not as a knowing self, as a thinking person, or even from
the vantage point of a particular location. Rather, it is as if epistemic
space itself, or even the world as a whole, is silently looking at what is
happening within itself. And the interesting discovery is that precisely
this passive epistemic space can sometimes function as the new,
nonegoic unit of identification. (Metzinger, 2024, p. 392)

The most radical proponents of eliminative materialism are undoubtedly the Churchlands,
who propose not merely explaining the Self but striking it out of the scientific lexicon as a false
concept, one belonging to popular psychology and capable of being replaced by more precise
neurobiological descriptions. In his work "The Engine of Reason, the Seat of the Soul",
P. Churchland (1995) challenges the idea of a single Self using the example of Alzheimer’s
disease "The well-tuned network of the self is slowly corrupted into a dysfunctional mass of
microscopic plaques and tangles™ (p. 306).

Postmodern pluralism has raised questions about the possibility of a coherent experience, and
about ways of maintaining integrity without reverting to the hierarchy of a singular Self. Against
a backdrop of flux and uncertainty regarding the future, the human conception of self becomes
an unstable, fragmented, permanent unfinished state of self-construction. The individual
becomes their own project, requiring constant renewal, self-observation, rethinking, and the
search for an individual trajectory of development. However, in the context of the proliferation
of digital technologies, global networks, transparency, and the system’s ability to predict our
actions through surveillance and the collection of big data, the Self takes on a performative
character.

The social fragmentation prevalent at this time reinforces the multiplicity of the Self, which in
turn initiates new social practices, such as multiple digital identities, online communities and so
on, constituting a new circular causality. However, the radical deconstruction of the subject has
raised the question of how the integration of experience is possible under conditions of
multiplicity. It is precisely this problem that has become the starting point for the development of
contemporary integrative models of the Self within the paradigm of metamodernism, or post-
postmodernism, which is characterised by complexity, openness, oscillation, and the
combination of rationality with emotionality, sincerity and irony, autonomy and participation.
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In the late 20th and early 21st centuries, a new theoretical framework emerged in philosophy
and the cognitive sciences, seeking to bridge the gap between reductionist denial of the Self and
uncritical substantialism. Key strands include 4E cognition, narrative approaches, and dialogical,
integral and internal family systems theories.

One of the most influential contemporary trends in the philosophy of the Self is the theory of
4E cognition (embodied, embedded, enactive, extended). F. Varela, E. Thompson and E. Rosch,
in "The Embodied Mind", introduced the concept of enactive cognition:

We propose as a name the term enactive to emphasize the growing
conviction that cognition is not the representation of a pregiven world by
a pregiven mind but is rather the enactment of a world and a mind on the
basis of a history of the variety of actions that a being in the world
performs. (Varela et al., 1991, p. 9)

In his book "The Self and its Disorders”, S. Gallagher outlined a philosophical vision for the
development of an integrative perspective in psychiatry through enactive concepts of experience
and an understanding of the Self as a "self-pattern”, that is, patterns of bodily, emotional,
cognitive, narrative, intersubjective and other processes. Here, psychiatric disorders are viewed
as disorders of the Self (Gallagher, 2023). This approach demonstrates that, even at the deepest
level, the Self is processual and relational, rather than substantial. 4E cognition undermines both
the Cartesian dualism of modernity and Metzinger’s neurophilosophical reductionism, since the
Self in it is not reduced either to "folk psychology" or to neural models, but is distributed across
the body, the brain and the environment.

In "Oneself as Another" (1992), Paul Ricoeur proposed a fundamental distinction between
idem-identity (identity as constancy over time) and ipse-identity (identity as fidelity to one’s
word, to a promise). According to P. Ricoeur (1992), "identity in the sense of ipse implies no
assertion concerning some unchanging core of the personality” (p. 2).

