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ABSTRACT

Currently the most influential accounts of persamatonomy, at least in the English-
speaking world, focus on providing conditions ungdrich agents can be said to
exercise self-control. Two distinct accounts ofsp@al autonomy have emerged in
this tradition: firstly, hierarchical models grounded in the work of Harry Frankfurt;
and secondlysystems divisiomodels most famously articulated by Gary Watdon.
this thesis | show the inadequacies of both of éhasdels by exploring the
problematic views of the self and self-control umglag each model. | will suggest
that the problems faced by these models stem fioenfact that they endorse a
problematic fragmentation of the self. | suggeat thNietzschean account of personal
autonomy is able to avoid these problems. The Bodizan account can largely, |
show, be drawn from Nietzsche’s understanding ¢t biwe ‘man ofessentimeniand
his opposite, the sovereign individual. On thigynie wholeness of self — rather than
fragmentation of the self — is required in order @8 to be most fully autonomous.
Furthermore, this wholeness of self requires timel kif integrity which is opposed to

the problematic fragmentation endorsed by Frankfnd Watson.
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INTRODUCTION

In this century, academic philosophy, as much gshadogy, has been reluctant to
pay much attention to the shadow-side of human vattin. It has not occupied
itself with the agonizing question ‘can it reallgwe been | who did that?’ or with the

. . L1
genuine clash of reasons for answering yes or iito to

Some recent debates on personal autonomy haveefbaunsa conception of personal
autonomy in which what is important about the &piio exercise self-mastery or self-
governance is that in so doing an agent is thotgybe free to act in ways that make
her genuinely the author of her actions. Some ef rttost influential accounts of
personal autonomy have aimed to provide explanatafrboth the nature of the self
which is to be associated with autonomous agenay,the conditions under which
that self could be said to be fully governing itséh this thesis | will examine two
explanations as seen in two prominent and plausibb®unts of personal autonomy,
Gary Watson’s and Harry Frankfurf3i\hile both Watson and Frankfurt provide us
with what appear to be plausible accounts of autene individuals, | argue that
Frankfurt and Watson provide us with an ultimatglgblematic understanding of the
self which is to be associated with autonomous @gdrgo on to argue that Frankfurt
and Watson also provide us with a problematic wstdading of self-governance.
And so, | suggest that we should adopt a Nietzschieav of personal autonomy.

On Frankfurt's and Watson’s accounts of persontraamy, when | refer to myself
as an agent | do not refer to a bundle of intrigatelated beliefs, desires, urges,
impulses, instincts, preferences, actions and bebhess Rather, according to
Frankfurt and Watson, when | refer to myself | refe a subset of these things,
namely, the subset of these things which are guigled controlled by reason,
understood as conscious rational thought. This etulbsnstitutes, according to
Frankfurt and Watson, what they call our true @l slf. | will argue that we should
reject the fundamental assumption about the natiutiee true or real self underlying
both of these accounts. What we take the true arself to be cannot be identified
with only one part of the self, namely, the ratiprieliberative part of the self. Of
course, it cannot be denied that our rational beeditive and evaluative faculties play

a large role in shaping and constituting our idessi But our identities are also

! Midgley, Wickednes$119.
2 Watson 1989, 2004. Frankfurt 1971, 1988, 19996200



shaped by our instincts, impulses, intuitions, argessions and various subconscious
drives. Our rational self is only partially constive of our identity, and so the
rational self does not seem to provide us with @uiate picture of the whole of our
true or real self. The self which is to be assedawith what we would call a self-
governing agent is a human self, it is the kingef that we interact with on a daily
basis and which is most properly understood asrsope As such, the autonomous
self is a person who comes with a unique idenfyt this identity is not fully
described by what Frankfurt and Watson call oue tou real self. In contrast to the
picture of the true or real self given to us byrikfart and Watson, | defend the
Nietzschean conception. | will argue that thisdathccount of personal autonomy
centres on a conception of the self in which whesésnof self is stressed. The
autonomous agent, for Nietzsche, is an agent widerstands herself to be nothing
less than the authentic expression of her whole thelt is, she takes her true or real

self to be an accurate reflection of her identgyaavhole person.

The self-governance associated with personal aoigne explained by Frankfurt and
Watson in terms of self-control. For Frankfurt aitson, an agent is autonomous
when she exercises self-control; that is, whenisHally governed by her rational,
true or real self. According to Frankfurt and Watsself-control is achieved, at least
in part, when the rational, true or real self hasreised its authority over the whole
self by externalising all the other mental elemenmksch it has deemed to be rogue
mental elements. These mental elements are todughh of as rogue, according to
Frankfurt and Watson, because they in some wayliconfith the designs of the
rational, true or real self. We might think here éxample of an agent, call him John,
who spends his life in the pursuit of maintainindpealthy weight. John, however,
faces a constant obstacle: he cannot help himdahwt comes to chocolate cake.
John will eat a piece of chocolate cake whenevefebts a strong desire to do so,
despite the fact that John’s rational, true seff jualged his chocolate-cake weakness
to be unjustifiable. Frankfurt and Watson wouldwrghat when John acts on this
desire, his autonomy is undermined because hisractire not being guided by his
rational deliberative faculty. John is, FrankfurtdawWatson would claim, acting in
spite of himself when pursuing his culinary fixatidmportantly, on Frankfurt's and
Watson'’s accounts, John must exercise self-cordral, thus deny the legitimacy of

all such rogue elements of the psyche in ordert foadlg, to be autonomous.



Frankfurt’'s and Watson’s accounts of self-contdus on externalising or rejecting
certain of our mental elements because they conflith assessments made by our
rational self. | will argue that when we aim at ideal of self-control advocated by
Frankfurt and Watson, our alleged personal autonomayitably ends up resting on
self-suppression; in following the ideal of selfrtml we strive constantly to reject
and deny what we come to view as rogue mental elenseich as unendorsed desires,
preferences, instincts, and urges. The ideal autons agent for Frankfurt and
Watson resembles in some respects the ‘maasskentimenidescribed by Nietzsche:
a fractured individual lacking integrity, who isable to realise her full potential as an
autonomous agent.On the Nietzschean account of personal autonomgt vig
required in order to maintain our integrity is avament of the self towards a proper
understanding of the whole of that self, rathentlize fragmentation caused by the

rejection and denial advocated by Frankfurt andsifat

Let me return here to the example of John discuabede: John, according to the
Nietzschean view of personal autonomy, cannot ragrg coherent understanding of
his whole self unless he accepts that his cakedpwiature is a fundamental part of
who he is, even if he has decided that this isspree of himself which he wishes to
overcome. John cannot simply deny that his cakeWpwature is fundamentally a
part of who he is. In order for John to have a fulderstanding of himself, according
to the Nietzschean account | will defend, he me&nawledge the deeply ingrained
aspects of himself — even if he only comes to asckedge that these parts loimself
must remain unsatisfied. If, as Frankfurt and Watsaggest, we do not consider
those parts of ourselves which must remain unsadisfs constitutive of our true or
real selves, then we are, according to the Nietztlview of personal autonomy, in
an important sense deceived about ourselves. Tihus, only when we truly
understand ourselves as whole selves that we camammaour integrity — that is,
remain in no way deceived about ourselves. | agitteNietzsche in thinking that, in

this sense, integrity is fundamental to our persantonomy.

% (GM, especially GM 11).



CHAPTER 1: PERSONAL AUTONOMY

I wish my life and decisions to depend on mysetft on external forces of whatever
kind. | wish to be the instrument of my own, notather men’s acts of will. | wish to
be a subject, not an object; to be moved by readmnsonscious purposes, which are
my own, not by causes which affect me, as it wieoen outside’

In the quote above, Isaiah Berlin elegantly exmedbe familiar human desire for
freedom in the form of personal autonomy. The motd personal autonomy, in its

broadest sense, is understood as freedom throlfghosernance, or as the ability to

exercise rule over the self. Similarly, Friedricetdsche explains the autonomous
agent, who he sometimes calls the ‘sovereign iddiaf,” in the following terms:

The individual is something totally new and cregtanew, something absolute, all his
actions entirely his own. In the last resort, thdividual derives the values of his
actions from himself alon®.

The term personal autonomy, then, refers to thadtraberished capacity of human
agents to exercise control over their actions,rtheés and ultimately, themselves.
Typically, we believe we have the capacity for peed autonomy and behave
accordingly because, despite the multiplicity ofgtwaints which we face in our daily
lives, our experience of ourselves as agents laad® believe that our actions and
lives are in some sense, and for the most parteruodr own jurisdiction — that in
these matters we decide for ourselves. In Berlie‘ms, we experience ourselves by

and large as subjects. Berlin explains further:

| am the possessor of reason and will; | conceivends and | desire to pursue them;
but if | am prevented from attaining them | no lendeel master of the situation. | may
be prevented by the laws of nature, or by accidemtghe activities of men, or the
effect, often undesigned, of human institutidhs.

What we typically mean when we say that we actiyraed autonomously largely has
to do with our ability to control or guide owctions and choices without being
adversely constrained. The most obvious obstacleouo freedom or personal
autonomy, then, comes in the form of external cainds. Our autonomy can be
undermined by other agents, such as in cases ofpalation or coercion. For
example, we typically think that people who areitreshed or threatened are unable
to act autonomously, or at least we think that rtreitonomy is in some way

undermined. Our autonomy can also be underminedsdmyal or environmental

“ Berlin, ‘Two Concepts of Liberty’, p131.

> (GM II: 2).

® (WP 767) in Coopeuthenticity and Learning3.
" Berlin, ‘“Two Concepts of Liberty’, p135.



constraints: our autonomy might be restricted beeai the socio-political or cultural
environment in which we find ourselves. In othestances, however, our autonomy
may be constrained by forces which are internalde- by the forces which are at
work within ourselves. Cases such as addiction eakwess of the will are typical

examples of internal forces which undermine ouoraoiny.

Proponents of accounts of personal autonomy degdlap the English-speaking
world over the last few decades argue that thezeirafact a number of elements
within our own psychological make-up which threaterundermine our autonomy.
According to such accounts there are forces at wotkin our own psyche which
motivate us to act in certain ways, but which we rmiu take to be authentic
expressions of who we are — they are not expressibwhat we might refer to as our
true or real self. Defenders of these accounts hold that when agettsn desires or
impulses which are alien in this sense we dest¢hbm as not being themselves, or
even as acting in spite of themselves. And in stedes, the agent’s autonomy is,
according to these recent accounts, significanittyirdshed. These recent accounts
are intuitively persuasive, at least in part, beeathey tap into a common human
experience: there are times when we experiencewnarmmotivations as being alien to
us in the sense that we are motivated by them déggs of our conscious rational
disapproval. Marilyn Friedman explains her expereerof this phenomenon as

follows:

There are times for example when | feel wholly amant with my motivations, fully
satisfied with the choices to which they may mowe at other times, my motivations
feel alien and, although they do not cease to nmo@enevertheless, | want to be free of
them as | would want to be free of a fever, an aahdisturbing or painful condition
that causes me grief and is not, in any way, mifse

Recent accounts of personal autonomy take thisrexme seriously and suggest in
their accounts that motivations such desires orulsgs, which they claim we
experience as alien to us in this sense, providewills examples of internal
psychological forces which should be consideredirisrnal constraints to our
autonomy. J. David Velleman explains that on suotoants of personal autonomy

8 Recent accounts of personal autonomy are develapediscussed by, amongst others, Christman
(2000); Dworkin (1976, 1988); Frankfurt (1971, 198999, 2006); Friedman (1986, 2003); Mele
(1995); Noggle (2005); Taylor (2005); Thalberg (2RONatson (1989); and Wolf (1989).

° Friedman, ‘Autonomy and the Split-Level Self’, p27



the fundamental divide between the self and whdakethe otherto be is a divide

which is sometimes internal to us, that is, it gsamithin our own psyche:

Among the goings on in a person’s body, some btibtiters are due to the person in
the sense that they are his doing. When he disshgs between those which are his
doing and those which aren’t, he appears to do $erins of their causes, by regarding
the former but not the latter as caused by him¥af.even when he disowns them, he
ends up disowning parts of his own body and misdf the boundary between self and
other lay somewhere inside the sKin.

Questions asking precisely what it would mean teehane’s autonomy undermined
by the forces of one’s own psyche are perhaps sdiiee most challenging questions
which must be answered by theorists working on igiiog us with robust accounts of
personal autonomy today. What is of central impartawhen attempting to answer
these questions is an account of what we takertlee gelf to be. One particularly
prominent tradition within philosophy accords oational or reflective capacities this
special status. Friedman explains:

Legions of philosophers have given ontological @refice, in their conceptions of
human being, to what is variously called reasotipmality, conscience, the principled
self, the reflective self, or the critically asdagsself. It is this aspect of the self which
is considered to be the “real” self, the “corefste “true” self, or the self with which
we “identify”, the self in accord with which all ¢hrest is to be assessed, the self which
rightfully rules the whole person.

Accordingly, we find that on many recent accountspersonal autonomy what
defines our real or true self is our rational defdding and evaluative faculties. With
this picture of the self lurking in the backgrouodrecent accounts, the question of
how our autonomy can be undermined by the forcemiobwn psyche seems, at least
prima facie easy to answer. Once the boundaries of the se# lbeen reduced to
include only certain of our mental elements andcesses, all other elements are
considered to be outsiders. Such mental elemeatsesn as forces within our own
psyche which are alien invaders precisely becabgy tare not considered to

constitute our true or real self.

On recent accounts, then, our mental lives resembleeir formation something like
an empire. In the mental realm our rational, deibee and evaluative faculties are
considered to be the centre of power and authonityle all other mental elements

and processes must obey the dictates sent forth thee central and governing

9yvelleman,Self to Selfp7.
" Friedman, ‘Autonomy and the Split-Level Self’, p31



agency. Uprisings in any of these outer provincastrbe swiftly crushed in order for

the rule of reason to maintain its grasp. As Beslgs:

The reason within me, if it is to triumph, mushalate and suppress my ‘lower’
instincts, my passions and desires, which rendea slave'?

When reason maintains its rule over all aspecth@imental empire, the individual is
thought to control itself, and in so doing exergmsonal autonomy. Midgley thus
explains that in these recent accounts of autonomy:

...the general trend has been to shrink the cenltrialacter involved — the free self —
making it steadily more abstract by declaring waits outlying province$®

Given this view of the constitution of the mentapacts of the self, and this
diminished view of the real or true self, recent@mts of personal autonomy have
focused on what Midgley above calls a ‘war’ witlihe self between the true or real

self and the self's ‘outlying provinces'.

