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The German soul is above all manifold ..~ A German
who would dare to say [with Faust] "two souls, alas,
dwell in my breast" would badly miss the truth or,
more precisely, would fall short of the truth by a good
many souls.
Beyond Good and Evil, 44

One thing that has remained constant over the course of the changing
conceptions in the western philosophical tradition of the relations between
self and world is the idea of the self as something unitary. Even when
understood as a synthesis of elements, the self is viewed as single: one
body, one soul, one spirit per individual person. But it has not always been
that simple. In most cultures, around their beginnings, the self appears to
be experienced as multiple, as comprising several souls. This may be a
reflection of an initial polytheism, since a subsequent move to
monotheism appears to be accompanied by a unification of the human
psyche around a single center of control: the "I," or "ego." Christianity
lent impetus here also through its insistence on the unity of the candidate
for salvation: souls are judged and (if found good) saved as individual
units. The monocentric view of the self in Western thought reaches its
most concentrated form in the consolidation of the I into the unitary
Cartesian ego. The past hundred years, however, have seen a re-dissolution of the self into a multiplicity, a plurality of personalities. Behind the
personae, the center has apparently not been able to hold; on all sides the
subject is being deconstructed. In philosophy, the traditional conception of
the self began to dissolve with Kierkegaard's fragmentation of his authorship into a crowd of pseudonymous persons; but it is with Nietzsche that a
deeper revisioning begins.
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As Nietzsche's writing career came to a dose, the idea of multiple
personality was being seriously entertained on the other side of the
Atlantic by none other than William James. Shortly thereafter, back in
Europe, Freud began to discern what appeared to be a natural tendency in
the psyche to form dissociated sub-personalities; and since then C.G. Jung
and a number of other figures in depth psychology have developed more
radical ideas concerning the multiplicity of persons who make up the
individual psyche. Nietzsche's role here is pivotal, insofar as his call for a
new perspective on the soul finds a response in the work of Freud and
Jung and their successors, and it will be illuminating to follow the course
of his thinking on the multiple self against the background of depthpsychological ideas on the topic. As an exercise in the history of ideas, the
primary focus will be on the decades between 1880 and 1910; but the
topic is prime also for existential/psychological reflection - insofar as our
ideas of the self condition our experience of our selves. Whether we view
ourselves as one or many has rich implications for how we understand and
undertake the task of "becoming who we are."
In Nietzsche's psychology the soul undergoes at the hands of severn
discourses a series of dissolutions into different multiplicities: into a
plurality of persons, a manifold of drives, and finally a field of interplaying forces, scintillating quanta of interpretive will to power. This essay
will confine itself to discourses on the first two levels, while the major
pre-text comes from Beyond Good and Evil (1886). In the course of an
argument against the "materialistic atomism" then prevalent, Nietzsche
extends his critique to an even more basic manifestation of the tendency
which he calls "soul-atomism ... which takes the soul as something
indestructible, eternal, indivisible, as a monad, as an atomon." He
proposes that we abandon this notion and replace it with such "new
conceptions and refinements of the soul-hypothesis ... as 'mortal soul' and
'soul as subject-multiplicity' and 'soul as social structure of the drives and
affects'" (BGE 12). But these new conceptions are anticipated in an
"ancient and venerable" idea of the soul which originates with the early
Greeks, in the Homeric epics - and it is this beginning that provides an
appropriate place to start.

Original polycentricity
What is strange about the ancestor of our word "psyche" is that while in
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the Iliad and Odyssey the psuch~ is spoken of as a life-force, a power that
sustains the body, animating and lending it movement, Homer nowhere
attributes to it any functions associated with waking consciousness. The
most frequent use of the term psuchd refers to the soul's departing from
the dying human being and fluttering down to the underworld, there to
pursue a shadowy existence as an image in the house of Hades the
invisible. What is, for Homer, responsible for waking consciousness in the
living human being is a plurality of centers of psychic awareness. Some of
these, such as the phrenes (lungs) and the kradi~ or k~r (the heart), appear
to have an anatomical location, while others like ~tor, n6os, and thumos
have the more psychological connotation of centers of cognition and
emotion. It is possible to distinguish between these centers as intermediate
"organs" of experience, corresponding to the eyes as physical mediators of
sight, and as "termini" of experience, corresponding to the I which sees by
means of the eyes. With the exception of n6os, all the terms can denote
mediators as well as termini of psychic experience, and thus appear to be
relatively independent of the experiencing ego, possessing a certain
spontaneity of their own, and even setting themselves up in opposition to
the I. This is especially true of the thumos as the mediator of instinctual
and affective life: one's thumos can desire things, and even "debate" about
things within. Its range of autonomy is well drawn by a recent characterization of it as "a subject that orders, urges, hopes, restrains, flutters with
anxiety, rejoices, exalts, forbids, has volition and daring, [and] can be
arrogant and intransigent, credulous or incredulous. ''1
In spite of the dominance of the thumos the Homeric psyche is best
imagined as a polycentric field of awareness whose several centers possess
varying degrees of autonomy in relation to an I that is not in itself another
fixed center, but rather a variable "function" of the totality of centers. And
yet this multiplicity is not chaotic, but has an integral structure comparable
to that of an "interior society," or to the interrelations between "a community of internal agents. ''z Overall, the Homeric picture prefigures
Nietzsche's characterization of the mortal soul as the "social structure of
the drives and affects" and of the body as "a social structure composed of
many souls" (BGE 12, 19).