This distinction allows us to avoid two symmetrical errors: substantialism (the notion of an
unchanging essence of the "Self") and nihilism (the Self as pure illusion). The Self is a narrative
construct; a person understands themselves through the story of their own life, but, unlike
D. Dennett, the narrative in P. Ricoeur includes the moral dimension of responsibility and
promise. Ricoeur’s approach serves as a critical bridge between postmodern deconstruction (the
Self as text) and the need for the integrity of experience. Narrative does not eliminate
multiplicity, but rather endows it with temporal unity, opening up space for understanding how
the metamodern Self holds contradictions without forcibly synthesising them.

Hubert Hermans’ theory of the dialogical Self views the Self as a dynamic multiplicity of "I-
positions" within the landscape of the psyche, internally connected to the psyches of other
people. I-positions have a voice and can interact within the Self and with the positions of others.
This theory is open to the inclusion of "others-in-the-self", allowing for the exploration not only
of individual positions but also of the voices of groups, communities and cultures. The Self
moves in a dialogical manner between the personal (the Self as an individual), social (the Self as
a member of a group) and global (the Self as a human being) levels (Hermans, 2018). In other
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words, by viewing the Self as a system of "I-positions™ (e.g., | as a researcher, | as a member of a
culture) and individual and cultural voices (e.g., parents, philosophers or psychologists), this
theory is more semiotic and narrative than clinical. Over time, H. Hermans developed the
concept of the democratic Self as a society of the psyche with the potential for democratic
functioning. In his latest book, "Count Your Contradictions™ (Hermans, 2024), he views internal
conflicts as a source of personal growth and explores dualities as the tension between perfection
and imperfection, authenticity and inauthenticity. This approach resonates with the logic of
metamodern oscillation, where contradictions are not resolved through synthesis but become a
resource for creative movement. Thus, dialogical leadership can navigate the complexities of the
modern world, where the Self emerges as a dialogical structure that functions through the
interaction of multiple positions and the capacity for meta-reflection (van Loon & Buster, 2025).

One of the leading thinkers of the 21st century is Ken Wilber, who conceives of the self-
system as a multidimensional holarchical structure in which the individual self is a "node" in a
nested chain of holons (wholes/parts). The self-system is described through levels (prepersonal,
personal, transpersonal), lines of development (cognitive, emotional, moral), states and types.
Wholeness is achieved through integration, where more developed levels incorporate the
preceding ones, not by discarding them, but by forming a mature, multidimensional self. In the
book "Trump and a Post-Truth World", K. Wilber (2019) describes the crisis of the modern age
and the obsolescence of postmodernism as a philosophy, noting that there is "no clear winner
yet, but the trend is toward more evolutionary and more systemic — more integral — views"
(p. 15).

Postmodern pluralism, having opened up a multiplicity of perspectives, has failed to create a
meta-field capable of uniting them. The contemporary Self is experiencing the pressure of
multiplicity without sufficient development of integral consciousness. That is precisely why the
modern age requires not a return to a “singular” Self, but the formation of a Self capable of
holding multiplicity together in unity.

In this context, Richard Schwartz’s Internal Family Systems (IFS) model is particularly
noteworthy, as it offers not only a theoretical but also a practical model for integrating
multiplicity. In contrast to the dominant mono-mind paradigm, Schwartz (1995) proposes that
the psyche is inherently pluralistic and contains an indefinite number of sub-personalities that
form an "internal family". The term "Self" is capitalised to distinguish it from its parts. The Self
is the system-forming core of the psyche, an active, indestructible, healing presence, an inner
leader and the primary object of attachment for the parts. A number of recent studies report on
the clinical effectiveness of the IFS model (Buys, 2025; Hodgdon et al., 2022).

Drawing on ideas from the anthropology of modern worlds, where modernity is viewed and
studied as if it were a fundamentally different culture, IFS is enriched by an important
perspective. Our inner world is also part of this modernity, and our sub-personalities can embody
different cultural regimes, for example, premodern vulnerable children, modern disciplined
managers, postmodern ironic disruptors, or metamodern sincerely ironic defenders. All these
parts interact and can be seen, heard and integrated. In this context, the IFS model is the
intersection of three intuitions: the premodern acceptance of the multiplicity of inner voices, the
modern striving for responsible integration, and the postmodern understanding of the
contextuality of experience. Wholeness, from the IFS perspective, is not mono-mind uniformity,
not a totalitarian unity, but a state of open presence that allows inner multiplicity to exist in a
dialogical, compassionate harmony.
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In the context of phenomenological and cognitive approaches to the Self, it also becomes
important to refer to the concept of qualia — the subjective qualities of experience that define the
unique way of sensing internal states. Within models of multiplicity, this perspective allows us to
interpret inner parts not merely as cognitive positions or narrative roles, but as bearers of
different phenomenal modes of experiencing reality.