I. Hierarchical Models and Systems Division Model®f Personal Autonomy

Proponents of both hierarchical models and systénsioh models of personal
autonomy take as their starting point the basicragsion that what is characteristic
of human agents is their capacity not only to haeetain overarching guiding
principles and values, but that they are also @blkessert some form of control over
the kinds of people they are and the actions tlefopn because of them. The sense
of control gained via our having these guiding piptes and values is thought to be
exclusively human, because of our seemingly unahibty to engage in the process
of critical reflection on our basic responses @ world (what Frankfurt calls our first
order desires, and what Watson sees as our blisdedg The process of critical
reflection allows us to assess those basic resppfaen opinions about them and in
some instances even change them. The secondapnsespgenerated by this process
are explained by Frankfurt and Watson as authemticessions of who we are — they
are constitutive of our true or real selves. Andhew we use these secondary
responses to assert control over our actions inwibidd, we can, according to the
proponents of hierarchical models and systemsidivisiodels, lay claim to the title

of autonomous individuals. In this chapter | wikamine both hierarchical models

12 Berlin, “Two Concepts of Liberty’, p135
13 Midgley, The Ethical Primatep158.



and systems division models of personal autonomy, explore two of the most
common objections raised against each of thesauatxoespectively. | will show that
proponents of these accounts can provide what apgpebe plausible solutions to
these objections. However, | will argue in the nelapter that even sophisticated
Frankfurtian and Watsonian models of personal autgnare subject to some serious

criticisms.

Il. Hierarchical Models

Harry Frankfurt provides the groundwork for whatvl@abecome known as
hierarchical accounts of personal autonomy in hgep ‘Freedom of the Will and the
Concept of a Person’. Frankfurt draws a distinctiorthis paper between what he
calls first and second order desires. First oradssirds can be understood as mental
elements which are formed as an initial respongbdovorld. For example, an agent
could have a first order desire ‘I want to eat diate cake’. These first order desires
might be in competition with other first order desi. For instance, an agent desiring
to eat chocolate cake might also find herself wita conflicting desire not to eat
chocolate cake. We are bombarded with first orasirds almost constantly in our
daily lived experience, but only some of theset fosler desires are translated into
actions. Effective first order desires are, acaoydio Frankfurt, those which in fact
prompt an agent to action, and comprise what wehimigll an agent’s will. As

Frankfurt explains:

To identify an agent’s will is either to identifiie¢ desire (or desires) by which he is
motivated in some action he performs or to iderttify desire (or desires) by which
he will or would be motivated when or if he acts Agent’s will, then, is identical
with one or more of his first order desires... itlie notion of areffectivedesire —
one that moves (or would move) a person all the waction**

When the desire to eat chocolate cake effectivedynpts that agent to eat chocolate

cake, according to Frankfurt, it was her will td elaocolate cake.

Second order desires, on the other hand, are tdugrr of critical reflection on our
various first order desires and have as their caradirst order desire. For example,
an agent might have as a second order desiveafit to want to eat a piece of

chocolate cake’ or alternatively, do not wantto want to eat a piece of chocolate

% Frankfurt, ‘Freedom of the Will and the Conceptd®erson’, p8.



cake’. Second order desires are, according to Rreinkthe product of that
characteristically human capacity for critical saflection on our initial responses to
the world — or our first order desires — and aramao explain the ability of human
agents to have intentions and preferences aboutava will: wanting their will to
be different to what it happens to be. These seavddr desires are called second
order volitions by Frankfurt, when their contenthwregards to a specific first order
desire, is that we want that first order desirdéoour will. A second order volition,
then, explains a desire of the second order that afnour first order desires be
effective in moving us to aét. Second order volitions are the autonomy conferring
elements of an agent, according to Frankfurt, at ththen our actual will mirrors the
will which is endorsed by our higher order volitjome can be said to have the wii¢
wantto have. And for Frankfurt, having the will we waa have makes it a free will.

Frankfurt claims:

The statement that a person enjoys freedom of then@ans... that he is free to will
what he wants to will, or to have the will he wantdt is in securing the conformity of
his will to his second-order volitions, then, tlagperson exercises freedom of the will.

And Frankfurt goes on to say that when our willnmis our second order volitions,
we are free from any autonomy undermining factoesigely because we are moved

to action by something that we have endorsed fosebues:

... since the will that moved him to action was hil hecause he wanted it to be, he
cannot claim that his will was forced upon him leatthe was a passive bystander to its
constitution®’

So for Frankfurt, answering the question of whemsipossible to say that | have
control over my actions amounts to being autonomous irs¢inse that we are able to
exerciseselfcontrol. Self-control is achieved on Frankfurttsaunt when our second
order volitions endorse our will, and thus that ve®m be said to have the will thae
want to have precisely because it is endorsed justsyAacording to Frankfurt's
initial account, then, what it means to have a wékis that our will is under control,
in the sense that it is endorsed by our higherfomalental elements which have been

formed in the light of rational critical reflection

'3 Frankfurt, ‘Freedom of the Will and the Conceptd®Person’, p10.
'8 bid, p15.
7 bid, p18.



[ll. The Regress Problem,ldentification and Wholeheartedness

There is, however, a serious problem facing hiéweat accounts of personal
autonomy, such as Frankfurt's account discusseabarprevious section. Autonomy
is conferred in these accounts only when a spetiferchange between the first
order desires and the second order volitions oatfent are facilitated by the practice
of rational critical reflection. Importantly, whedbes the work in these accounts is the
idea that our initial responses to the world aneti@dled by our reflections upon these
responses in light of our higher order responssseiially, what this means is that
our initial responses to the world are authenttdig other elements which exist
within our own psychological make-up. The problenthwthis is that we can ask
what it is that authenticates those elements withinpsychological make-up which
are responsible for authenticating the elementschwhve take to be our initial
responses to the world. If our second-order vaigiare not themselves an authentic
expression of our true or real selves, they madujin, be subject to a similar process
of authentication. What we require for personabaatny, then, is an infinite chain of

authenticating elements and processes. As RobgdgIslputs it:

No finite chain of authenticating elements can @ewvan account of how any element
is made authentic, because no element can be shenlember of the chain if every
member must be authenticated by some other elefhent.

This problem is referred to in the literature ake‘tregress problent’, for the
possibility of personal autonomy seemingly requimeaking recourse to continually
higher levels of the self within the psyche whidlegedly endorse the more basic

levels.

In attempting to answer the regress problem, Frahkias added to his original
account of autonomy explanatory tools in the forinthe process of ‘identification’

and the notion of ‘wholeheartedness’ — | will refier this as the sophisticated
Frankfurtian model. With the introduction of thdsels, Frankfurt claims to explain

how we can ‘without arbitrariness terminate a pbaédly endless sequence of

8 Noggle, ‘Autonomy and the Paradox of Self-Creatip93.
9 This problem stems from Galen Strawson, but is discussed by various other authors in the
personal autonomy and freewill/determinism debate.

10



evaluations®® and thus, he claims, explain how our second ordktions are in fact

an authentic expression of our true or real selves.

According to Frankfurt, the process of identificatitakes place at the level of a
person’s higher order volitions. In order to expléine process of identification he
introduces the notion of ‘ambivalence’. Ambivalensethe term Frankfurt uses to
explain what seems to be an intuitively obvioud that inner conflicts may well arise
at the level of our higher order volitions. Whepeason is ambivalent, he experiences
a tension within his own ‘volitional compleé®’ — the person can be seen to have
second order volitions which contradict each othed aim to promote mutually
exclusive actions on the part of that person. Waeperson is ambivalent, in the
Frankfurtian sense, there is ‘no unequivocal answéne question of what the person
really wants'®> the ambivalent person is volitionally conflicteddathus, despite
having engaged in the process of critical refleciom her first order desires, such a
person has no one particular point of view fromakhio act which could be seen as
her point of view. In order for a person to knowatbhereally wants, and thus to act
in a manner reflectingper primary wants, the person must, according to Hratk
‘selectively identify’ with one of her second ordeslitions?® In identifying with a
second order volition the person thereby makes \thhtional desire a constitutive
part of herself: she fully internalises that valitiin just such a way as to make it

relevantly her own.

In identifying with a second order volition, Fraokf claims we need not appeal to a
further higher volitional order, because a persdm wlentifies with a second order
volition would find that no ‘further accurate inqyi** on the matter would result in
her arriving at a conflicted sentiment with regéodthat volition — that is to say, a
person who selectively identifies with a secondeordolition need not make an
appeal to a possible higher order volition becatiske did she would find the same

consensus all the way up. When we have truly ifledtivith a second order volition

20 Frankfurt, ‘Identification and wholeheartednegs69.
! |bid, p165.

2 bid.

2 bid.

|bid, p169.

11



we have no ‘endogenous desire to be volitionalffetént’ > and it can thus be said

of us that we are wholehearted with respect to #edition. What it means to be
wholehearted, then, is that at the volitional lewelperson has to be, herself,
‘resolutely on the side of one of the forces sttunggwithin him and not on the side

of any other?®

What is important for Frankfurt about the procekglentification is that the volitions
we are wholehearted about have been sanctioneddopmted byourselves which

makes them ‘intentional and legitimaféAccording to Frankfurt:

Their force is now our force. When they move usame therefore not passive. We are
active, because we are being mojuest by ourselve®

By including the notions of identification and wlbeartedness, Frankfurt claims
that he is able to give us an account of self-abmtr which we are fully directed and
governed by our true or real selves. We can betsdidve self-control when our will
is aligned with our second order volitions, and ave fully self-governing when we
are wholehearted with respect to our second ordiions. When we are exercising
self-control and self-governance, we can see owgsdh the all-encompassing way
fundamental for a satisfactory account of persan&bnomy precisely because we are

governed by our true self. This, then, is whakkt&rankfurt to mean when he says:

Suppose we are thoroughly wholehearted both in wieaare doing and in what we

want. There is no respect in which we are beindated or defeated or coerced.
Neither our desires nor the conduct to which tieaglare imposed upon us without our
consent or against our wifl.

The sophisticated understanding of autonomy basedF@nkfurt's more fully

developed account seems, at lga#iha facie,to be intuitively plausible. There are,
however, some serious problems which remain evidgseh in the sophisticated
Frankfurtian hierarchical model which | will go do examine in the next chapter.
These problems are largely rooted in the fact thatording to the sophisticated
Frankfurtian model, in the process of becoming momoous, while some desires are
endorsed and some volitions identified with, othars consequently externalised.

Externalised desires or volitions are only congdewrs in the same strictly literal

%5 Frankfurt, ‘The Faintest Passion’, p101.

%8 |bid, p100.

" |bid.

%8 Frankfurt, ‘Taking Ourselves Seriously’, p8 (emgisaadded).
#bid, p15.
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way that the physical manifestations of a disoierh as narcolepsy literally are our
actions. We do not consider these externalisedesisto be an expression of what
we, ourselves, actually desire or volitionally wi#l we cannot view them as an
expression of who we take ourselves, our true @rgelves, to be. These desires and
volitions are therefore external to becausewe do not accept them as legitimate
reasons for performing acts we would consider texpressions of ourselves. For
these reasons, Frankfurt claims that ‘even if aterealized desire turns out to be
irresistible, its dominion is merely that of a tytalt has for us no legitimate
authority’ *° For Frankfurt, then, we must dissociate oursefi@® certain unwanted
or unacceptable desires and volitions in order ® wWholehearted and thus

autonomous in our actions.
IV. Systems Division Models

In providing an account of personal autonomy plojpdgers such as Gary Watson
have harkened back to a Platonic understandinigeo$¢lf in which a clear distinction
can be drawn between brute desires (often refeweds the passions) and other
evaluative or reflective desires (such desiresrargghly, the product of ‘reason’). On
a broadly Platonic picture self-control amountsuioability to act on our evaluative or
reflective desires, and thus to be guided in otiloas not by our brute desires, or
passions, but rather by our ‘reason’ — that is @iional, critical and evaluative

faculties.

On Watson’s view, what is distinctive about humabjscts is their ability to make
rational evaluations about themselves and thairasdn in the world, and to form
values in light of these deliberatioflsWhen agents have values, on Watson's
account, these values are just a reflection of whaare, or are constitutive of what
we could call our true or real selves. Thus, fort&@a, when our actions reflect these
values, our actions are attributable to us in thepdsense of attributability which is
thought to underlie freedom, or personal autonopmgcisely because these actions
have been up to us in the relevant sense. Mostriantty for Watson, when we are

able to act in accordance with our values in tloe f&af various obstacles or constraints

% Frankfurt, ‘Taking Ourselves Seriously’, p10.
31 Watson, ‘Free Agency’'.
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(such as those desires which, if enacted, wouldeumithe one or more of our
rationally chosen values), we exercise that capaeitich is the cornerstone of
personal autonomy, namely, self-control. The imnitabout personal autonomy
which accounts such as Watson’s attempt to captutieeir focus on self-control is

expressed most succinctly by Richard Moran wheexpains:

It is the normal expectation of the person, as agla rational demand made upon him,
that the question of what he actually does desiveulsl be dependent... on his
assessment of the desire and grounds he has feoritthe person himself, then, his
motivated desire is not a brute empirical phenomelm® must simply accommodate,
like some other facet of reality he confronts. Bus sort of desire, as a “judgment-
sensitive” attitude, owes its existence (as an gogbipsychological fact) to his own
deliberations and overall assessment of his sitnafi

Systems division models of personal autonomy, wiaieh sometimes referred to as
partitioning accounts, explain autonomy as selfa@drvia the notion of a partition

within the psyche between motivational systems g=timg of the considerations
which prompt a person to action) and evaluatioriesys (consisting of overarching

principles and value systems).

In order to explain how internal constraints toagent’s personal autonomy can arise,
Watson draws on a distinction between an agenttiwgnsomething and an agent

‘valuing’ something. Watson explains that when gerd values something he not
only wants that thing, that is he does not merelsire that something but, rather, by
valuing that something an agent has also judged@uated that thing and found it to
be in some sense ‘good’ for him to want. So for $&%af what we want can be

something that we simply desire in a brute senseekample, when | feel hungry, |

want to eat. The sense of want here is brute ardbinsofar as there is no evaluative
element in the want. Our desire in such cases dmildescribed as something like an
urge. On the other hand, according to Watson, thezea number of things that we
want in an altogether different sense: what we veant be something that we value.
What we value in cases of this latter sortriere than simply something that is a

‘brute’ or ‘blind’ want. Rather, it is somethingahwe have reflectively evaluated to
be worth wanting. In the case of brute desiresywaat something without assessing
whether we value (think good) that something, wimléhe case of values, we want

something precisely because we see it as good owalaims:

%2 Moran,Authority and Estrangemerp115
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We might say that an agent’s values consist inghciples and ends which he —in a
cool and non-self-deceptive moment — articulatedefmitive of the good, fulfilling,
and defensible life .we all have more or less long-term aims and noxegirinciples

that we are willing to defend. It is such thingslasse that are to be identified with our
values®

What is essential to the distinction Watson draetsveen wanting and valuing is the
process of critical reflection. Our values, unlier wants (which are blind desires),
are formed via a process of critical reflection.t¥éa takes critical reflection to be a
rational process of the mind which helps us noy émluncover those things we take
to be worthwhile, or as Watson puts it ‘definiticé the good, fulfilling, and
defensible life’, but this rational process alsdpbeus form oulown set of wants, or
values,based onour rational evaluation. Watson’s picture of motivation, then,
relies on the division between some of our wantelwhre blind desires, and some of
our other wants which are values — that is, thoaatsvwhich are expressive of, or
flow from, our values. While our wants which arecansidered desires or passions
provide us with possible reasons for action, ountwavhich are values provide us
with another possible set of possible reasonsdtoa Watson acknowledges that his
picture of is drawn from the Platonic picture of taation, based on the
reason/passion divide explained above. On thioRilapicture a desire and a value

each constitute a complete source of motivatton.