The idea of multiple persons is adumbrated in a number of Nietzsche's
early essays on the Greeks, and comes into focus in his first book, The
Birth of Tragedy. There he speaks of the creative process of the dramatist
as follows:
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The poet is a poet only insofar as he sees himself surrounded by figures
who live and act before him and into whose innermost being he sees ...
A character is not a composite of particular traits which he gathers
together, but rather a strikingly alive person before his eyes ... If one
just feels the urge to transform oneself and to speak out of other bodies
and souls, one will be a dramatist. (BT, w 8)
Nietzsche's later writings confirm the impression that this picture of the
dramatic artist is intended as a paradigm for creative existence in general.
After The Birth of Tragedy his psychological concerns move toward a
genealogy of these "strikingly alive persons," at the same time as his
belief in the multiplicity of the self comes to be embodied in stylistic
analogues, reflected in the forms his writings begin to assume. As the
progressive dissolution of Nietzsche's discourse into aphorisms lets a
number of different voices speak from different positions, his search for
the roots o f the personality leads him back to the drives (Triebe) - a path
followed soon after by Freud and Jung, who share the idea of the drives as
being multiple and the prime motive forces in the psyche.

A plurality of drives
This concept of Trieb is a difficult one, insofar as the drives mediate
between the physical and the psychical, as emergences from the body into
the soul, falling between psychology and physiology. Nietzsche's first
extended discussion occurs in aphorism 109 of Dawn of Day (1881). After
considering various ways of dealing with the intensity of a drive, he
argues that while it sometimes may look as if a drive has been tamed by
the intellect, the intellect is in such a case "only the blind tool of another
drive that is a rival of the one that is torturing us." It is an illusion that it is
"we" who suffer from or manage to tame the force of a drive: it is rather a
question of a field of drives of varying intensities battling it out among
themselves.
This idea is elaborated in aphorism 119 of the same text, a sustained
depth-psychological reflection that is also deeply suggestive on the topics
of the dream and the productive imagination. "However far we may push
our self-knowledge, still nothing can be more incomplete than the picture
of the totality of drives that constitute our being ... Above all the laws of
their nourishment remain quite unknown to us." Since the drives are for
the most part thought to rise to consciousness only intermittently, their
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satisfaction by our experiences - the discharging of their force, or the
filling of an emptiness - is a relatively haphazard affair. On the one hand
Nietzsche speaks in metaphors drawn from naturalistic discourse - the
drives are polyp-arms reaching out for nourishment, thirsty plants that
may wither and die, bodies of water in ebb or flood, wild animals constantly watching for prey - and on the other he describes them in hermeneutical terms as interpreting nerve stimuli and phantasizing causes for
them. The mediating function of the imagination is crucial: to the extent
that the drives reach our "so-called consciousness" they constitute "a more
or less phantastic commentary on an unknown, perhaps unknowable, but
felt text."
In The Gay Science (1882) Nietzsche goes on to show the drives to be
the force behind even the virtues. He characterizes virtues such as industriousness, obedience, and chastity as "drives that dominate [their
possessors] too violently and covetously and refuse to let reason hold them
in balance with the other drives" (GS 21). What it is that we praise in the
virtues of others is "the blind drive dominant in every virtue, which does
not let itself be held in check by the overall advantage of the individual, in
short: the unreason in the virtue thanks to which the individual lets itself
be transformed into a function of the whole [community]." This conception of the drives (including even "the moral drives") as bIind and ruthless
in striving for their satisfaction and adamant in their resistance to the
moderating dictates of reason (itself seen as merely a function of another
drive or drives), together with the consequence that many of the drives
actually work against the benefit of the individual, anticipates much of
Freud's theories of the drives and their relationships with the other forces
and agencies in the psyche. 3
In Beyond Good and Evil Nietzsehe turns his attention to "strong and
dangerous drives" such as "foolhardiness, vengefulness, craftiness,
rapacity and the lust to dominate" (BGE 201). These are valuable to the
social group in protecting it from outside attack, but in times of peace "when there are no outlets for them" - they pose a danger and a threat to
others within the group, and so come to be branded as morally evil. On the
Genealogy of Morals (1887) contains a further meditation on this "most
fundamental of all the changes the human being has ever experienced ...