Following the radical deconstruction of postmodernism (in the absence of a positive
outcome), a new paradigm began to take shape — metamodernism. Timotheus Vermeulen and
Robin van den Akker (2010) termed "this discourse, oscillating between a modern enthusiasm
and a postmodern irony, metamodernism (...) this modernism is characterized by the oscillation
between a typically modern commitment and markedly postmodern detachment™ (pp. 1-2).

The field of metamodernity incorporates modernist themes concerning identity and the nature
of the Self, but without a nostalgic return to the monolithic subject.

The metamodern Self operates within a context of awareness of its own embeddedness in
systems of surveillance and interconnections. Unlike the modern subject, who disciplines
themselves in accordance with institutional norms, and the postmodern individual, who dissolves
into a multiplicity of roles, the metamodern Self seeks to integrate these experiences into a single
processual wholeness. This is the Self capable of oscillating between poles (individual/collective,
irony/sincerity, autonomy/participation), without settling permanently in any one of them.

The dynamic logic of the Self’s transformations can be tentatively described through four
phases of circular causality: (1) sociality shapes the Self (pre-modern — the sacred order
determines identity); (2) the Self shapes sociality (modern — the autonomous subject constructs
institutions); (3) the Self and sociality mutually fragment (postmodern — the collapse of
metanarratives and the subject occurs simultaneously); (4) the Self and sociality integrate
through oscillation (metamodern — the integrative Self as an active co-creator of new forms of
sociality). In other words, contemporary integrative models such as Hermans’ dialogical theory,
Schwartz’s IFS, Wilber’s integral theory, and others can be viewed as cultural responses to the
need for new forms of internal and social integration. What they have in common is an
understanding of the Self as processual, relational, and capable of dynamic equilibrium rather
than static unity.

Originality

The originality of this study lies in the development of an integrative four-paradigm model of
the evolution of conceptions of the Self as a dynamic interplay between multiplicity and unity.
This originality is manifested in the following aspects.

Firstly, a vision of the phases of circular causality between the Self and sociality is proposed
as an analytical tool that allows the transformations of the Self to be described not through linear
progress, but through the mutual constitution of the internal and the external.

Secondly, three strands of research on this topic have been incorporated: (a) the Buddhist
concept of anatta as a non-classical pre-modern precedent for the processual Self; (b) Parfit’s
analytical-philosophical reductionism as a bridge between postmodern deconstruction and
neurophilosophy; (c) 4E cognition (Varela, Gallagher) as an alternative to neurophilosophical
eliminativism.

Thirdly, the Self in this study is conceptualised as a multi-level integrative field of
organisation of mental experience — a fractal-like (in a heuristic, rather than mathematical, sense)
dynamic system of self-reference that ensures the coordination of multiple internal positions
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(parts) and maintains continuity in the processes of intrapersonal, interpersonal, and socio- and
ethnocultural interaction.

Fourthly, the IFS model is interpreted as a metamodern practical framework that synthesises
the insights of all four paradigms: ontological multiplicity (premodern), the pursuit of integration
and responsibility (modern), an understanding of contextuality (postmodern), and oscillatory
dynamic integrity (metamodern).

Conclusions

The analysis conducted shows that the history of conceptions of the Self is not a linear
evolution, but a series of conceptual shifts between multiplicity and integrity and between
substantiality and processuality, each of which is shaped in interaction with a specific type of
sociality. Even today, this dynamic does not present itself as a completed history of successive
changes, but rather as yet another point of bifurcation. This process of conceptualising changes
in the Self reveals a field of tense coexistences, in which different ontologies of subjectivity do
not disappear but rather attune to one another, mutually correcting the horizons of possible
human understanding.