Watson claims that it is in light of the possilyildf there being a discrepancy between
these two independent sources of motivation (desick value) that there arises the
possibility of an action being free or unfree. Amareover, that it is possible for an
action to be unfree because of the presence df af senflicting elements within an

agent’s own mental complex. Watson explains:

The problem of free action arises because whatlesges may not be what one values,
and what one most values may not be what oneatlyfimoved to gef®

The question of whether or not we act freely has tim Watson’s opinion, to do with
how we might be in control over what motivatesdifectively that is to say what
moves us all the way to action. In order to explaanv exactly it could be the case

that an agent’s actions could be thought to beegnfiecause of an internal constraint

% Watson, ‘Free Agency’, p215.

% Watson claims: “... it is appropriate to speak ohtgathat are (or perhaps arise from) evaluations as
belonging to, or originating in, the rational (thgtjudging) part of the soul.Tbid, p208.

% |bid, p209.

% bid.
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(an element within his own mental complex), Watsoggests that there is a partition
within the agent’s mental complex between his vadmasystem and his motivational

system.

Watson explains an agent’s motivational systenménfollowing terms:

The motivational system of an agent is that sebokiderations which move him to
action. We identify his motivational system by itling what motivates hini’

And he explains an agent’s valuation system asvii

The valuational system of an agent is that sebasitlerations which, when combined
with his factual beliefs (and probability estimgtegelds judgments of the form: the
thing for me to do in these circumstances, allghigonsidered, ia. To ascribe free
agency to a being presupposes it to be a beingrthkés judgments of this sort. To be
this sort of being, one must assign values to ratére states of affairs, that is, rank
them in terms of worth..One’s evaluational system may be said to constibuis
standpoint, the point of view from which one judges world®

According to Watson, having a motivational systanmeécessary for an agent’s being
able to perform an intentional action, which is lbe distinguished from free
intentional action. Having a valuation system, adow to Watson, is a necessarily
constitutive part of any kind of being’s mental qaex if that being is to be thought
of as being able to perform free actions. Thus,tira suggestion of such a partition
allows Watson to draw is a distinction between wivencan be said to perform free,
rather than unfree actions. The assumption for ooderstanding of personal
autonomy, then, is that we can exercise controt oue actions, or self-control, when

we act freely in Watson’s terms.

Since there are, according to Watson, two sourcespiongs of motivation (namely
desires and values), there arises the possibflibpuobeing motivated simultaneously,
from within our own mental complex, to follow twoistinct and possibly

contradictory courses of action. If either oneladse contradictory motivations were
to be effective in action, the other motivation Wblbe trumped by another
motivation held by that same agent. | may, for eplayxndesire and be motivated to
have chocolate cake, while at the same time vahesihy lifestyle and be motivated
not to eat junk food (a category of food into whattfocolate cake unfortunately falls).
According to Watson, we act as free agents onlyrwber values and principles

(those motivations arising from our valuation systare effective motivations, that is

37 Watson, ‘Free Agency’, p215.
% Ibid, pp215-216.
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to say when they move us all the way to action. autions, then, are free when our

motivational system mirrors our valuational systeWatson explains:

The possibility of unfree action consists in thetfthat an agent’s valuational system
and motivational system may not completely coincitlgose systems harmonize to the
extent that what determines the agent’s all thewssidered judgments also determines
his actions... The free agent has the capacity toskate his values into action; his

actions flow from his evaluational systé.

The distinction Watson draws helps us to estalthsl there are different degrees of
freedom which agents could experience, and thiswatcthus helps us to establish
precisely why we can distinguish between coercedoonpelled agents and agents
who are suitably free from constraints which wodichinish that agent’s freedom. In

cases in which an agent has been coerced, orssnme way compelled, his actions
are unfree precisely because what he is motivatel tis in tension with what he has
himself rationally evaluated to be the best cowfsaction. Watson explains the way

in which a kleptomaniac is unfree in the followiwgy:

What is distinctive about such compulsive behaviavpuld argue, is that the desires
and emotions in question are more or less radiéathgpendent of the evaluational
systems of these ageiffs.

What Watson makes explicit in the conditions hevyales for free agency is that what
it means to say that an agent performs an actieslyfris that an agent is moved to
action by his evaluating rational self, that is, by valuation system — as the values
and principles forming part of the agent’s valuat®ystem are the product of his
rational evaluations. Thus, personal autonomy, hie sense of self-control on
Watson’s account, requires an agent to exercis&aioover his actions by always
acting on his values or principles. For Watson thehat makes us autonomous
agents is: first, the fact that we have a poinviefv from which to judge the world
which can be said to constituter point of view; second, that our point of view @s t
be identified with what he calls our valuationas®m?** and finally, that we, in fact,
do act on the dictates of our valuational systeimceSwhat constitutes our valuational
system are those wants which we have deemed goadodhwhile, we can be
autonomous only when we act on those things whieh have judged good or

worthwhile.

%9 Watson, ‘Free Agency’, pp215-216.

40 pid, p220
“ Watson explains: “One’s evaluational system magdid to constitute one’s standpoint, the point of
view from which one judges the worldBid, p216.
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The understanding of the true or real self whictcestral to Watson’s view, and
which can in fact be traced to the Platonic vieviha self, is undoubtedly a divided
self. Importantly, Watson admits that while hiswieommits him to a divide between
reason and passion, it does not entail the rathsurd view that there can be no
interaction between reason and passion. He cldiatsii acknowledging such a split
we need not commit ourselves to wholesale dualisoutthe self or our motivations.
There is an undeniable interaction between theigassnd reason in that many of
the things we evaluate to be good or worthwhile @né/ judged to be good or
worthwhile precisely because they are our passiblese Alfred Mele agrees with
Watson claiming that ‘What we judge best (or béttepends significantly on what
we want and enjoy*? Typically, we value eating regular meals in patause this is
necessary for a healthy life, but in part we alatu& eating regular meals because we

enjoy them. Watson explains:

As central as it is to human life, it is not oftemted that some activities are valued only
to the extent that they are objects of the appetitbis means that such activities would
never be regarded as valuable constituents of oliie@swere it not for one’s
susceptibility to “blind” motivation independent ofie’s value§?

Despite this kind of interaction, it neverthelessnains central to accounts such as
Watson'’s that there is a very important sense,udsed above, in which there is a
split between the passions and reason. The spltemdral, as | have previously
explained, precisely because it is in virtue of thplit that the very possibility of an
action being autonomous, or free, arises for Watééatson claims:

...the distinction | have been pressing — that betwdesiring and valuing — does not
commit one to an inevitable split between Reasah Appetite. ... But the distinction
does commit us to the possibility of such a spfithere are sources of motivation
independent of the agent’s values, then it is jpbsdhat sometimes he is motivated to
do things he does not deem worth doing. This pdigiis the basis for the principle
problem of free action: a person may be obstruisekiis own will*

V. Manipulation Problems and Systems Division ModeSolutions

If an agent’s personal autonomy consists solellgignacting on his wants which are
values, what should we make of an agent whose wvahave been formed or
unambiguously shaped by external forces? Philogsplvbo are fond of outlandish

science-fiction scenarios offer, most commonlygesas which malevolent hypnotists

2 Mele, Autonomous Agentp6.
“3\Watson, ‘Free Agency’, p212.
“ Ibid, p213.
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or neurosurgeons give you your values, or wholltedeine the constitution of your
valuational system. While Watson’s account allowsaidistinguish between coerced
or compelled actions and free actions, when distsiung between free actions and
manipulated actions (in the sense just describeaksti’'s account appears impotent.
Since if all that is required on accounts such a$s@h’s is that we act on the dictates
of our valuational system, that is that we act froor rational evaluative point of
view, then the absurd conclusion follows that ewregases of manipulation we are
still autonomous. This, then, is the ‘Problem ofryfmilation’*® and it points to the
fact that any account such as Watson’s requirdbduiconditions which would help
Watson and his followers avoid the absurdity. Vasicandidates for plausible further
conditions which could be used to supplement adsosumch as Watson's have been

put forward.

Most notably, Gerald Dworkin proposes the notiorfpsbcedural independence’ in
his paper ‘Autonomy and Behaviour Contrl' Dworkin introduces the notion of
‘procedural independence’ as something which isdéumentally important when
discussing the notion of autonomy, and continuesargue for the relevance of
‘procedural independence’ in his bodkhe Theory and Practice of Autonamy
Dworkin defines the notion of ‘procedural indepemcks by explaining what the lack
of ‘procedural independence’ would amount to in tways. Firstly, according to

Dworkin:

An individual may identify or approve of his motti@nal structure because of an
inability to view in a critical and rational mannis situatiort.’

And, secondly:

... the identification with his motivations, or thbaice of the type of person he wants
to be, may have been produced by manipulation, fieece withholding of relevant
information, and so on. It may have been influenicedecisive ways by others in such
a fashion that we are not prepared to think o§ibaing his own choice. | shall call this
a lack of procedural independeriée.

If we as agents are to be considered autonomoas, th addition to the internal
conditions involving what motivates us to act frevithin our own mental complex,
our own internally motivating states which wouldné&r autonomy must also be

suitably free from external influences which midig considered to be autonomy

“5 See Christman, ‘Introduction’, p10; and Taylonttbduction’, p5.

6 Dworkin, ‘Autonomy and Behaviour Control’ afithe Theory and Practice of Autonomy.
" Dworkin, ‘Autonomy and Behaviour Control’, p25.

“8 bid, p25.
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undermining because they undermine procedural smbgnce. Drawing on
Dworkin’s negative account, what is needed to leolgYatson’s account of personal
autonomy in the face of the ‘manipulation problems’ a twofold ‘procedural
independence’ condition in which: (1) an agent’aleative system is not undermined
by a faulty rational or critical ability; and (2nagent’'s evaluative system has not
been formed purely as stipulated by some thirdypad in the cases of deception and
manipulation, as well as in cases where certagvegit information is withheld. The
aforementioned amendment to Watson’s account &ively simple to make, and |
see no reason why Watson would, at least in pri@cgisagree with the addition of
such a condition to his account. The ease with wbiech a condition could be made,
without resulting in any contradictions or changeghe basic Watsonian account,
suggests that while the problem of manipulationidde raised as an objection to the
Watsonian account, it need not necessarily lead usject the framework for internal

personal autonomy provided by his account.

VI. Rational Self-Control

Plato expressed the idea of inner division in thad@lrus myth, where the human soul’s
chariot is drawn by a bad black horse as well gsa white one, so that the charioteer
who hears the Platonic message has a straightfdrelasice between good and bad,
reality and illusion.

... He saw motives as divisible fairly easily intdioaal and irrational, serious and
illusory. Accordingly, a disciplined, ascetic way lde designated to subdue the bad
ones under the good ones was the only possibldiGullAristotle, as he gradually
developed a more Biological approach, abandonetb’Blaimple moral dualism. He
saw the need foan ideal that involved the whole person not justedached rational
faculty.

. Here, as might be expected, Darwin follows hinuggesting that morality
necessarily works to harmonise the motives thahawee actually got, rather than trying
to impose a quite new pattern. For Darwin, thiscobs and alarming workplace, this
muddle of conflict-ridden motivation emerging fragwolution,is still our home. It is
the only mind that we have. It is where we mustemalkr choices and exert our
freedom... Our conflicts are real, not illusory. Ctgedom must lie in becoming aware
of them and in learning to arbitrate them befter.

Recall that on both Frankfurt's and Watson’s act®upersonal autonomy is
explained in terms ddelf-control When we exercise self-control, on these accounts,
we are fully governed by the rational, deliberatamed evaluative aspects of our
consciousness. According to Frankfurt, the raticedf is responsible for determining

which of our competing motivational desires are nndy our own — in Frankfurt’s

9 Midgley, The Ethical Primatep178 (emphasis added).
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terms, the rational self is responsible for ‘idgmtig’ with or making a ‘decisive

commitment’ about which of her desires to act od which to reject. Frankfurt calls
complete and unanimous control by our alleged sek ‘wholeheartedness’, and
claims that in being wholehearted we exercise atoreomy:

His wholeheartedness means exactly that there lBninno endogenous desire to be
volitionally different than he is. Although he mhg unable to create in himself a will
other than the one he has, his will is free attléathe sense that he himself does not
oppose or impede .

Similarly, this commitment to the rational selfthg true or real self is argued for by
Watson when he claims that an agent’'s autonomy iesher ability to guide her
actions in light of her evaluational system, whistruled by reasor- Importantly,

according to Watson this rational self is the toueeal self:

One’s evaluational system may be said to constdn&Es standpoint, the point of view
from which one judges the wortd.

Both Frankfurt and Watson urge us to recognise féoe that we have our own
particular point of view from which we judge the ieh and that it is in light of our

ability to act on those evaluative judgments whidmstitute our own point of view
that we are able to exercise personal autonomyomarg to this view, then, what
distinguishes agents as autonomous agents ig/fiestliew of the self divided into at
least two unequal parts, one of which is to be saerthe true or real self; and
secondly, an ability to control the inner confligihich arise within their own mental
lives according to the dictates of the true or sesi.

Self-control on these accounts can thus be undetsds a positive endorsement of
our will by our rational evaluative true or reals. If what is definitive of the true

or real self is our rational deliberating and ewé#ike faculties, then all that is required
of the autonomous agent is that her rational, dediting and evaluative self is to be in

control of her will. Friedman explains this movefalows:

It is also sometimes claimed that the higher lesedl which does the critical reasoning
[or makes rational deliberations and evaluatioissthe “true” self, a status which is

evidently supposed to be what guarantees thatalriissessment makes motivation
truly self selected, and hence, the basis of aumwous choice>

*0 Frankfurt, ‘The Faintest Passion’, pp101-102.

L Watson, ‘Free Agency’'.

*2|bid, p216.

*3 Friedman, ‘Autonomy and the Split-Level Self’, p22
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At the heart of both of these accounts, then,diesssumption about the nature of the
true or real self. This assumption is largely basedvhat is widely considered to be a
common intuition — common at least amongst philbgop such as Kant and Spinoza.
More recently, Richard Moran has argued in favolithes intuition in his book

Authority and Estrangemefit Moran explains that, firstly:

For an agent to conceive diimself as capable of forming an intention and
implementing it (which, | take it, is necessaryctmceiving of him as an agent at all) he
must take his intentional action to be determingtib reasons.*

And, secondly:

The stance from which a person speaks with anyiapmathority about his belief or his
action is not a stance of causal explanation kaitstance ofational agency. In belief
as in intentional action, the stance of the rafiaggnt is the stance wheareasons that
justify are at issue, and hence the stance from whichdestares theauthority of
reasonover one’s belief and actich.

The plausible assumption at work here is that vihamportant about what Moran

calls ‘the specifically first person authority frowhich, in normal circumstances, a
person claims to speak his mind'or what Watson calls ‘one’s standpoint, the point
of view from which one judges the worlf,is reason. Reason here is to be
understood as the deliberating and evaluative ésmédhe psyche. The true or real

self on their accounts is thus to be identifiechvifte rational self.