when it finally found itself enclosed within society and peace," which
discusses the fate of the drives that are now denied outward discharge and
yet have finally become instinctual: "All drives that cannot discharge
themselves toward the outside turn inwards - this is what I call the
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internalization of the human being" (GM II, 16). What happens next is
described in a note from the Nachlass of the same year:
Inwardness grows as powerful drives that have been denied outward
discharge by the establishment of peace and society seek compensation
by turning inward in concert with the imagination. The thirst for
enmity, cruelty, revenge, violence turns back ... [and] the drives are
transformed into demons whom one fights. (WP 376)
As the drives are retroflected upon the self they are transformed through
the medium of phantasy into "demons," autonomous powers capable of
opposing the individual's will.
This again prefigures the depth-psychological account - but the
question arises: who is this "one" who fights the demons? What is the
controlling agency that is apparently responsible for the repression or
retroflection of the drives? Nietzsche frequently refers to the ' T ' or ego or
subject as "only a fiction," "merely a conceptual synthesis," "something
added and invented and projected behind what there is," "a perspective
illusion ... a seeming unity. ''4 For an account (parallel to Nietzsche's
metaphorical discourse) of how this apparent synthesis is formed, we may
turn to depth psychology.

A conflict of wills

The idea of multiple personality came increasingly to prominence in a
number of areas during the course of the nineteenth century, and during
the final decade of Nietzsche's literary output the phenomenon had begun
to be investigated through scientific experiment, especially in France.
Studies of hysterical illness and the phenomena of hypnotic trance and
psychological automatism by such researchers as Charcot, Bernheim, and
Janet were appearing to provide empirical confirmation of the idea that
several different consciousnesses can coexist in one person. These
findings were studied seriously by William James in his Principles of
Psychology (published in 1890, the year after Nietzsche stopped writing):
It must be admitted that in certain persons, at least, the total possible
consciousness may be split into parts which coexist but mutually ignore
each other, and share the objects of knowledge between them. (Vol. I,
p. 206)
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The French psychologists considered dissociation of consciousness to be a
pathological condition, occurring only when there is a general mental
lability to begin with. James's view was in contrast more open:
How far this splitting up of the mind into separate consciousnesses may
exist in each one of us is a problem ... All these facts, taken together,
form unquestionably the beginning of an inquiry which is destined to
throw a new light into the very abysses of our nature. (pp. 210-211)
Just such an inquiry was undertaken in Europe just a few years later by
Freud, in his investigations into hysteria. In an essay from 1893 entitled
"A Case of Hypnotic Healing," Freud shows how in hysteria "painful
opposing ideas" - representations of drives that have been repressed as
incompatible with the person's self-image - assume an autonomous
existence in their dissociation from normal I-consciousness. The remarkable capacity of these opposing ideas to take over the body by creating
symptoms with respect to which conscious will-power is impotent induces
Freud to characterize them as "counter-wills." He goes on to speak of how
the power of the counter-will gives hysteria a "daemonic quality," and
says of the opposing ideas that "they are stored up, and continue an
unsuspected existence in a kind of shadow-realm, until they emerge as
ghosts and take control of the body" (SE I , 126-127).
Freud elaborates the notion of dissociation two years later in Studies on
Hysteria, a text in which metaphorical imagery gives way to more
"scientific" terminology. There he writes: "In hysteria there are groups of
ideas that have arisen in hypnoid states ... which are associable among
themselves, and which represent a more or less highly organized second
consciousness, a 'condition seconde'" (SE II, 15). A further account of the
phenomenon is to be found in the essay "Repression" from 1915, where
Freud observes that repression "does not prevent the representation of the
drive from persisting in the unconscious, organizing itself further, forming
derivatives of itself and making connections ... [It rather] develops in a
more unchecked and luxuriant manner ... [and] proliferates, so to speak,
in the dark ..." (SE XIV, 149).