In premodern cultures, the Self was conceived as a substantial spiritual system inscribed
within the cosmic order; internal multiplicity was ontologically normative and was integrated
through ritual and spiritual practices. The Buddhist concept of anatta demonstrates that a
processual, non-substantial understanding of the Self is not a postmodern invention, but has deep
non-classical roots. Modernity formed a model of an autonomous, holistic, rational subject
(substantial or non-substantial depending on the worldview), pathologising multiplicity.
Postmodernism deconstructed this model, revealing the multiplicity and contextuality of identity,
but at the cost of risking total fragmentation and a loss of subjectivity.

4E cognition and Ricoeur’s narrative theory view the Self as an embodied, relational, active
and narratively organised entity that is neither reducible to substance nor to illusion.
Contemporary integrative approaches (Hermans’ dialogical theory, Wilber’s integral theory,
Schwartz’s IFS) demonstrate a transition to a new paradigm of the metamodern Self, in which
multiplicity does not negate wholeness, but is its necessary condition. Contemporary integrative
philosophical and psychotherapeutic models do not reduce the tension between the question of
substantiality or the recognition of multiplicity and the experience of unity to a final synthesis.
Rather, they open up space for a new kind of sensitivity to the complexity of human experience,
to the fact that multiplicity does not necessarily destroy wholeness, and that wholeness does not
necessarily imply a reduction of diversity. In this sense, the Self increasingly appears less as a
fixed entity and is conceived as a process, an event, a movement of harmonisation between
different dimensions of experience, the healing presence of an essential inner Self that is not a
part.

Thus, the contemporary understanding of the Self opens up the possibility of developing
concepts that incorporate elements of harmonisation between the models of all the paradigms
under consideration, with their essentialist, reductionist, process-oriented and relational
approaches. In this context, wholeness emerges not as a static unity, but as the system’s dynamic
capacity to maintain interconnection between parts, the multiple components of experience, and
oscillatory integration as a response to the challenge of the fluidity and uncertainty of time. The
proposed conceptual framework opens up prospects for further research in the philosophy of the
mind, the psychology of identity, and psychotherapeutic practices in the context of contemporary
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social uncertainty, as well as for ways of thinking about and perceiving the Self in a mode of
openness to further transformations.
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Konuenryauaizanis Self y yotupbox napaaurmax: cyoCTaHUilHICTh VS
NnpouecyajJbHiCTh