According to Frankfurt and Watson, what makesmest truly who we arés our
rationality in the form of our evaluative capacignd all the other aspects of our
mental lives are, despite being ours in a liteealse, nevertheless to be seen as a kind
of external force which works against us. Self-colntor personal autonomy, thus
amounts to our being able to tame the beast wdhih assert control over all those
phenomena which are the product of our uncriticeinal nature. It is precisely this
idea of self-control advocated for the citizensha ideal republic by Plato:

Poetry has the same effect on us when it represertand anger, and the other desires
and feelings of pleasure and pain which normallgoagany our actions. It... makes
them control us when we ought, in the interestswfown welfare and happiness, to
control thent®

>4 Moran,Authority and Estrangement an Essay on Self-Knayeed
%5 |bid, p127 (emphasis added).

*%|bid (emphasis added).

> |bid, p124.

8 \Watson, ‘Free Agency’, p216.

59 Plato, The RepublicBook 10 [606], p384.
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Our animal selves are most typically to be idestifwith the passions. Our animal
nature is thought to be what underlies the passginsg rise to mental phenomena
such as instincts, urges, impulses, and cravingdiké) in cases where mental
phenomena (such as our values) motivate us, whertaimphenomena which are
determined by our animal or brute selves motivatewe are thought not to be in
control of ourselves. When | lash out angrily at dogtor in the grip of pain or in fear
of death, | do not act in such a way because | kaatiated lashing out to be in some
way a good or worthwhile action. On Frankfurt's anatson’s views, then, | can be
said to no longer be in control of myself with respto my angry outburst. As
rational beings, so the story goes, one of the gmynobstacles we have to overcome
in our lives is our very own brute animal self. Tdedf-control advocated by Frankfurt
and Watson seems, then, to amount to somethingHiebility to control the brute
forces of the passions with the power of reasoke Hlato, for Frankfurt and Watson,
if we lack sufficient control over our passionserthey pose a very real threat to our
personal autonomy in terms of self-control. As aotaous agents, on their pictures,
we must strive to have our reason win out and |§30ur passions in cases in which
our passions come into conflict with reason. Passsitor the autonomous agent, must
always be brought to subjugation under the dicsaipr of our rational, evaluative
self. And when the dictates of our brute animal ae# in tension with the dictates of
our rational, evaluative faculties, we must sttiweovercome or externalise our brute

animal self.

In her book,The Ethical PrimateMary Midgley argues against the overly rationalist
account of the self, which | have argued lies athibart of Frankfurt's and Watson'’s
accounts of personal autonomy, in favour of what tslinks of as a more naturalistic
account of the self. According to Midgley, in orderarrive at a robust and accurate
conception of the self we have to reject the ‘ismlaview of the self suggested by
those who, like Watson, attempt to narrow the $elfan idealised rational self.
According to Midgley:

[W]e have to reject... the no less unreal visionmfseptically isolated human essence,
a purely spiritual or intellectual pilot arbitrariet in a physical vehicle which plays no
part in his or her motivation... It has... landed ushva notion of our whole nature as
unintelligibly divided®

% Midgley, The Ethical Primatep159.
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| agree with Midgley that our so-called animal matbhas an important role to play in
the constitution of a human self: the very tensi@experience between the brute self
and the rational self is, to a large extent, whedings the human condition. But none
of these aspects of the self has any kind of logigarity nor do either of them have
a more legitimate claim to authority. On accounishsas Frankfurt’'s and Watson'’s it
is only when the battle is won by the rational skt we act autonomously, and it is

precisely this verdict which | suggest in chaptés false.

The struggle for personal autonomy cannot simplydbéned as the struggle for
power between the supposedly legitimate authofitgus rational, evaluative selves
and the supposedly illegitimate claims made byamumal, brute selves. If we want to
achieve a theory of personal autonomy in which ake tseriously the kinds of selves
human selves actually are, we cannot assume thattbonal evaluative faculties are
the only faculties which define who we are, or whitave any legitimate claim to
being constitutive of what we take our true or realves to be. Neither can we agree
with Frankfurt and Watson that simply allowing omepect of ourselves to rule
amounts to self-governance — for on such an acaoumidentity, which is comprised

of our whole self, animal and rational alike, isesy in some sense undermined.
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CHAPTER 2: DARK CORNERS OF THE SELF

In the previous chapter | discussed two of the rposminent and seemingly plausible
accounts of personal autonomy, in which the nobbrself-control plays a central
role, as put forward by Harry Frankfurt and Garyt¥da®* Common to both of these
accounts is the thought that there are multifari@ml independent denizens
comprising the self: we have rational, deliberataved evaluative faculties, brute
desires, impulses, urges and instincts. Formalwaitsof personal autonomy, such as
Frankfurt's and Watson’s, claim that what is esséribr the possibility of personal
autonomy is that only one of these denizens — ngroeir rational, deliberative and
evaluative faculty — has the authoritative powesoasted with what we would
consider our true or real self. When the authavapower of our real or true self
shines forth in our behaviour and actions, accgrdonthese accounts, we exercise
self-control — control asserted over our actionglgainder the authority of our true
self — and thus, personal autonomy. For Frankfodt \&/atson, then, my rational true
or real self must struggle against all the rog@eneints within my own psyche which
seek to undermine the authority and control of nagional, deliberating and

evaluative faculties.

In the introduction | pointed out that accountgpefsonal autonomy typically aim to
provide an explanation of both the nature of tHg& aed the conditions under which
that self exercises self-governance or self-mastbrythis chapter | will argue
explicitly that the accounts of the true self whishderlie these formal accounts of
personal autonomy are problematic. While talk ofeal or true self might hold
intuitive plausibility, Frankfurt's and Watson’s atacterisation, or delineation, of the
boundaries of the true self are too narrow: a mobeist account of the self reveals
that the true or real self cannot be reduced ttudsconly our rational, deliberative
and evaluative faculties. Moreover, it is my argabtéat to strive for a state in which
rational self-control is an expression of who wieetaurselves most truly to be leads
to a problematic and one-dimensional understandfraurselves. When self-control
Is our absolute ideal our personal autonomy, | @rgasts in self-suppression. It is
precisely this suppression which Nietzsche finddgegirable. | will argue in this

®1 Frankfurt 1971, 1988, 1999, 2006; Watson 19894200
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chapter that the personal autonomy is not bestacterised by self-suppression, or
ideally achieved through a one-dimensionality df. $&ather, | claim that if we are to

achieve a robust account of personal autonomy w& omderstand the self in more
holistic terms and thus establish a basis for gelfernance in which the ideal of

personal autonomy is both desirable and practieahjevable.

|. The True Self

Given that the notion of personal autonomy is dddately bound up with what it
means to be a self-governing individual, one of tiemtral issues involved in
establishing an account of personal autonomy ist wieatake the boundaries of that
self to be. As human selves we experience our @msaousness in a personal realm
— the realm of our own subjective experience. Tdwt that we are aware of our own
subjective experiences is what we most basicallgmvehen referring to ourselves as
self-aware beings. An important aspect of whas itol be a self-aware individual is
that we are never uncertain of who our conscioyperances belong to — they belong
to me, they are mine. When | talk about myselfpttvéhat | refer to is, at least in part,
the collection of conscious experiences which étak belonging to me, that is to say,
the conscious experiences which arg own Typically, when | refer to myself | also
refer to a number of things other than simply mgsmous experiences: | refer to my
actions, character traits, beliefs, values, gaais, preferences. The question of who |
am, of who my self is, thus refers to a complexdedspects, all of which | take as
belonging in some sense to me. Philosophers sudWason and Frankfurt have
viewed the self as divided most fundamentally subsets of this broad set of aspects
from which, they claim, we might identify not mered self, but a subset of that self

which they would be inclined to call theie or real self.

There is a commonplace intuition that lends itspsupto any such theorising about a
true or real self. The commonplace intuition isttva can distinguish between when
an agent’s actions and behaviours are a reflectiomho she really is from cases in
which an agent is not being herself; in which shaating in spite of herself. Consider
a mother who is generally a kind-worded and jusepia When suffering from severe
pain in the grip of a deadly disease, this mothesusharp and hurtful words to

unjustly discipline her children. Knowing this pgadiar mother’'s general behaviour
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patterns and character, | might be inclined to #at with regards to her new
behaviours she is not being herself. Certain cigtances in which we find ourselves
often put pressure on us to act out of charactéo act in spite of who we think we
really are. Suffering in what we call the ‘grip’ fefar and pain cause almost all people
to act in ways they would otherwise not want ta Aatnother becomes sharp with her
words and unjust in her actions, and soldiers wieccampassionate fathers are led to
commit acts of cruelty, while in the grip of fe@ur commonplace intuition, then, is
that there are cases in which our actions and heln@vare not a true reflection of

who we really or most truly are. In support of timtuition Watson claims that:

One measure of the strength of a desire is th@@aaity to claim one’s consciousness,
direct one’s fantasies, break one’s concentratiomther things. One finds it difficult
to keep one’s mind on one’s work because one kihpising of one’s lover, or of the
chocolate cake in the pantry, or of the cigarettethe market. The objects of these
desires tend to demand or dominate one’s atterdiespite oneseff.

Just as the bouncer can force you out of the roomrary to your will, so your
appetites and impulses might lead you where yonaidreally” want to bé>

And Frankfurt, in a similar vein, claims that:

Sometimes we do not participate actively in whaegg@n in us. It takes place,
somehow, but we are just bystanders to it. Thezeobsessional thoughts, for instance,
that disturb us but that we cannot get out of oeads; there are peculiar reckless
impulses that make no sense to us, and upon whiclveuld never think of acting.
There are hot surges of anarchic emotion that dsssdrom out of nowhere and that
have no recognizable warrant from the circumstaicesich they erupt?

Both Frankfurt and Watson suggest that what israétd the notion of our true or
real self iswho we take ourselves to lhen we are not subject to any autonomy
undermining forces, which they take to be both mk (in cases of coercion,
deception, or in life-threatening circumstanceg) external (addiction, overwhelming
emotion, mental disorders and indulgences). Acoglgli both Frankfurt and
Watsofi® suggest that we are most truly ourselves wherpitgethe multiplicity of
factors which might have influenced us, we can tbay our behaviours and actions
are the behaviours and actions we would want tdopar from an all-things-

considered point of view of who we take ourselves be. Drawing on this

62 \Watson Agency and Answerabilitpp71-72 (emphasis added).

%3 bid, p62.

® Frankfurt, Taking Ourselves Seriously and Getting it Rigip8-9.

% For Watson, remember, who we most truly are ismieined by the things we value in “a cool and
non-self-deceptive moment” (‘Free Agency’, p215r Frankfurt, “... since the will that moved him
to action was his wilbecause he wanted it to,lbee cannot claim that his will was forced upon loim
that he was a passive bystander to its constittit{tereedom of the Will and the Concept of a P&rso
p18)
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commonplace intuition in their accounts of persomaionomy, both Frankfurt and
Watson agree that who we madsuly are is to be identified with our rational,
deliberative and evaluative self — that is, whotale ourselves to be is based on our

rational evaluations.

In the classic 1944 film adaptation of Ernest Hengmiay’sTo Have and Have Npt
someone remarks to the main protagonist, playeldbyphrey Bogart, ‘You have to
excuse her, she is not herself’. To which Bogattiaracter replies: ‘Well, who is she
then?®® | think Bogart's question here is one which ligstlee very heart of my
concerns with Frankfurt's and Watson’s accounttheftrue or real self. According
to Frankfurt and Watson, when an agent is not tpdierself’ she is not autonomous,
and when an agent is not ‘being herself it is lbseashe is in some way (in her
actions and behaviours) being influenced by presswhich force her to act in ways
which she would reject from a rational all-thingsasidered view of herself. So for
Frankfurt and Watson, when my mother lashes oubanmacteristically, she does not
do so autonomously, because under the pressuremofnd pain she isot being
herself | think, however, that we, like Bogart, must a8ell, who is she then?’ |
think that this question points to a very seriousbpem for the commonplace intuition
about the true self supported by Frankfurt and WfatBogart’'s question raises a very
serious question about identity, or the unity & felf. What happens to the true self
when | am overwhelmed by an allegedly illegitimdesire? How and when do | get

my true self back? Who have | been while my truelses been displaced?

In her convincing paper ‘Autonomy and the Split-ee®elf’, Friedman explains the
move made Frankfurt and Watson when she says3péit level self theorists tell us,
in varying ways, that critical reflection [rationdéliberation and evaluation] is more
“truly of the self” than unassessed motivatibhimportantly, she goes on to ask what
exactly such theorists mean when they claim thateselement of the psyche is ‘more
truly of the self than any other element of thdtole psyche. | agree with her when
she claims that the notion of isolating certainnedats in our own psychological
make-up and referring to these as the only relevactiors when describing our
identity seems exceedingly arbitrary:

% To Have and Have N¢1944)
%" Friedman, ‘Autonomy and the Split-Level Self’, p23
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...itis unclear how one part of the self could berenouly that self than any other part.
And, in sheer ontological terms, it is far fromaléhow a part which is less than the
whole of something could nevertheless be more thdy (whole) thing than the whole
thing itself®

Moreover, | agree with her when she claims thaseéms that the very process
required for determining the elements which form titue self relies on an assessment
which can only be made in light of an understandihthere being some other prior,

whole self. Friedman explains:

The self who recognizes which part is its true selild only be the original whole self,
and this whole self continues to remain concepyudilitinct from the constituent part
which is regarded as its “true” self. ...[I]t is thole self, not the “true” self, which is
doing the “identifying” with that constituent regied as the “true” seff’

| think that Friedman’s line of questioning herevi®rth pursuing. | think it is

worthwhile to question the fundamental assumptiooua the constitution of the true
or real self which lies behind accounts of persamatonomy such as those put
forward by Frankfurt and Watson: we must ask hoyw @me part of the self could be

considered to be a more authentic expression bk#iathan the whole of that self.

Il. Rational Selves and Animal Selves

In the previous chapter | suggested that by clagntimat the rational self is more truly
the self than any other parts of that whole se#nkfurt and Watson are clinging,
wrongly | think, to a once highly influential dietition between reason and the

passions. Midgley explains in her bobke Ethical Primate

The notion of inner freedom is an old and poweofu, but its meaning has varied, just
like that of its political counterpart, according the various kinds of inner tyrant that
have been feared. Moralists from Socrates to Spiaozl Kant pointed above all to the
tyranny of the passions, urging us to free oursefvem it by the use of reason. And
they I7ig1ked this advice closely with the need teeftthe spirit from the tyranny of the
body.

| agree with Midgley and think that contemporarg@amts of personal autonomy still
harbour an assumption about the nature of thedrueal self which pays homage to
the traditional distinction between our animal sslvand our rational selves. On
contemporary accounts, such as Frankfurt's and &datsthe assumption about the
nature of the true or real self is not merely dgsee — that there is a division

between the rational and animal self — but therapsion carries with it a normative

% Friedman, ‘Autonomy and the Split-Level Self’, p28
*Ibid, pp28-29.
O Midgley, The Ethical Primatgpp157-158
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component — that the rational self is the mostentih expression of the true or real

self.

If we accept the normative component of contemporaccounts of personal
autonomy, then, we are committed to a view in wtilel whole self is divided into
two unequal parts only one of which is authentijcedipresentative of the true or real
self. Since only the rational self — comprising adeliberative and evaluative
processes — is to be identified with the true at self, all other mental content and
processes are considered to be of an animal & belit (such elements of the self are
often referred to as the passions). And this anondlrute self is, according to recent
accounts, something to be overcome or transcendedigh the process of self-
control. This brute or animal self is to be overeoon transcended because, unlike the
rational self, the brute self is not legitimatefpresentative of our alleged true or real
self. The ideal autonomous agent suggested by Hwsrints, then, is the agent who
strives always to live only in accordance with thetates of her rational self which
she takes to be the only legitimate expressioreotrue or real self.