In the dim underworld of the soul, far removed from the light of
consciousness, these groups of ideas link themselves up with other
elements that have been repressed or have fNlen below the threshold of
awareness, such as dream-images, phantasies, and latent memories. As
more and more of these elements coalesce, something like a separate
personality begins to form. Although Freud does not go on to develop the
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idea of "second consciousnesses" explicitly - presumably for fear of
appearing unscientific - his picture of the psyche, with its various
"systems,", "agencies," and "forces," remains multiple and polycentric.
Concerning the agency that attempts to regulate the workings of these
various groups, both Freud and Jung agree with Nietzsche that the I is not
something given, but is rather a construct (they both speak of the lchKomplex), something put together by the psyche in order to cope with the
external world.
The developmental accounts in the subsequent psychoanalytical
literature of how the I is formed are couched in imagery that again
emphasizes the multiplicity of the psyche. The neonate is imagined to
have no conception of the distinction between inner and outer, self and
not-self. The boundary between self and world is constructed by a
laborious process of projection and introjection, analogous to the physical
activities of spitting out and swallowing, in which one takes in what one
likes and spits out what is distasteful. The developing I clings to this
mechanism of the primitive "oral" phase, insofar as identification with
what social psychology would call "role models" continues to take place
by means of introjection, by incorporating the other person into the
psyche. The most striking instance of this phenomenon occurs at the
beginning of the formation of the "super-ego," or "over-I" (Ober-Ich),
when the child introjects the parents (or parent-substitutes) in order to help
resolve the Oedipus complex. The implication of these developmental
accounts, which are based on a vast amount of experience of childanalysis, is again that the self is in large part composed of others, that each
person is in fact many persons. 5

A multiplicity of complexes
Whereas Freud spoke of the counter-wills operative in hysteria as "second
consciousnesses," Jung characterizes the complexes by using the stronger
language of "part-souls," "splinter psyches," and "fragmentary personalities" (CW 8, 202-204). He is bolder than Freud in talking of the
psyche's comprising a plurality of persons, and his (implicit) ontology of
the soul is correspondingly more radical. His ideas on this topic were no
doubt conditioned by his early studies of the dissociability of the personality and other "paranormal" psychical phenomena, which provided a
somewhat unusual experimental base for his work. As recounted in the
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quasi autobiographical Memories, Dreams, Reflections, Jung's youth was
filled with paranormal happenings, and he ended up in 1900 writing his
doctoral dissertation on the topic of "The Psychology and Pathology of
So-called Occult Phenomena" (CW 1). His first job was as a psychiatric
assistant at the Burgh61zli Asylum for the Insane in Ztirich, and his first
book (1907) treated the psychology of dementia praecox, or
schizophrenia. Much as Freud's initial theories were conditioned by long
hours spent listening to hysterics and neurotics, so Jung's early work with
psychotics and other patients suffering extreme dissociation of the
personality shaped the subsequent development of his psychology. Both
men are following Nietzsche's lead in seeing in the soul's pathologies its
basic structure "writ large. ''Sa
Around 1905 Jung began to further his study of hysterical symptoms by
means of word-association tests (CW 2). Just as Freud a few years earlier
had taken "mischievements" (Fehlleistungen) - occasions on which the
normally smooth functioning of the psyche breaks down - as ways of
investigating the "normal" as well as the pathological psyche, Jung
focused on points at which "the experiment fails, when people make
mistakes" (CW 18, 99). He discovered that the stimulus-words to which
the subjects' reaction times were abnormally long typically clustered
around groups of interconnected images, bound together by strong
emotion or affect. These clusters of images he called the "feeling-toned
complexes" (thereby introducing the term "complex" into our
psychological vocabulary).
The most striking feature of the complex is its autonomy with respect to
the conscious I. Jung reports that "the feeling-toned complex, for the time
being split off from consciousness, exercises an influence that constantly
and successfully competes with the intentions of the I-complex" (CW 2,
610). By monitoring such things as heart- and respiration-rate and galvanic skin response during the association tests, he was able to
demonstrate the complex's ability to express itself somatically: "a complex with its given tension or energy has the tendency to form a little
personality of itself. It has a sort of body ... its own physiology ....
Complexes [tend] to act as if they were characterized by a certain amount
of will-power" (CW 18, 149). In consonance with the ideas Freud had
developed a decade earlier, Jung is suggesting that any psychical element
that is repressed will persist in the unconscious and attract to itself other
elements that have fallen or been pushed beneath the threshold of consciousness, thereby "forming a little personality of itself." A child's
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natural impulses towards aggression, for example, are generally punished
or otherwise discouraged in the process of socialization; as the child learns
to repress such impulses, the remnants of the drive do not disappear, but
coalesce in the unconscious to form a quasi personal being, which will
later become the adult's "aggression complex."