Mertoro crarti € 3mificHeHHS (i10CO(CHKO-TIOPIBHAIBHOTO aHalizy KoHmentyamiizamii Self y mpemonepHii,
MOJIEpHIH, TOCTMOAEPHINA Ta METAMOJAEPHIH IHTENEKTYaIbHUX TPATUIISIX KPi3b MPU3MY AUXOTOMii MHOKHHHOCTI Ta
LTICHOCTI, @ TAaKOXX BUABJICHHS BHYTPIIIHBOI JIOTIKK iX TpaHcdopmarliii y B3a€MO3B 513Ky 3 THUIIOM COIaJIbHOCTI.
Teoperuunuii 6a3uc IPyHTYETHCS HA MOEAHAHHI KJIACHYHHX 1 CyJaCHMX KOHIEIIiil cy0’€KTHOCTI: BiJ "'MOpHCTOrO
A" Y. Teinopa ta HapatuBHoi ineHnyHocTi 1. Pikepa no penykuionictcbkux moneneit /1. ITapdira, I1. Uepunenna,
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. Jennera, T. Metuunrepa, BrizieHoro Self y KOrHilii, o po3risiiae po3yM SIK BTLICHUH, YKOPIHEHUH, pO3LIINPEHHI
ta enaktuHuii (®. Bapena, E. Tommcon, III. Tanarep), Ta interparusuux minxonis K. BinGepa, I'. lepmanca,
P. Illpapa. HaykoBa HOBHM3HA TIOJISiTae y: TO-TIEpHIe, B O3HAYCHHI JIOTIKM (paKTadbHOI PEKOHCTPYKIIT
TpaHcopMmariid koHmemnii Self — Bi OHTOIOTIYHOT MHOKHHHOCTI MPEMOIEPHOCT] Yepe3 aBTOHOMHHUH parlioHATbHUN
Cy0’€KT MOAEPHOCTI Ta JEKOHCTPYKILIIO €AWHOrO Sl B TOCTMOJEPHOCTI O IHTETrpaTHBHO-OCIIIUIAIIMHOI MOJeNi
METaMOJIEPHOCTI; IO-ApyTe, 3alpOBa/DKCHHI aHAMTH4HOI Mozemi (a3 mmpKymipHoi kKaysampHocTi Mik Self i
COLIANBHICTIO; TIO-TPETE, BKIIOYCHHI OyIIMCTCHKOI KOHIEMIi He-f Ta MmAXOmIB YTUICHOTO TMi3HAHHS JIO
MOPIBHSUIBHOTO  aHaN3y SK HEKJIACHYHMX TMpeleAeHTiB mpouecyansHoro Self; mo-uerBepre, apryMeHTyBaHHI
IHTErpaTHUBHOTO Xapaktepy Ta MucieHHs Self y pexxumi BiIKpUTOCTi 10 HOro moaansmux Tpancdopmariil. BucHoBKH.
Amnani3 nokasye, 1o tpancdopmarii yssieHs po Self cynpoBoKyBanucs BiAIOBIIHUME 3MIHAMHU TUITY COL[abHOCTI
4yepe3 MeXaHi3M LHUPKYJSIPHOT Kay3aJbHOCTI. Y NpeMoJepHUX KynbTypax Self moctaBaB JyXOBHHUM HEHTPOM Yy
CaKkpaJIbHOMY KOCMOCI, ¢ BHYTPILIHS MHOKHHHICTD BBa)KaJlacsi OHTOJIOTTYHO HOPMATUBHOI. MOJIEpHICTh yTBEpANIIa
ABTOHOMHHUI1 pallioHaIbHUI Cy0’€KT, TTATOJIOTI3YI0YH MHOKHHHICTB. I10CTMONIEpHICTD AEKOHCTPYIOBaJIa MOHOITHE S,
BIZIKPUBIIN KOHTEKCTYAIBHICTh 1ICHTUIHOCTI, aJie TIOPOIMBIIN PH3HUK TOTANBHOI PparMerTamnii. CydacHi iHTerpaTuBHI
migxonn (GopMyIOTh METaMOACpHY NapagurMy, J€ MHOXHHHICTP BHCTYIIA€ HEOOXITHOIO YMOBOIO, a MUTICHICTH
OCATAETHCS K TUHAMIYHA OCHWBAIIHA iHTEeTpallis, a He cTaTHYHa €qHicTh. Binrak, Self mocrae sk mporecyanpHMI
PETAMIHHINA CY0’ €KT, BIAKPUTUH O B3a€EMOJii MK BIaCHHUMH YacTHHAMH, 3 IHITUMH Cy0 €KTaMH i 3 KYJIBTYPHO-
COLaTbHAM cepeloBHIeM. Mo)KHA TIPUITYCTUTH HAOMIKEHHS JO TOYKH Oi(ypKarlii, KOJH HaKOIMYeHa CKIIaIHICTh
MoTepeaHiX GopM MUCICHHS BiIKPUBAE MOXIIMBICTD [IEPEXO/1y 0 HOBUX KOH]irypauiii posyminns Self i Binkpurocti
JI0 HACTYMHUX (OPM CyO’€KTHOCTI.

Kmiouosi cnosa: Cend; MHOKUHHICTB TCHUXIKH; CyO’€KTHICTH, ICHTHYHICTH, MPEMOJCPHICTh, MOJCPHICTD;
MOCTMOJIEPHICTh; METaAMOJICPHICTh; €THOKYJIBTYPHA IICUXOJIOTIS; ICUXOTEpaIist BHYTPIIIHIX CIMEHHHUX CHCTEM
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