This picture of the ideal autonomous agent isguar in many ways similar to what
Nietzsche sees as ‘the reduction of the beasteyf pman” to a tame and civilized
animal, a domesticated anim&¥'Since Nietzsche explains that the reduction of man
to a ‘tame’ and ‘civilized’ animal results in ‘tldegeneration and diminution of man
into the perfect herd animal’, it is quite clearn@ that Nietzsche rejects the picture
of the ideal autonomous agent which lies at thathefaFrankfurt's and Watson’s
accounts? It is my suggestion in this section, then, that tirormative distinction

between our brute or animal selves and our ratiselakes must be challenged.

Our rational, deliberative and evaluative faculuesloubtedly play an important part
in shaping the self. But they are not the only ingat shaping force of our whole

self. As persons, our whole self is rich with iflhice from a number of faculties — we
are unmistakably shaped by our instincts, impulggsjtions, urges, passions and
various subconscious driveglthough my rational, evaluative and deliberative

faculties play a large role in the constitutionvdio and what | take myself to be,

T(GMI: 11).
2(BG 203).
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there are a number of other important facultiescvldre also in many ways basic to
who | take myself to be. When we act or behave aysvdetermined by what we
might call our brute or animal self, we neverthelensider these actions or
behaviours, under normal circumstances, to be wur. &/hen | have certain bodily
urges, for example, | do not typically think of seeurges as not belonging to me.
More importantly, certain of my actions, behaviQucharacter-traits and most
importantly, preferences are instinctual and rgaatather than rational or calculated.
That | take myself to be a kind and brave person emjoys listening to rap music
and indulging in Spanish dancing, need not reqtiv@ | engage my rational,
deliberative or evaluative faculties. However, girning that these aspects of myself
are not constitutive of my real or true self, malrer true self appears in many
respects incomplete. Those aspects of myself whrehnot necessarily rationally
endorsed are fundamentally constitutive of who | @md who | take myself, most
truly, to be. Our rational self is only one part tok story that we can tell about
ourselves, but we misunderstand ourselves if we thiks story to be complete.
Clearly it is true that, under certain circumstanaee do want to say that our passions
or brute selves could get in the way of being timel lof person we want to be. But the
true self is more than just the rational selfsitmost properly to be seen as a whole
self. And being our whole self requires, of courgeind of balancing between the
competing motivational forces of our psyches, Ihig balance cannot be had by the

tyrannical rule of only one of the forces, nameaigson.

In On the Genealogy of MoralNietzsche distinguishes between what he calls the
master mode of evaluation and the slave mode dbiatvan. Agreeing with Richard
White, | take Nietzsche’s distinction between theaster and slave modes of
evaluation to be represented not simply in twoinlistkinds of persons (typified by
Nietzsche’'s Nobles and Priests), but as represeatatf two distinct ways of
understanding ourselvé$ Using the master's mode of evaluation Nietzsclaént

we value above all instinct and passion, while gighe slave’s mode of evaluation we
glorify rational reflection and reject passion andtinct. To this extent, Nietzsche
recognises the descriptive usefulness of the disbim which has been drawn between

man’s animal and rational nature. However, for d8ehe, the normativity of such a

3White, ‘The Return of the Master’.
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distinction is misguided. For him, reason and passire not properly seen as forces
which are diametrically opposed, but rather, asdsmhich are more properly seen as
intricately intertwined and of equal importancetie constitution of the individual.
Thus, Nietzsche claims that as autonomous indilsdwa cannot commit ourselves
solely to either the master or slave’s mode of @at#&n. To see ourselves as fully
master or fully slave poses the greatest thredlha@gpossibility of our being able to
achieve what he sees as the ‘highest splendousilgesfor man — that is, to our
sovereignty* For Nietzsche, these two opposing understandifgsrselves must be
brought together, harmonised and ultimately overom so doing we become for
Nietzsche ‘more whole human beings’ — the true @nstiof our own authentic s€f.

As sovereign individuals, according to Nietzséhe:

our ideas, our values, our yeas and nays, ournifshkats, grow out of us with the
necessity with which a tree bears fruit — related aach with an affinity to each, and
evidence obnewill, onehealth,onesoil, onesun!’

Like Nietzsche, Friedman questions the normatiwtirdition between the brute self
and the rational self, and suggests that it is |prohtic to declare only one aspect of

our nature to be representative of our allegeddrueal self:

What ontological importance could there be in thet f(if it is a fact) that the self
happens to regard some feature of herself as hae"“self or to “identify” with it?
Such identification may be merely a matter of hopeason regards herself. Her view
that a part of her self is her “true” self, or tihat identity does reside in this part rather
than that, does not necessarily bring it about ttiatpart is her true self, or is the basis
of her identity’®

Rather than identifying the true or real self widason, and characterising it as
essentially pitted against an illegitimate bruteaarmal self, in following Friedman

and Nietzsche it is my suggestion that the selftrhassiewed in a more unified way.
Since our very identity as agents encompasses balevself, what we take the true
or real self to be cannot be identified with anythiess than the whole of that self.
Here, the brute self and rational self must in s@®ese work coherently together

within us.

“(GM I).

5 (BG 257).

T(GM II: 2).

"(GM Preface: 2).

8 Friedman, ‘Autonomy and the Split-Level Self’, p29
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[ll. Externalisation and Rejection

Although | have taken issue with Frankfurt's andt8éa’s characterisation of the
self, | think that Frankfurt and Watson have preddsome plausible structural
conditions for determining when an agent could éscdbed as exercising autonomy.
In the previous chapter, | explained that Frankélescribes autonomy in terms of a
distinction between what he calls first and secorter desires, while Watson, on the
other hand, explains autonomy in terms of what éessas a partition within the
psyche between motivational systems and evaluatystemsOf central importance
to both of these accounts is the characteristidalipnan capacity not only tbave
certain higher-order or overarching guiding pritegand values, but to assert some
form of control over the actions we perform in therld becauseof them. The sense
of control gained via the higher-order or evalugtguiding principles and values is
thought to be exclusively human, because of ougueiability to engage in the
process of critical reflection on our initial respes to the worl& The process of
critical reflection allows us to asses those basgponses, or blind desires; to form
opinions about them and in some instances evergehtiiem. Such a suggestion is, |
think, intuitively plausible, even if we reject, hsvill suggest we should, Frankfurt's
and Watson’s particular accounts of self-contra @xternalisation. In ‘How to
Harden Your Heart’, Amelie Rorty elegantly highlighthe plausibility of this

suggestion:

Sanity and decency consist in achieving a refletfieritical balance among all these
deep-seated and contrary tendencies. Any normaopeis in principle notionally

capable of monitoring and adjusting them. But thditg to achieve a finely attuned

balance among them depends on an individual’s itotish and on the vicissitudes of
experiencé?

In this respect, the autonomous agent for Nietzsehembles remarkably closely the
autonomous agent as understood by Frankfurt anddiain The Will to Power

Nietzsche claims:

Indeed, where the plant ‘man’ shows himself strebgme finds instincts conflict
powerfully... but are controlled.

For Frankfurt, Watson, and Nietzsche, autonomoestagorm values or higher order

desires on the basis of their blind, or first ordéesires. But these values are not

" Frankfurt ‘Freedom of the Will and the Concepad®erson’; Watson, ‘Free Agency’.
8 Rorty, ‘How to harden your heart’, p287.
8 (WP 966).
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simply formed as copies of these blind desires. phecess of forming values
involves the agent selecting and affirming somadliesires over others which may
conflict with them®* Where Frankfurt and Watson differ from Nietzschewever, is

in their respective suggestions about what is foretdally involved in this process

by which agents come to form their values or seardér desires.

For Frankfurt and Watson, once we have selectechiinched certain of our desires,
the residual desires which conflict with our endodrslesires are to be seen as rogue
mental elements which have no role in the con&itudf our selves. They are not
constitutive of our true or real selves for Framkfand Watson because we have not
selected and endorsed them in the process of fgrrour values. Frankfurt and
Watson claim that for autonomous agents this psooésalue formation will involve
our rational, true or real self winning the war iaga all the alleged rogue elements
within our psyche through externalisation, reject@nd denial. They agree that in
order to be autonomous we must externalise all cdspef ourselves which are
contrary to who we rationally take ourselves tofbe such aspects have no legitimate
authority for us. If we are unable to externalisese rogue motives and impulses,
which do not stem from our real selves, according-tankfurt and Watson our
personal autonomy is undermined. Frankfurt explahm®swv internal pressure
undermines our personal autonomy succinctly inféflewing passage from ‘Taking

Ourselves Seriously*

Let us suppose that a certain motive has beentedjes unacceptable. Our attempt to
immunize ourselves against it may not work. Thestaace we mobilize may be
insufficient. The externalized impulse or desireynsaicceed, by its sheer power, in
defeating us and forcing its way. In that cabe,outlaw imposes itself upon us without
authority, and against our wilf*

And Watson claims:

Here the opposition is not between you and anothérpetween you — that is, your
evaluative judgment — and your other desires. Hehe, “other” is your own

motivation. This kind of conflict presents an issoé self-control rather than
deliberation because hermsubordinate desires ardo be resisted In these

circumstances, their claims lack authoffty.

According to Frankfurt, when we encounter any roglements within our own

psyche — those which do not submit to the rulenefrational self — we must strive to

8 Thanks to Tom Martin for useful discussions orsthissues.
8 Frankfurt, Taking Ourselves Seriously and Getting it Right
#bid, p14 (emphasis added).

8 WatsonAgency and Answerabilitp62 (emphasis added).
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‘dissociate ourselves from them’, rather than agtiéamg to incorporate them into our

conception of ourselves:

That is, we dissociate ourselves from them and segkevent them from being at all
effective. Instead of incorporating them, we exaédime them... They are outlawed and
disenfranchised. We refuse to recognise them amgsofor deciding what to think and
what to do... even if an externalized desire turnistowbe irresistible, its dominion is
merely that of a tyrant. It has, for us, no legitmauthority’®

On the Frankfurtian model, an individual is notadmous either when he is not
wholehearted with respect to his volition or whendtts on a desire which he has
externalised: although non-wholehearted volitionsxdernalised desires form part of
what Freidman refers to as the whole self, theyrag according to Frankfurt’s
account, an expression of the true self. Frankfildims that when such an
externalised element is successfully manifestézlsticcessful because it has in some
sense ‘defeated us’ and imposed ‘itself upon usiowit authority, and against our
will'. 8 In a similar vein, Watson argues that in cases@/h& come up against rogue
desires which cannot be brought under the confrodason (or as Watson calls them,
our ‘evaluative judgments’) we are to resist anjdatesuch elements as being part of

the true or real self. According to Watson:

The possibility | have in mind is rather that wiette is disposed to say or judge is
temporarily affected by the presence of the désirguch a way that, both before and
after the “onslaught” of the desire, one judge$ tha desire’s object is worth pursuing
(in the circumstances) whether or not one has #s&el In this case one is likely, in a
cool moment, to think it a matter for regret thaedad been so influenced and to think
thatone should guard againdesires that have this propefty.

According to Frankfurt and Watson, through disstera and externalisation we
declare that these rogue elements are externab,t@nd as such we declare that
certain elements of ourselves are not constitutf’eour true or real selves. By
rejecting and resisting the allegedly rogue eleseftour mental empire, according
to Frankfurt and Watson, we take responsibilitydetermining the boundaries of our
true or real self. In short, we declare that thipriecisely where the boundary between

self and other lies.

Frankfurt’'s and Watson’s claim that maintainingoanenitment to legitimate authority
of the rational self holds some intuitive plaustjl however, | think that it is

nevertheless problematic. Let me explain by medms@xample: let's say | give in

8 Frankfurt, ‘Taking Ourselves Seriously’, p10.
¥bid, p14.
8 Watson, ‘Free Agency’, p214 (emphasis added).
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to my temptation to eat a tender and well-prepaiede of steak when the option is
presented to me, despite my evaluative commitnmeebeing a vegetarian for ethical
reasons. On Frankfurt’'s and Watson’s accounts, Wiggve in to such a temptation,
my true self (my rational, evaluating self) hasreadermined, and as such, | am not
only acting in spite of myself or not being mysélm also not acting autonomously.
In Frankfurt's and Watson’s accounts of self-cohtly engaging in the process of
value formation, what they see as the creatioh@tiue or real self, our identities are
seen as divided into parts which are pitted aganetanother. This is, in some sense,
accurate — it captures an agent’s psychologicaliggmicely. The solution suggested
to this psychological struggle, for Frankfurt an@dtdbn, is achieved when we identify
our true or real selves with only one of thesegartd reject or deny the fact that any
other parts of ourselves are really an expressiowlm we most truly are. This
picture, | think, is less accurate. It is my sudggesthat in attempting to resolve the
internal conflict in the manner suggested by Frartkdnd Watson, agents face a great
danger — the danger of self-deception and the ldisso of psychological integrity. |
will explore this view further in the following stan of this chapter and in the final
chapter of this thesis, but will say here very tyi¢hat the form of self-deception |
am referring to is explained by Bernard Reginsteembodied by the agent who fails

to acknowledge that her true self is constitutedhéywhole self:

Self-deceptionit should be pointed out, is not just a caseeteption(i.e. deception
about oneself). Deception is a lack lofowledge while self-deception is a lack of
acknowledgmenof what, ‘deep down,” one knows, or believesh®true. Deception
cuts the agent off from reality but, unlike selfedption, it causes no split within the
agent’s self. What Nietzsche finds troubling abself-deception is precisely sushlf-
division®

Similarly, this form of self-deception is explainbg Midgley as the failure of an

agent to acknowledge all the aspects of herselflwbomprise her whole self as

being constitutive of her true self:

| am suggesting that self-deception arises becaesgee motives which are in fact our
own as alien to us and refuse to acknowledge tfids.is not an isolated event, but is
one possible outcome of a very common and pervaisiner-dialogue, in which
aspects of the personality appear to exchange véswi§ they were separate people.
We are used to this interchange between alternatingds or viewpoints. (If we were
not, we should probably find it much harder to disssome of them, because it would
be harder to separate them from our official seimeke first place’

8 Reginster ‘Nietzsche oRessentimergnd Valuation’, p298.
% Midgley, Wickednes$119.
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IV. The Gothic Self

If we take the claims made by Friedman, Midgley &hdtzsche, discussed in the
previous section seriously, it seems rather pectdissay, as Frankfurt and Watson
do, that our autonomy is diminished when some ehtn@ our whole self
successfully trumps all other elements of that sarhele self. It seems even more
problematic to say, as Frankfurt and Watson dd,itharder to exercise our personal
autonomy we should externalise, reject and dissoaarselves from all the elements
within our psyche which do not conform to the dietaof our rational, deliberative
selves. It is my suggestion that this concerndiethe heart of various matters which
were of great interest to a number of Victorian &uthic authors. Authors such as
Wilde, Dickens, Shelle} and Stevenson (to name but a few) explore notidrish
bring into question the legitimacy of considerirgytain aspects of ourselves, which
have been rejected in accordance with overarchiimgiples, as less truly part of
ourselves. In particular, these authors began pdoex this issue through the concept
of what is termed thdoppelganger a sinister double of an individu&lOne of the
most useful explorations of tleoppelgangeiconcept for my purpose here, which is
specifically to do with the notion of personal audmy, is found in Stevenson’s

classic,The Strange Case of Dr Jekyll and Mr Hyde

The basic plots of various novels exploring thevamoentioned themes, such as that
of Jekyll and Hydeor Frankenstein have found fame in non-literary circles as
children’s stories or have been used as descriptivaded catchphrases. People often
mistakenly refer to Frankenstein as the Golem whs sparked to life by lightning,
and use Jekyll and Hyde as an almost Homeric apithen referring to people with a
split personality or bipolar disorder. The problanth these non-literary adoptions is
that they are prone to provide reinterpretatioreg thiss the subtle moral nuances
which are of fundamental importance in the textsntkelves. This is particularly
telling in the case adekyll and Hydgefor the novel itself is not intended as a guide-
book for diagnosing mental disorders, or as a wariabout how monstrous we may

well become when we give into the temptation of sunful natures. When we

%1 See especiallreat Expectations, The Mystery of Edwin DrgBitkens),FrankensteinShelley)
andThe Picture of Dorian Graywilde).