A series of remarkable experiences Jung underwent from 1913 until the
end of the First World War prompted him to deepen his thinking about the
autonomy of the complexes.6 A number of "strikingly alive persons"
presented themselves to him in a succession of numinous dreams and
phantasies. Without prejudging the ontological status of the phenomena,
Jung took pains to respond to and describe these figures just as they
presented themselves to him - as autonomous persons. He found that he
was able to develop his relationship with them by conducting conversations with them in phantasy, and at the same time clarifying their images
by painting their portraits. One of these figures in particular impressed
upon Jung the autonomous status of the denizens of the unconscious:
He said I treated thoughts as if I generated them myself, but in his view
thoughts were like animals in the forest, or people in a room, or birds in
the air, and added, "If you should see people in a room, you would not
think that you had made those people, or that you were responsible for
them." It was he who taught me psychic objectivity, the reality of the
psyche. 7
Some might think Jung perverse in using words such as "objective" and
"reality" in this kind of psychological context; but behind this language is
the idea (whose validity is independent of his theory of the archetypes)
that the deep, impersonal layers of the psyche, through being structured by
certain patterns and motifs shared by all peoples and races, are actually far
less subjective than "normal" ego-consciousness.
These experiences prompted an ontologicaUy significant move in
Jung's complex-theory. In the same vein as Freud he asserts that the
complexes are "not entirely morbid by nature but are characteristic
expressions of the psyche ... among the normal phenomena of life." But
he insists further that it belongs to their essence to be personified, as
unconscious figures who are truly "spontaneous agents" (CW 8, 209-218).
The spontaneity of these figures manifests both in the phenomenon of the
dream and through what Jung calls "active imagination":
[The] personification of the complexes is not in itself necessarily a
pathological condition. In dreams, for instance, our complexes often
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appear in a personified form. And one can train oneself [in active
imagination] to such an extent that they become visible or audible also
in a waking condition. (CW 18, 150)
He is fond of describing the technique of active imagination through the
metaphor of the theatrical play.
You choose a dream, or some other fantasy-image, and concentrate on
it .... A chain of fantasy-images develops and gradually takes on a
dramatic character. At first it consists of projected figures, and these
images are observed like scenes in the theater .... [The imaginer] will
notice that as the actors appear one by one and the plot thickens ... he is
being addressed by the unconscious, and that it causes these fantasyimages to appear before him. He therefore feels compelled ... to take
part in the play. (CW 14, 706)
What is crucial for Jung here is that one understand and experience the I as
just one actor on a par with the others: to distance oneself by observing the
play in a detached manner, or to attempt to produce and direct it, fails to
effect any worthwhile development. Such moves gratify the ego's desire
to remain in control, and so effect no shift in the balance of power in the
psyche.
The practice of conversing with inner persons is not restricted to
eccentric psychologists and the insane - though it is a decentric penchant,
insofar as the I, in being faced by another as an equal, is deposed from its
central position in the internal community. Conversation with muse or
daim,~n was regarded as natural by the early poets and thinkers of the
West, and the Renaissance Neoplatonists habitually conversed and
corresponded with inner figures, often illustrious persons of antiquity, s
Here is Machiavelli - himself hardly a mere dreamer - as he describes a
part of his daffy routine in one of his letters:
On the coming of evening, I return to my house and enter my study;
and at the door I take off the day's clothing covered with mud and dust
... and put on garments regal and courtly; and reclothed appropriately, I
enter ancient courts of ancient men where, received by them with
affection ... I am not ashamed to speak with them and ask them the
reasons for their actions; and in their kindness they answer me ...9
For archetypal psychology as developed by James Hillman, conversation
with "strikingly alive persons" is not the prerogative of poets and
dramatists alone, but an opportunity open to anyone willing to devote time
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and psychic energy to it. In order to gauge the extent to which such
insistence on the reality of multiple psychical persons accords with
Nietzsche's overall understanding of the soul, it will help to continue the
discussion within the metaphor of the theatrical play.

A play of persons
For some time after The Birth of Tragedy Nietzsche continued to characterize personifying as a more or less universal tendency in the human soul:
in Human, All-too-human he writes of the apparent impossibility of
"shutting down the workings of the drive to imagine and compose persons
for even a single moment" (II/1, 26). But then a certain ambiguity is
introduced, in that he begins to brand this tendency to personify as a piece
of primitive atavism. In The Gay Science he traces the belief in the will as
"a magically effective force" to the tendency of the "primitive" to perceive
events as the workings of a personal will: "For aeons human beings
believed only in persons (and not in matter, forces, things, and so on)" (GS
127). The implication is that we should by now be beyond such naive
attitudes. Gradually, the talk of personifying is replaced by a theory of the
drives: the "drive to imagine and compose persons" is demoted in status
and increasingly ignored, until by 1887 psychical persons are understood,
as we saw in the passage from On the Genealogy of Morals, to be
generated by the imagination's operation on retroflected drives or
repressed instincts. It would however be rash to assume that because
Nietzsche's early talk of multiple persons (in a work that he himself later
characterized as "image-crazed") shifts to talk of drives and then ultimately of "forces," his psychology thereby becomes more sophisticated,
because less crudely "animistic," than depth psychology.
The issue is complex, since there is an opposing current in Nietzsche's
thought which manifests in his fondness for metaphors of the theater. In
Dawn of Day (509) he exhorts us to see life more play-fully: "Open your
theater-eye, the great third eye that looks into the world between the other
two!" The Gay Science is abuzz with discussions of actors, roles, and
masks. As he exhorts us to become artists of our existence and "poets of
our lives," Nietzsche becomes increasingly well disposed towards the
actor and appreciative of the necessity and desirability of masks: "Only
artists, and especially those of the theater, have given people eyes and ears
to see and hear with some pleasure what each individual is ... only they
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have taught us ... the art of staging and watching ourselves" (GS 78). In
an aphorism entitled "On the Problem of the Actor" he develops the idea
of "falseness with a good conscience" as "the inner demand for a role and
mask, for appearance" - and suggests that this applies not only to
thespians, lo This text is succeeded by Nietzsche's only extended work in
the form of a dramatic narrative: Thus Spoke Zarathustra, a play of images
which can be read as a consummate picture of the multiple psyche. It is
possible, and enlightening, to see the entire text as a complex picture of a
single soul - Zarathustra's - and to understand as the major theme the
Dionysiac dissolution of the unitary I into a plurality of persons. 11 To the
extent, then, that we develop an awareness of the presence within our
personality of a plurality of characters, the question arises as to how this
group is naturally - or optimally - arranged.
We may call on William James for a graphic statement of the problem,
in terms of which to consider possible solutions. He takes up the topic in a
section of The Principles of Psychology entitled "Rivalry and Conflict of
the Different Selves" (pp. 309-317). What Nietzsche called "masks," and
Jung was later to call "personae," James calls "social selves":

a man has as many social selves as there are [groups of] individuals
who recognize him and carry an image of him in their mind .... From
this there results what practically is a division of the man into several
selves; and this may be a discordant splitting ... or a perfectly harmonious division of labor... (p. 294)
He goes on to propose a resolution of the problem in pleasingly concrete
terms:
[The] thing is simply impossible. The millionaire's work would run
counter to the saint's; the bon-vivant and the philanthropist would trip
each other up; the philosopher and the ladykiller could not well keep
house in the same tenement of clay. Such different characters may
conceivably at the outset of life be alike possible to a man. But to make
any one of them actual, the rest must more or less be suppressed. So the
seeker of his truest, strongest, deepest self must review the list carefully, and pick out the one on which to stake his salvation. All other
selves thereupon become unreal ... (pp. 309-310)
One would like to ask, however, why we have to "pick out the one
[character, or empirical self] on which to stake [our] salvation." Will the
psycho-domestic strife otherwise be so violent as to disable normal
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(extemal) social interaction? The deeper underlying fear may be that there
would be chaos, debilitating lethargy, or else complete anarchy if the I
were to relax its customary control over the other personalities. The
western tradition has been grounded for so long in what Nietzsche so aptly
styles a "monotonotheism" of the I and a "tyranny" of reason that we
cannot believe that there could be something closer to psychical
democracy without anarchy, or pluralism without psychosis. 12
Let us reframe the issue in terms of the theater metaphor as understood
by depth psychology. Hillman's work in particular prompts us to ponder
the relationship between the imagination's play of images and the drama
of life, the connections between the persons of the imagination and the
personae, the masks through which we play the roles called for by living
in society. Most people would no doubt concede that in the course of a day
one plays a variety of roles, donning a different mask or persona according to the situation. A woman may play the part of mother, commuter,
administrator, mediator, seducer and lover in the course of a day and
night. But "Who speaks?" - as Nietzsche is fond of asking - through the
masks? Is it really the same one, some one, single person, the unitary I,
who plays these various parts? Or does a variety of roles not rather require
a plurality of persons as well as personae to play them? Is the one I seeing
and speaking through many masks - or is the ego rather obscuring the
issue, homophonizing or monotonizing a chorus of voices from the deeper
soul?