92 For further reading see Thompson, Voller and Fr&ukhic Writers: A Critical and Biographical
Guide.
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understand the novel itself, what is most appa@md, indeed most alarming, is that
the warning from Stevenson is not that we all hthe potential to become Hyde
when we give in to temptation. Rather, the warnimghat if we, like Dr Jekyll,
attempt to wholly separate ourselves from the Huytiech dwells in each of us, we
are simply denying something fundamental aboutwauy nature — about our very
identity — and this can only be ultimately detrirte@énfor ourselves. In order to
understand the ways in which this warning is radévi@ the notion of personal
autonomy and, in particular, the problems encoedtein both Frankfurt's and
Watson'’s accounts, we will need to examine the temsmnifestation of this warning

in the novel itself.

From the outset of the novel, Dr Jekyll is awarehohself as a deeply divided
individual. His division, | suggest, should be sesnmanifesting at what Frankfurt
would call the second order volitional level andhwm what Watson would call our
evaluational system, rather than as a division wogubecause of a kind of weakness
of the will. Dr Jekyll can be described as havimgo tradically different and
diametrically opposed higher order or evaluativiwese both of which he seems to

identify with. Jekyll claims to this effect:

...though so profound a double-dealer, | was in msse hypocrite, both sides of me
were in dead earnest; | was no more myself whadldside restraint and plunged in
shame, than when | laboured in the eye ofday.

Dr Jekyll, then, is what Frankfurt would call amaient in that he experiences a
volitional division which prevents him from having unified identity, which
Frankfurt thinks prevents us from saying that thieréa certain truth about him at
all’.°* Stevenson, however, seems in my opinion to be idgawto question this

assertion made by Frankfurt when he has Dr Jelgilinc

| saw that, of the two natures that contended withe field of my consciousness, even
if | could rightly be said to be either, it was pilecause | was radically both.

What Stevenson does however seem to agree wittkflaraabout, with regards to the
notion of ambivalence, is that such a division seéonat least hinder the ambivalent
individual's ability to achieve certain of his geabr to follow a single overarching

life plan at all. Dr Jekyll himself admits with ragls to his internal division that: ‘this

% StevensoriThe Strange Case of Dr Jekyll and Mr Hyp@6.
% Frankfurt, ‘The Faintest Passion’, pp99 - 100.
% StevensoriThe Strange Case of Dr Jekyll and Mr Hyp@7.
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incoherency of my life was daily growing more uneehe’®® In an attempt to
explore the complete polarity of selves which Jekyberiences within himself, we
see Jekyll's interest turn to performing experirsemhich aim to utterly separate the
two sides of his nature. Dr Jekyll attempts to peclais dual nature, what Frankfurt
would call his ambivalence, by externalising certaspects of himself associated
with only one side of nature. In order to do soattempts to wholly separate one half
of his nature and thereby create what he constdebe an entirely separate person,
Hyde. In the manifestation of Hyde as a separativitiual to Jekyll, Stevenson
describes clearly the fundamental changes in tlysigdl characteristics of the body
which these two individuals share. In her bddkckednessMidgley explains the
significance of the physical alteration in the JEKyde split: without an
understanding of a physical change in either tliegueof Jekyll or Hyde we typically
have difficulty in understanding how either Jekgtl Hyde could really be seen as

radically different persons. Midgley explains:

The disadvantages of oscillating violently in tivay are obvious, and in fact if we
find people who seem to do it we tend to look ferexplanation in some oscillation of
their physical state. Without this extra factorjsthard to see how the oscillator's
clarity of vision can really be maintainéd.

Initially, once separated, Jekyll no longer asgesidimself with any of the activities
performed by Hyd& He has become a wholly separate individual andeti® no
longer a need for him to see any of his Hyde-likalijies as in any sense part of his
true or real self. This dissociation of Jekyll frattyde exhibits precisely the kind of
externalisation of desires or volitions suggestedtankfurt's and Watson’s accounts
of self-control. Frankfurt explains this clearly @&hhe says:

Some of the psychic raw material that we confroat/rbe so objectionable to us that
we cannot permit it to determine our attitudes endviour. We cannot help having a
dark side. However, we are resolved to keep it frpoducing any direct effect upon
the design and conduct of our liv&s.

What Jekyll, however, begins to realise after hist Spontaneous transformation into
Hyde, is that despite his dissociation from Jelifde remains inextricably bound to
him. | think that it is plausible to say that imalising this, Jekyll catches a glimpse of

his own self-deception. In his attempt to whollypaeate himself from Hyde he

% StevensorThe Strange Case of Dr Jekyll and Mr Hyd80.

" Midgley, Wickednessp118.

%It was Hyde, after all, and Hyde alone, that \aity”. StevensonThe Strange Case of Dr Jekyll
and Mr Hyde p83.

% Frankfurt, ‘Taking Ourselves Seriously’, p10.
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thought, like Frankfurt and Watson, that he cowddlate some components of his
whole self and declare that these aspects no langigrbelonged to him. | suggest
that in practicing this kind of self-deception, ykkook the first step on a path that
would ultimately lead to the dissolution of his plglogical integrity.

Jekyll now begins to see the danger of attemptmglissociate himself altogether
from his Hyde-like qualities, claiming: ‘I began $py a danger that, if this [division]

were much prolonged, the balance of my nature ntightermanently overthrow’

It is in this claim made by Stevenson that we begimnealise the danger inherent in
the process of dissociation — a danger alluded yopbychoanalysts in their

discussions surrounding the repression of certaythgc elements by our censoring
and relegating certain desires, or perhaps evesr atlental elements, to the realm of

the unconsciou®!

At a later point in Stevenson’s narrative JekyHadivers that Hyde is wanted for the
murder of a high ranking official. Jekyll makes attempt at a more total kind of
suppression of the part of his nature which heiptesly transferred into the person of
Hyde. The attempt is successful for a short peoiolg, and eventually Jekyll admits:
‘I was still cursed with my duality of purpose; aad the first edge of my penance
wore off, the lower side of me... so recently chaircemvn, began to growl for
license’!%? The difficulty experienced by Jekyll in trying 8uppress Hyde, and the
sympathy we feel for Jekyll, is rooted in the fdwt we seem to understand what it is
like to face the same difficulty when trying to pu@ss certain elements of ourselves.
This difficulty is what the Victorian and Gothicthors point to in their discussions of

the dual nature of the self.

It is the difficulty in overcoming this duality ofelf that should alert us to the
problems inherent in Frankfurt's and Watson’s sggg notion of self-control. The
difficulty we all experience with dissociation — g&ither trying to suppress or rid
ourselves entirely of certain desires or volitichgaises again the two important

points which form the foundation of Friedman’s aiens to the accounts of the true

1% stevensonThe Strange Case of Dr Jekyll and Mr Hyp83.
191 5ee Freud'sntroductory Lectures on Psycho-Analysis
192 stevensonThe Strange Case of Dr Jekyll and Mr Hyp@6.
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self which underlie both Fankfurt and Watson’s arte. Firstly, it will sometimes be
wholly impossible for us to suppress certain eletmehour whole self with which we
simply cannot identify. What this means is that/east in some circumstances, we
can be accused of undermining our own autonomyrtoerof the fact that we act in
accordance with some part of ourselves which weatoconsider to be our alleged
true selves, but which must nevertheless be thoaglas part of our whole self.
Secondly, if it is indeed only with difficulty thate are able to suppress (if we are
able to at all) some element of our whole self thatdo not wish to consider as part
of our true self, it is again unclear in what wag should consider this alleged true

self to be more truly an expression of ourselves tihe whole self.

It is at this point, then, that we come to underdt&tevenson’s warning in its entirety,
and we can see that it implies something far grélvan the rejection of selective
identification and dissociation purely on the grdsirof their difficulty to achieve.

Stevenson’s ultimate warning is that when we exi&a certain elements of
ourselves, in ways recommended by Frankfurt andstvatthe result is a certain one-
dimensionality of character and, moreover, actukdhds to the loss of potential to
ever be an integrated and authentic self. Whene@smn explains that ‘Utterson
knew he was looking on the body of a self-destro¥f€e is giving us far more than
a euphemism for the fact that Jekyll/Hyde had coiteahi suicide. Rather, he is
expressing the very essence of the moral of hiy:stibat because, ‘man is not truly
one, but truly two...and | hazard a guess that madlnutimately be known for a mere

polarity of multifarious, incongruous and indepemddenizens*®* we are denying

something of fundamental importance about the pat@iour self when we engage in

the process of dissociation.

We cannot then, if we take Stevenson’s warningossly, agree that we could
achieve personal autonomy by adopting Frankfuli/atson’s models, which require
that we reject or externalise parts of our wholl. SEhe ‘inner harmony®® (the

harmony Frankfurt associates with being wholehdaréhich would result from this

could only be seen as an inner harmony committeddonstant war within the self —

193 stevensonThe Strange Case of Dr Jekyll and Mr Hypé7.
1% bid, p76.
195 Frankfurt, ‘Taking Ourselves Seriously’, p17.

41



and this would be akin to a kind fafrcing ourselves to be the kind of person that we
want to be, rather than simpbeingthe kind of person we want to BE.If we take
the moral of the story presentedDm Jekyll and Mr Hydeo heart, then we should
move to an account of personal autonomy which alloler self-governance
understood in terms of the whole self, and not igems self-control understood in
terms of only one part of the whole self which vemsider to be more that self than
its whole. For it is only when we take into accotim true nature of the whole self
that we can achieve the ‘integration’ and ‘*harmoaf/the self properly associated

with self-governance.

1% This would give rise to the kind of inauthentiagen discussed by Sartre, or the man of
Ressentemenliscussed by Nietzsche — | will discuss this itaidlén the final chapter of my thesis.
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CHAPTER 3: THE SOVEREIGN INDIVIDUAL

So far | have argued against the accounts of parsantonomy advanced by
Frankfurt and Watson on the grounds that they pi®vus with problematic
understandings of both the self and self-governancinis chapter, | will suggest that
Nietzsche’s account of personal autonomy, as indadrfoy his characterisation of the
sovereign individual, is able to avoid these protde Nietzsche’'s sovereign
individual, | suggest, is explained most clearlyNwgtzsche inOn the Genealogy of
Morals and in his proposition of the doctrine of eterredurrence. The strength of
Nietzsche’s account of the sovereign individuagrdue, is rooted in the fact that
Nietzsche explains what is valuable about the sagerindividual in terms of the
notions of both autonomy and authenticity. Throbgth Alexander Neham¥¥ and
David Cooper'$® explication of the suggestion made by Nietzscla¢ you must ‘Be
what you are!’, and in my explication of the doogriof eternal recurrence, | argue in
this chapter that the Nietzschean picture of thvesgn individual provides us with a
more attractive alternative to Frankfurt's and Wats characterisation of the ideal
autonomous agent. | will explore the three definifegtures of the sovereign
individual as explained by Nietzsche in terms eff-sreation, narrative integrity and
individual style. Finally, it is my suggestion thilietzsche’s sovereign individual
embodies a richer conception of both agency andnamy than the autonomous

agent in accounts put forward by Frankfurt and \Mats

[. Autonomy and Authenticity

In order to understand ourselves as human agentajgects or as persons, there are
a great number of attributes, capacities and aslitwvhich require thoughtful
explanations. Personal autonomy and authenticiéy keoth concepts which arise
precisely in the context of providing these kindseaplanations. The notion of
personal autonomy has more typically been discussiih the analytic tradition of
philosophy while, on the other hand, the notionaathenticity has usually been

explored within the continental tradition. Whilestdifferences between these notions

197 Nehamas, ‘How One Becomes What One Is’.
198 Cooper Authenticity and Learning
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could be explained by making reference to somelesunatances, | think that it is of
some importance to my project to note the simiksit- particularly because of the
extent to which these notions overlap in Nietzsglofiaracterisation of the sovereign

individual.

When referring to persons, we typically use theamobf authenticity to refer to what
can be seen as aeal mode of existencene in which a person lives their life in
such a way that they might be considered to haea leie to themselves. What is
required for authenticity, at least in part, is tbem of freedom agents are thought to
gain by exercising the kind of personal autononuystussed in the first chapter. In
The Gay SciencdNietzsche suggests that in order to be true teaiwes, in order to
become sovereign individuals, we must listen to @anscience which shouts, ‘You
must become who you ar€® This idea of being true to oneself, which lieshet very
heart of Nietzsche’s understanding of the sovereidividual, however, might seem
ambiguous and thus requires some explanation théidea of being true to oneself
can be, and indeed has been, understood in a nwwhbays.

According to Charles Guignon in his popular b&xk Being Authentic

[T]he contemporary ideal of authenticity directauyto realize and be that which you
already are, with the unique, definitive traitseally there within yot°

According to this ideal of authenticity, we alrealdstve a defining essence buried
deep within us, and it is only in being true tostessence — by giving expression to all
the traits and dispositions which are already thatkin us — that we can exercise our
authenticity. From literature to self-help booke tords of Shakespeare’s Polonius
‘To thine own self be trué** have been invoked in support of this view of
authenticity. Cooper thus refers to this view as ‘Polonian View'>? He explains

that on such a view what is required for authetytiid that we turn our gaze inwards
on ourselves and discover who we really are. Whanwst truly are, is thus assumed
to already lie within us, easily identifiable thgiu self-reflection and in a sense
ready-made. The Polonian view thus understandseatitity as a project of my

uncovering and expressing what is already therbimvine. The Polonian assumption

199(Gs 270)

119 Guignon,On Being Authentj3.

111 shakespeard¢jamle Act 1, scene 3, 78.
112 Cooper Authenticity and Learningp8.
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made about the nature of the true or real self sggima facieto be the very same
assumption which lies at the heart of Nietzschankiurt's and Watson’s accounts of
personal autonomy. On Frankfurt's and Watson’s aetxy when the authoritative
power of our true or real self shines forth in dehaviour and actions, we exercise
self-governance. For Nietzsche, the suggestion emoiming who we are seems
intuitively compatible with finding who we are ah@y there within us and simply

giving that deeply buried self expression.