In assessing how realistic is the fear of losing control, it may come to
mind that Nietzsche's de-centering deconstruction of the soul was
followed by an ultimate lapse into insanity. Concem over where to draw
the lines between the artist, the case of multiple personality, and the fullblown psychotic is intensified by the consideration that a number of great
poets of the time (HOlderlin, Strindberg, Georg Trakl, Virginia Woolf, to
name a few) succumbed to the fragmentation of madness. Let us take a
final step back before approaching this question.

Spontaneous turns
When Freud advocates coming to terms with the autonomous elements of
the unconscious, the purpose is relatively conservative: to give the I
freedom to re-assert its hegemony over the other psychical agencies and
its control over the body. The goal of a Jungian analysis can be more
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radical: to move the "center of gravity" of the psyche away from the I in
the direction of the unconscious, thereby depotentiating the I's control and
shifting the balance of power toward the autonomous complexes and the
archetypal figures of the collective unconscious. But there is an ambivalence to this ex-centric move away from unity toward multiplicity.
Sometimes Jung's position is radically polycentfic (in harmony with
Greek paganism), but at other times, when he insists on the unity of the
concentered "Self," he seems to remain under the influence of Christian
monotheism in stressing the need for the unitary I to hold the other
personalities in check so as to prevent psychosis. In dealing with the
complexes, especially those with a strong archetypal core, he emphasizes
the importance of the I's relating itself to them rather than identifying with
them. This recalls Nietzsche's early distinction (BT, w 5) between the epic
poet - whose patron is Apollo - who in contemplating his images "is
protected by the mirror of illusion from becoming one with and being
fused together with [them]," and the lyric p o e t - whose patron is Dionysos
who is the images "whereby he sees through to the ground of all things."
The "normal" ego-centered person, the artist, the case of multiple
personality, and the psychotic appear to lie on a continuum. In the
"normal" case the I is able to control the complexes through moderate
repression; massive repressions, however, may give rise to an
accumulation of energy in the unconscious powerful enough to prompt an
insurrection on the part of the oppressed and an overthrow of the ego - a
psychotic break. So why risk anarchy by shifting the power from the
controlling I to the other persons?
If we frame the issue in terms of theatrical discourse, a less risky
approach may suggest itself. In the face of the danger that the I may
exhaust itself to the point of collapse by constantly changing masks to play
the variety of roles required of it, one might want to suggest that we
acknowledge the presence of other actors - but nevertheless insist that the
I retain the role of director. But the question also arises: why bother with
the expense of a director at all? As long as the players get to know the
repertoire and each other, why not simply let the appropriate character
come forward and play his or her part according to the occasion? For an
academic lecture, let the "old wise man" give it; if an innocent eye needs
to be brought to the problem, let the child take a look; where nurturing is
called for, the mother may at first be able to respond more effectively than
others; if the normally self-effacing personality fails to make headway
against a bureaucratic obstruction, send in the hulking brute from last
-
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night's dream. As Hillman has pointed out, it is not a case of abolishing
the much maligned ego altogether: behind the mask of the I is usually the
archetypal figure of the hero, whose muscular power and head-on approach may be appropriate to certain problems. There is no need to
dismiss the "heroic ego" from the company; he is simply to be prevented
from directing all the time or constantly upstaging the other characters.
The chaos of psychosis erupts because the unconscious figures of the
psyche are dissociated from the I and from each other. But if the repressions can be lifted gradually, allowing interaction and communication
among the members of the cast, there is no reason why there should not be
"a perfectly harmonious division of labor" in responding to the demands
of life, and thus no "necessity of standing by one of my empirical selves
and relinquishing the rest" (James). Staging our selves in the world-drama
this way, we would be "learning to see with a thousand eyes," "speaking
out of other bodies and souls," and playing out the idea of "soul as
subject-multiplicity" (Nietzsche).