Frankfurt and Watson, however, claim that rathemtlsimply uncovering a pre-
existing true self lying deep within ourselves, meist play an active role in the
formation or constitution of ourselves — we mustifelved in some form of self-
control in which we are responsible not only folf-seodification, but self-creation
(recall that we are responsible for creating oweselfor Frankfurt and Watson
because by selectively identifying with certainexdp of ourselves we determine for
ourselves the boundaries of our true or real sAlfifonomy, according to Frankfurt
and Watson, is not something that simply happersgémts, thus a request for active
control in the form of self-creation seems relevanthe establishment of an agent as
autonomous. Nietzsche finds similar fault with B@aonian view of authenticity, and
to this extent his views are compatible with thqed forward by Frankfurt and
Watson. Nietzsche agrees that a form of self-aveas required for the project of
becoming who one is. Much like Frankfurt's and V@ats autonomous persons,
sovereign individuals, on Nietzsche's account, torebe thought of as actively
asserting control over or governing themselvesuochsa way as to make their actions
and lives their own. IThe Gay Scienddietzsche claims:

We, however, want to become those we are — humanmgdevho are new, unique,
incomparable, who give themselves laws, who crémselves’

So for Frankfurt and Watson, the process of sa&iton amounts to the ability to
exercise self-control. In the previous chapterspl@ned that, according to Frankfurt
and Watson, our real or true self is constitutedooy rational, deliberative and
evaluative faculties. Since our true self is cdosd by our rational self, on
Frankfurt’'s and Watson’s accounts, my true or sedl must struggle against all the

rogue elements within my own psyche which seekrndeunine the authority and

113(GS 338).
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control of the rational, deliberating and evaluatifaculties which constitute who |
most truly am:** According to Frankfurt and Watson, in order tothe to ourselves
we must reject, externalise and fight against afieats of ourselves which do not
bend to the authority of the narrowly defined tegdf. Only when we are successful
in this war do Frankfurt and Watson think that waeda achieved the kind of inner
harmony and coherence which is thought to accompeliycreation. In the previous
chapter, | argued that the kind of self-control @zhted by Frankfurt and Watson in
fact amounted to a form of self-suppression, wipobvides us with an undesirable
picture of inner harmony which they claim is todmhieved by resistance, eviction or

denial.

Where Nietzsche disagrees with Frankfurt and Watsbbowever, is in his

understanding of what is involved in the processadf-creation. Nietzsche, who is
sceptical about the very notion of a true or redd, $hinks that the commitment to
such a struggle is futile and can never lead tokthe of freedom or inner harmony
Frankfurt and Watson ideally associate with autopndh For Nietzsche, there are
deeply ingrained aspects of our selves which anetrale to our character or
personality. Nietzsche agrees that the processtaispective self-reflection reveals
these aspects, putting them on display for us t&en@ur own evaluations. These
aspects, however, are not understood by Nietzsshmeaely historically accurate
pieces of information about ourselves which we miayply choose to reject in their

entirety. According to Nietzsche rhe Gay Science

There is no trick which enables us to turn a padue into a rich and overflowing one;
but we can reinterpret its poverty into a necessityhat it no longer offends us when
we see it and we no longer sulk at fate on its aetd®

[I. Acknowledgment and Integrity

For Nietzsche, in order to be sovereign individweésmust strive to be self-creating —

authentic and autonomous. In order to understanat Wiretzsche means by a self-

14 As | have argued in the previous chapters.

M5 «Nijetzsche is, first, consistently hostile to tetaphysics of the self encouraged by Polonian talk
to the idea of a self which persists, unchangetsiassence, through the vicissitudes of life, laidden
perhaps from view. Such a self is as mythical fatische as it had been for Hume; hence his
references to the ‘false substantializing of tig dnd to the wrong-headed view that the selhis t
source of thought when, on the contrary, it isotigh thought that the “I” is posited’. (28).” Coape
Authenticity and Learningppl13-14.
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creating or sovereign individual, both Cooper aneh&mas suggest that it is most
illustrative to turn to Nietzsche’s suggestion tlate must become what one is’. For
Nietzsche, in order to achieve the status of arexye individual, we must actively be
engaged in the project of becoming who and whaaree Both Nehamas and Cooper
suggest that, for Nietzsche, in ‘becoming whatishene is involved in some form of
active self-governance. Similarly, for Emerson,eassg our authenticity requires a
kind of self-reliance in which we fully embrace wh@ are as individuals, and thus
be who we are. Emerson, in his famous piece ‘SeliaRce’, claims rather

dramatically:

Society everywhere is in conspiracy against thehunad of every one of its members.
Society is a joint-stock company, in which the mensbagree, for the better securing of
his bread to each shareholder, to surrender thestyikand culture of the eater. The
virtue in most request is conformity. Self-reliarisats aversion. It loves not realities
and creators but names and customs... Absolve yourself to ydiuraad you shall
have the suffrage of the world.

Like Emerson, for Nietzsche, the idea of self-doeats intricately linked to the idea
of non-conformity to the values and ideals of sgciat large. By conforming to
society’s values and ideals, Nietzsche suggestswiadeny something which is
fundamental to our nature as human beings — th#tascapacity to derive our values
for ourselves. For Nietzsche, what poses the bigdmsger to the possibility of our
becoming self-creating or sovereign individualsiaé that we should subscribe to or
even endorse the values and ideals advocated hgtysoor any other source of
authority for that matter, the biggest danger iat e may find ourselves having
slipped into an unreflective acceptance of thedeegaand ideal$:® Nietzsche’s
claim that we should be self-creating individuads ¢hus initially be seen as a call to
reflect on our existence and the values and idedlch lie at the core of this
existence. According to Nietzsche, unreflectivebcepting transmitted values and
ideals can lead to us making equally unreflectiseeasments and evaluations about
aspects of our selves and thus, we may find ouwrseslipping into comfortable
unreflective understandings of our selves — fortadiehe this is a most dangerous

threat to our sovereignty. Bchopenhauer as Educatiretzsche claims:

The man who would not belong to the mass needstordgase being comfortable with
himself; he should follow his conscience which gloat him: ‘Be yourselfgei du
selbs}; you are not really all that which you do, thimkd desire now*™

117 Emerson, ‘Self-Reliance’, p261.[Sic.]
118 See CooperAuthenticity and Learningy4.
119 NjetzscheSchopenhauer as Educatdr (Hollindale, p127).
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In On the Genealogy of MoraldNietzsche examines a psychological condition in
which agents experience what he caissentiment”® The ‘man ofressentiment
represents, for Nietzsche, the very antithesihefSovereign Individudf* We can
understand Nietzsche’s account of autonomy andeatitity, then, if we can
understand Nietzsche’s account oéssentiment Importantly, Frankfurt's and
Watson’s suggestion to a resolution of an agemitsrinal psychological struggle
resembles in many ways what Nietzsche envisioqps@sematic in agents he sees as
guilty of ressentimentFor Nietzsche, this danger poses one of the eggk#ireats to
what he sees as our personal autonomy, typifiddsinSovereign Individual’ who is
“autonomous and supramoraf> The threat, for Nietzsche, is that we practicé- sel
deception when we attempt to solve our internalflme by denying that some
aspects of our whole self are really an expressfomho we truly are. For Nietzsche,
this means, that we might be guilty mssentimentAs autonomous agents, we form
values on the basis of our blind desires. But phixess involves, for the autonomous
agent, selecting and affirming or endorsing somsirele over others which may
conflict with them. For Nietzsche, genuine affirmator endorsement of our values
or overarching guiding principles requires us tarmwledge, rather than reject or
deny, the desires which may conflict with the desiwe endorse. This
acknowledgment involves the knowledge that thesfmtiion of certain desires
precludes the fulfilment of other of our desité$Ilf we do not acknowledge these
conflicting desires as our own desires which nownca reach fulfilment we are in a
very important sense deceiving ourselves aboutetees, and are thus guilty,
according to Nietzsche, oéssentimentAnd this is precisely what we would be doing
if we followed Frankfurt's and Watson’s advice.

Frankfurt’'s and Watson’s solution to the internsyghological struggle within agents

is explained and criticised by Amelie Rorty in terof a practice which she refers to
as ‘compartmentalization’ of the séff. Those who practice compartmentalisation,
according to Rorty, separate and effectively citeftain aspects of themselves from

others. Rorty explains:

120(GM, especially GM I1).

1ZL(GM II: 2)

122(GM II: 2)

123 Reginster supports this reading of Nietzsche ieti$che orRessentimerand Valuation'.
124 Rorty, ‘How to harden your heart'.

48



Because a divided self tends to undo itself, wainadly, without even being aware of
it, attempt to smooth over the appearance of iateranflicts. Or, equally effectively,
we compartmentalize attempting to separate diffeaspects of our lives. Movements
toward psychological integration are Janus-fachdy tcan move toward integrity as
well as toward corruption. And although compartraéintition is often effectively
soothing, it can rot the mind>

Importantly, Rorty suggests that the practise omgartmentalisation can be an
effective tool for an agent working towards intégrof the self, in which case the
compartmentalisation is what she calls ‘soothindpy-which, | take her to mean that
the process is in some sense beneficial to the tag&he practice of
compartmentalisation takes a sinister turn, howewdren agents reject or deny
various compartmentalised aspects of themselve=eing them as wholly separate
from an alleged true or real self. Nietzsche’s us@ading ofessentimenis in many
ways similar here to Rorty’s understanding of theacfise of problematic
compartmentalisation. It is this more sinister pcacof compartmentalisation which
lies at the heart of Frankfurt's and Watson’s actewf personal autonomy. Rorty
explains the movement towards psychological intégnaas ‘Janus-faced’, moving
either towards corruption or integrity. It is mygament that the more sinister practice
of compartmentalisation endorsed by Frankfurt anatsgéh leads to corruption of
psychological integrity. For Nietzschessentimenis, at least in part, a psychological
condition which results in a fractured and damaigelividual, lacking in integrity.
The ‘man ofressentimenffails to understand that the genuine endorserokatvalue
requires acknowledgment that in fulfilling that walhe has other desires which must
now remain unsatisfied, but these desires ares®Hs own desires. By denying that
these desires are his own, he deceives himselftabouoself. The ‘man of
ressentimentfails to acknowledge that certain of his own desicannot be fulfilled,
and in so doing fails to understand the implicaitme endorsement of a value has for
his life and thus fails, for Nietzsche, to genunehdorse the value at all. Reginster

explains:

There is no genuine endorsement of a value, therefdthout the acknowledgment of
those of our desires which conflict with its reatibn. To acknowledge the presence of
conflicting desires and to accept the fact thay thave to be left unsatisfied demands
unflinching honesty with ourselves. But the reqditgonesty is precisely what the

“man ofressentimeritiacks 12

125 Rorty, ‘How to harden your heart’, p286.
126 Reginster, “Nietzsche dRessentimerand Valuation’,
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The lack of integrity that Nietzsche associatedhlite ‘man ofressentimenthas to
do with the self-deception involved in failing tekamowledge our whole selves.
Integrity requires this kind of honesty with oursed, as Nietzsche explains, this
honesty strengthens our integrity. This honestyiatedyrity is seen in who Nietzsche
calls the noble man, a man who he claims is ndtygof ressentimentNietzsche
explains that the noble man’s ‘predominance didlmotnainly in physical strength
but in strength of soul — they were more whole harhaings™?’ In part, however,
our integrity is, for Nietzsche, also a reflectiohthe autonomous agent’'s bravery.

Nietzsche says that:

While the noble man lives in trust and opennessh witmself..., the man of
ressentiments neither upright nor naive nor honest and shthigward with himself.
His soul squints?®

There is a kind of bravery seen by Nietzsche inniblgle man, which he refers to as
‘strength of soul’. This noble bravery is reflectedthe ‘sovereign individual’, who
realises that her genuine endorsement of a val@vies stifling one or more of her
other own desires. Such an agent is brave when she own® upid realisation
because she understands that by acting on hersaatealues she is herself both the

one who commands herself and the one who obeyNigtgsche explains:

What is called “freedom of the will” is essentiatlye affect of superiority with respect
to something which must obey “I am free ‘it’ mudtey” — this consciousness lies in
every will, along with a certain straining of attiem, a straight look that fixes on one
thing and one thing only, an unconditional evahmti'now this is necessary and
nothing else,” an inner certainty that it will bbeyed, and whatever else comes with
the position of the commander. A person who willcemmands something inside
himself that obeys, or that he believes to obeyt. ieiw we notice the strangest thing
about the will — about this multifarious thing thaople have only one word for. On
the one hand, we are, under the circumstances,thetbne who commands and the
one who obeys, and as the obedient one we areidamilith the feelings of
compulsion, force, pressure, resistance, and matianhgenerally start right after the
act of willing %

With this realisation the ‘sovereign individual’ awely exhibits the kind of
‘wholeness’ of self associated with what Nietzsat@dls ‘autonomy™® In this
respect, then, | take the Nietzschean account tdditer suited to the task of
explaining the process of self-governance effeltiemployed by the autonomous
agent. The autonomous agent, for Nietzsche, embtaeewhole self as her true or
real self, and feels the sting of this ‘wholenaasall of her actions which flow from
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her evaluations. In feeling this sting, she coneetetms with what Nietzsche would
refer to as her ‘all-too-human’ psychological cdiugi. It is in seeing ourselves as
whole selves, and in coming to terms with our psi@tical condition, that we are

most fully able to exercise our self-governance;apacity for autonomous agency.

In aiming to be one’s whole-self, though such & isdikely to be fraught with some
contradictions, it is my contention that it is,30me extent, these very contradictions
which make up what we might consider our true @t selves. In order to achieve
personal autonomy, then, our efforts are not bgshtson committing ourselves to a
constant war between unsynchronised factions ofebwgs. Rather, in recognising
that all of these factions are components of awg or real selves, our efforts are best
spent in attempting to provide a single, integrated thus polychromatic montage in
which all of these factions are given representativen a polychromatic self is
naturally subject to certain changes, but is mogtortantly to be viewed as a whole
self, and thus a quest for self-governance can @dylt from an attempt to maintain
the unity of that whole self. The following quotg Midgley stresses precisely this
point:

... human freedom centres on being a creature absmme degree, to act as a whole in
dealing with its conflicting desires... and the caifhg desires themselves are of
course not the whole story. They must belong teiagowhich in some way owns both
of them, is aware of both, and can therefore makeesattempt to reconcile them.

The more clearly the being is aware of the clasit, dne more it can on occasion,
distance itself from any of its impulses, feelibgelf to bea whole that contains them
all, the freer it becomes. This distancing does noamiaking flight to an entity
immune from the conflict. Only misguided attemptssalf-control are made in that
way. The endeavour must be to ast a whole rather than as a peculiar, isolated
component coming in to control the rest of the perdhough it is only an endeavour —
though the wholeness is certainly not given readydenand can never be fully
achieved, yet the integrative struggle to heal lcisf and to reach towards this
wholeness is surely the core of what we mean byamireedont®*

It is, then, only through our independent reflestam and evaluation of the various
aspects of ourselves that we might come to integitase aspects into a coherent
understanding of ourselves as whole selves, capableffective self-governance.
Thus, contra Frankfurt and Watson, Nietzsche claims that irgggn of the various
aspects of ourselves into a coherent whole requise® actively acknowledge all of
these various aspects. For Nietzsche, then, authgnand autonomy speak of
integration through holistic self-understanding, ichhwe have already seen him

131 Midgley, The Ethical Primatep168 (emphasis added).
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explain in terms of self-creation, but as we skaé further along in this chapter, such
integration is also suggested by Nietzsche in trenfof ‘narrative integrity’ and

‘individual style’.