On a reading, then, that points up a particular strain in Nietzsche's
thinking, his prescription for a great and fruitful health of the psyche
would come close to recent depth-psychological recommendations (at
least of the Brownian or Hillmaniac varieties). Both sides would encourage realizing one's self as a company of versatile actors who know
each other and the repertoire well enough not to require an independent or
permanent director. However, to do justice to Nietzsche's distaste for
democracy, it might be best to imagine one actor (or elite group) after
another taking charge for as long as a particular play is working: a sort of
thespian equivalent of a dynamic aristocracy of talent. Such dramatic
pluralism may be achieved by opening the great "theater-eye" on to the
inner as well as the outer world - and on to time as much as place, so that
the spectator may be transformed into a play of the kinds of persons
Nietzsche praises as those "for whom in history not only the mind but also
the heart is constantly transforming itself, and who ... [are] glad to harbor
within [themselves] not 'one immortal soul' but m a n y mortal souls. ''13
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Notes
Nietzsche's works will be referred to by way of these abbreviations followed by
the section or aphorism number:
BGE - Beyond Good and Evil
B T - The Birth of Tragedy
GM - On the Genealogy of Morals
GS - The Gay Science
WP - The Will to Power

Since the English editions frequently fail to convey the imagery faithfully, the
translations will be my own, from the Kritische Studienausgabe of Nietzsche's
Werke, edited by Colli and Montinari (Berlin 1980). References to Freud's
writings will be to their tides as translated in The Standard Edition of the
Complete Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud (London 1962), abbreviated as
"SE" followed by the page number, though the translations are my own from the
Gesammelte Werke (London 1940). Citations from C.G. Jung are taken from the
Collected Works (Princeton 1970--1977), abbreviated "CW" followed by the
paragraph number.
1. Norman Austin, Archery at the Dark of the Moon: Poetic Problems in
Homer's Odyssey (Berkeley, Los Angeles, London 1975), p. 107. One of the
finest explications of the complexity of Homeric psychological vocabulary
can be found in Joachim B6hme, Die Seele und das Ich im Homerischen
Epos (Leipzig und Berlin 1929).
2. Archery at the Dark of the Moon, p. 111.
3. See, for example, Freud's "The Instincts and their Vicissitudes," "The
Unconscious," and The Ego and the Id; and compare Nietzsche, WP 259,
372, 481.
4. Compare the following passages from the notebooks from between 1885 and
1887: WP 370, 371,481-492, 485, 518, 547-552. The term "I" will be used
to translate the use of Ich by Nietzsche, Freud, and Jung. This keeps their
discourse direct and immediate, since we all know what it is to say and mean
"I," whereas an "ego" sounds more impersonal, objectified, less "mine." The
latter will be used only to render the occasional use of the German Ego by
these authors.
5. In addition to Freud's writings on the subject (in particular, The Ego and the
Id), see the work of Melanie Klein, especially The Psychoanalysis of the
Child (1932), and also the chapter entitled "Boundary" in Norman O. Brown,
Love's Body (New York 1966).
5a. See, for example, WP 47: "The value of all morbid conditions is that they
show us in a magnifying glass certain conditions that are normal, but that as
normal are hardly visible."
6. Memories, Dreams, Reflections, edited by Aniela Jaff6 (New York 1965),
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Chapter 6.
7. Memories, Dreams, Reflections, p. 183. One is reminded of Nietzsche's
saying "a thought comes when 'it' wants, and not when 'I' want; ... It thinks:
but that this 'it' is precisely the famous old T is, to put it mildly, only an
assumption ..." (BGE 17).
8. See James Hillman, Re-Visioning Psychology (New York and London 1975),
pp. 193-205, and also the first chapter of this book, entitled "Personifying or
Imagining Things," which develops the idea of personifying in contradistinction to the notions of animism and anthropomorphism.
9. Quoted by Hillman, p. 199, from G. Prezzolini, Machiavelli, trans. G. Savini
(New York 1967), p. 162. Part of this passage is quoted with nostalgia by
Allan Bloom in the Introduction to another text that laments - though from a
somewhat different perspective from that of depth psychology - the impoverishment of the modem soul (The Closing of the American Mind [New
York 1987], p. 35).
10. GS 361. For a further discussion of the role of masks in Nietzsche, see
Graham Parkes, "Facing the Masks: Persona and Self in Nietzsche, Rilke,
and Mishima," MOSAIC: A Journal for the Interdisciplinary Study of
Literature 20/3 (1987).
11. For a reading of Zarathustra (the Fourth Part especially) which emphasizes
the multiple psyche, see James Ogilvy, Many Dimensional Man: Decentralizing Self, Society, and the Sacred (New York 1977), Chapters 6 and 7.
12. See Norman O. Brown, Love's Body, especially the chapters entitled
"Unity," "Head," and "Nothing"; also Hillman, Re-Visioning Psychology,
especially pp. 24-51 and Chapter 2, "Pathologizing or Falling Apart." A
somewhat less radically personified picture of the polycentric psyche has
been proposed more recently by Richard Rorty in "Freud and Moral Reflection," in Joseph H. Smith and William Kerrigan, eds., Pragmatism's Freud
(Baltimore 1986).
13. Human, All-too-human, II/1, 17.