I1l. Self-Creation

In his understanding of self-creation Nietzscharse® go further than simply saying
that we are required to acknowledge the conflictagpects of ourselves which
constitute our whole-selves: he claims that we rnieattively affirm these aspects. A
word of clarification on the sense in which Nietzsthere uses the term affirmation is
required. As | have already suggested, there ats phourselves which we do wish
to overcome, and this overcoming requires knowlealgehat is to be overcome as
well as the knowledge that what is to be overcomprecisely some aspect of my
very own self. Here, Nietzsche’s use of the terfmmaation might sound misleading —
why should | affirm that aspect of myself which Istv to overcome? What | take
Nietzsche to mean by this is that | must affirmsinaspects, because on the one hand
they are my own and on the other hand, becauseuwtithose aspects | would have
nothing to overcome and my ability to overcome thisrthe basis for my ability to
exercise self-governance in the first place. Imgaiy, for Nietzsche, there will be
times when certain aspects of ourselves, the meeplg ingrained aspects of
ourselves, cannot be overcome; there are, as knankbuld say, recalcitrant aspects
of ourselves. For Nietzsche, this is also a funddaieart of what it means to be a
human being — the ‘animal’ man. In coming to temuith this Nietzsche suggests that
it is of primary importance not only to affirm thesaspects of ourselves —
reinterpreting their value for ourselves — but atsaffirm in this respect the kinds of
creatures we humans are. Jung gives some suppertesche’s claims here when he
explains:

Painful though it is, this [unwelcome self-knowledlgs in itself a gain — for what is
inferior or even worthless belongs to me as my shadnd gives me substance and
mass. How can | be substantial if | fail to cashadow? | must have a dark side also if
| am to be whole; and inasmuch as | become cons@bmy shadow | also remember
that | am a human being like any oth&r.

Nietzsche’s suggestion that self-creation requaresnner harmony grounded in the
affirmation of all the aspects of ourselves is nwesarly discussed in his proposition

132 Jung,Modern Man in Search of a Sein Midgley, Wickednessp126.
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of the doctrine of eternal recurren@Here Nietzsche claims most explicitly that the
harmonious integration of various aspects of oueselrequired for self-creation

entails our affirmation of all of these aspectscéwling to Nehamas:

The final mark of this integration, its limiting &, is provided by the test involved in
the thought of the eternal recurrence. This mathésdesire to do exactly what one has
already done in this life if one were to live ag&th

Although Nietzsche makes scattered referencesetatictrine of eternal recurrence
throughout most of his works, perhaps the mostwartiy - and indeed succinct -

reference is made in section 341Tbke Gay Science

The Heaviest weight- What if some day or night a demon were to site@ your
loneliest loneliness and say to you: ‘This lifeyas now live it and have lived it you
will have to live once again and innumerable tiragain; and there will be nothing new
in it, but every pain and every joy and every thaugnd sigh and everything
unspeakably small or great in your life must rettoryou, all in the same succession
and sequence... The eternal hourglass of existertcenied over again and again, and
you with it speck of dustt®®

The doctrine of eternal recurrence is most playsilsiderstood as a psychological
test, or a peculiar Nietzschean thought experimanthich the primary concern for
Nietzsche is how we would react to the demon’s psdn that ‘If my life were to

recur, it would recur in an exactly identical famfii**°

Nietzsche suggests The Gay Sciencinat there can only be two possible reactions to
this psychological test: that we reject it as thestrdetestable malison or we welcome

it with the greatest joy. Nietzsche writes:

Would you not throw yourself down and gnash yowtheand curse the demon who
spoke thus? Or have you once experienced a treruentoment when you would
have answered him: ‘You are a god, and never haeadd anything more diviné&®’

What is important for our reaction to the suggestiof the doctrine is the
understanding that it will be all aspects of ode,liour self, and indeed the entire
chronological history of the world as it has betrat we will be either affirming or
bemoaning. According to Nietzsche, ‘nothing thats hhappened to us is

contingent'>*® and affirming any given aspect of our lives orvssl entails our

133] discuss the view of the doctrine of eternal resuce seen in this section (Chapter 2 Sectioanit)
its relationship to NietzscheGenealogyin more detail in a paper published while conchgthis
research. See my ‘The Doctrine of Eternal Recaeemd its significance with respectQa the
Genealogy of Morals

134 Nehamas, ‘How One Becomes What One Is’, p274.

135(GS 341).

136 Nehamas, ‘The Eternal Recurrence’, p127.

137(GS 341).

138 See Nehamas, ‘The Eternal Recurrenp23.
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affirming all aspects of our selves, our pasts, amtted the whole history of the
world in its entirety. If we deny even the smallesirt of who we are or what has
come before, we cannot affirm our present seh@sptir present self is necessarily
constituted by our own past and all effects of wwld on it — we cannot separate
who we are from our lives, nor can we separatdives from the world in which they
have been lived. What Nietzsche wants us to re@igeat if we can at any point in
our lives affirm who we are, even for a ‘moment’e vnust necessarily affirm all
aspects of ourselves, our past actions, attitudeéspinions. ‘Have you ever said Yes
to a single joy? O my friends, then you have saieks Yo all woe’ proclaims
Zarathustrd®® And considering this carefully, we understand ihadrder to answer
positively in light of the demon’s question, toiaff the demon who presents us with
the doctrine, we must will all that has gone befeneen the very worst of the worst:
and in realising this, Nietzsche’s ultimate mantaflaustra, ‘finally becomes able to
want to undergo again all that is cheap and ddtlestbout the world for the sake of
what is not'**° Through the doctrine of eternal recurrence, Nigtesasks us whether
we merely want to drift with the tide of things whether we would be creatot®’ —
whether we would float along unthinkingly or wheatkee would engage our capacity
to actively affirm all that is past, all that isgsent, and indeed all that is necessary.
‘Prior to [this, Nietzsche asks in the thought lo¢ ieternal return] whether we desire
the conditionsy which we might again become creatdf$’.

Self-creation, as | am suggesting in this chapseone of the defining features of the
sovereign individual, and the conditions suggestgdietzsche which are required
for self-creation to flourish are the conditions which we ‘affirm life’. The
individual who answers - like Zarathustra - yesthe demon, more than simply
exemplifying ‘the noble type’ of man who experieabémselfas determining values,
is, for Nietzsche, ‘affirming life to the highestgree’. Nietzsche’s great love of fate —
‘Amor Fati — is what he calls his ‘formula for greatnessairnhuman being’, and is
thus at the heart of understanding what he meangabying us to actively affirm the

doctrine of eternal recurrence: ‘that one want$imgt to be different, not forward, or

1397 1v 19).

190 See Nehamas, ‘The Eternal Recurrenp24.
1“1 HeideggerNietzschep174.

142 |bid, p174.
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backward, not in all eternity** For Nietzsche, then, the conditions under which we
flourish as self-creators at first might appearatmost undermine the very idea of
self-creation — for the conditions for affirmindeliare those conditions in which we
come to love our fate. It would seem then thaetterything recurs all decision and
every effort and will to make things better is attmaof indifference... [And] if
everything turns in a circle nothing is worth tmeuble’*** Self-creation, however,
makes little sense if we understand Nietzsche’s loivfate as mere ‘fatalisii® — as
accepting that our future has already been livetl taat we are simply treading an
identical path over again. For Nietzsche, an accem@ of mere fatalism would
amount to nothing more than to adopt a will to s, or a will to nothingness - in
which, rather than being self-creators involvedhia practice of active evaluation, we
would cease all evaluation and indeed creationef@rything has already been done
for us. Of course, this is precisely the kind ofl Wiat Nietzsche was at pains to reject

throughout his life.

In order to reconcile what seems at first to beossfble contradiction between the
idea of self-creating individuals and tenor Fati which Nietzsche suggests is the
condition for the flourishing of self-creators, whs called for is the understanding of
the doctrine not as fatalistic in the sense thateaches that wieave in factalready
lived this whole life before and innumerable tinbefore. Rather, we should see his
love of fate as self-affirmation grounded in a fibmlief that we are solely constituted
by our past in its entirety, and as for our futurghat we do will stem directly, and
necessarily, from who we are. Importantly, Nietzsetould not explain higsmor
Fati as being embodied by someone who passively actapttwas overwhelmed by
his fate, but rather hidmor Fatiis embodied in one who understands that he ‘bslong
to his fate insofar as he is a creator, that ig, who is ever resolute in *° For the
man who creates his own values, what this shoul@hneethe acceptance of our fate
in light of the fact that what is done in the psstlone and whawill be donein the

future will flow inevitably from our characters. &Hcreative man’ would thus take

13(BG 1).

14 HeideggerNietzschep65.

%5 Heidegger describes this as “that turning of nebith unveils itself in the awestruck moment as an
eternity, an eternity pregnant with Becoming ofrlgeais a wholecirculus vitriosusdeudsin Ibid.

148 HeideggerNietzschep207.
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control of the moment without showing ‘doubt andabgsis in the face of*’ what
has come and what now is, rather he would seehatl is necessary as the very
starting block of self-creation and active evalomtilt is this that leads Nietzsche to
think that self-creation is really our ‘greatestrden’, claiming inThe Gay Science
that the thought of eternal recurrence will eithesigh us down making us world-
denying men ofressentimentor show our strength as self-creating sovereign

individuals. According to Nietzsche:

If [the thought of the Eternal Recurrence of theash.. gained power over you, as you
are it would transform and possibly crush you; dgluestion in each and every thing,
‘Do you want this again and innumerable times agjaimould lie on your actions as

the heaviest weight! Or how well disposed would y@we to become to yourself and
to Iifgééo long for nothing more ferventtian for this ultimate eternal confirmation and
seal?

What Nietzsche seems to be proposing via the dectaf eternal return as a
psychological test is thus that ‘the relative digance of our experiences and actions
is not determined once and for all; it is rathecharacteristic over which we have
serious control**® To answer yes to the demon, we must be able iwnaiur life in

its entirety, and in so doing, we affirm every gaad bad aspect whatsoever, and
thus, we must also affirm every aspect of ourseblnas goes along with this. By
facing the prospect of our life’'s eternal recureeneith joy, we determine the
significance of our past, and this is our first atself-valuation from which we gain
an ‘active will to self-empowerment'>® It is this active valuation of the self, and
indeed self-creation, which characterises NietZschevereign individual’, who
opposes the nihilistic ‘will to nothingness’ andstead gains a ‘commanding will’,
through which he gains a sense of autonomy andemyagter himself what his future

will hold.*®?

IV. Narrative Integrity

As we have seen, then, Nietzsche’'s suggestion as tthe sovereign individual
expresses an inner harmony grounded in the affiomaff life - such as that which is

1" HeideggerNietzschep126.

198 (GS 341).

199 Nehamas, ‘The Eternal Recurrence’, p131.

%0 White, ‘The Return of the Master: An Interpretatiof Nietzsche’s “Genealogy of Morals™, pp693-
694.

131 bid.
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involved in affirming the demon’s proposition ofetleternal recurrence of the same.
This affirmation and revaluation is required foetkind of self-creation compatible
with Nietzsche’sAmor Fati and which | explained is a feature of Nietzsche’s
sovereign individual. The acceptance, or rathee |@f fate adopted by the sovereign
individual is also to be understood as a requirdrf@mnarrative integrity. Nietzsche
confirms again that our life and our selves argy/ anlly acceptable when we affirm

them in their entirety in section 49 of thevilight of the Idols

Such a spirit who has become free stands amidasmas... joyous and trusting... in

the faith... that all is redeemed and affirmed inhele 1%

As | have already explained, we can understandwhat he means here is that we
affirm, along with all the joy and all the positiaspects of ourselves, the suffering
and contrary aspects of ourselves as well. Forzsiogte, then, our lives and indeed
our selves bear striking resemblance to worksabioin or biography in that they rely
on a similar kind of narrative structure. Rememlbeat for Nietzsche ‘nothing that
has happened to us is conting&titthe occurrence of any given aspect of our lives or
selves necessitates all the other aspects of ves &nd selves. Nehamas explains the

similarity clearly as follows:

[Albsolutely everything a character does is equaligential to it; characters and the
works to which they undoubtedly must belong, angpssed to be constructed so that
their every feature supports and is supported leyyesther one. In the limiting case of

the perfect character, no change is possible witbotresponding changes in every
other feature in order to preserve coherence; aednet result is, necessarily, a
differer11§4character — taking one part away may gdmaesult in the destruction of the

whole.

Since our lives resemble, for Nietzsche, the lieksuch characters in their structure
and composition, the kind of inner harmony or int&rcoherence with which we
associate the authentic individual is a kind ofraidwve integrity — a coherence of a
whole. Narrative integrity seen as a feature of dbeereign individual requires the
individual to affirm the whole — that is to affirins existence as a distinctive whole
character existing in a particular narrative. Ifiradfing the whole, in affirming
existence and saying yes to life as well as yekdaloctrine of eternal recurrence, we
must affirm along with this all the constitutiverfsaof the narrative and ourselves. If
we are to achieve narrative integrity, and expoessautonomy and authenticity, then,

it seems, we could never exercise the kind of satitrol advocated by Frankfurt and

192(7] 49).
133 Nehamas, ‘The Eternal Recurrenqel23.
134 Nehamas, ‘How One Becomes What One Is’, p277.
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Watson, in which we would practice the rejectioxteenalisation or denial of certain

aspects of ourselves.

V. Individual Style — Autonomy as the Art of Living

In his paper ‘How One Becomes What One Is’, Nehamaggests that Nietzsche’s
concern with what | have been referring to as niagantegrity is rooted in the fact
that much of Nietzsche’s thinking revolves arourtdrary models. According to
Nehamas, ‘What is essential to literary charadgetkeir organization: the quality of
their actions is secondafy® — and it is this concern for the organisationhef whole
which is central to Nietzsche’s characterisatiothef sovereign individual in the form
of an autonomous and authentic life. Nietzschaiskthg, almost as often as centring
on literary models, centres on artists and thetimeandeavour of art. Nietzsche
views art as not merely a form of human activityt bs the highest expression of
what the human spirit is capable. Most notablylhre Birth of TragedyNietzsche
claims that ‘art, anchot morality, is presented as the truly metaphysicsivay of

man.*°®

Nietzsche frequently implores us to take the astigterspective on our lives.
Nietzsche thinks that in shaping our lives in theywhat great artists compose their
works we can truly begin to understand the convesgeof necessity and creation —

that is, expresAdmor Fati Nietzsche claims that:

We should learn from artists while being wiser tliagy are in other matters. For with
them this subtle power [of arranging things andnwking them beautiful] usually
comes to an end where art ends and life beginsyybuvant to be the poets of our life
— first of all in the smallest, most everyday mistfa’

Nietzsche praises those who have become who tlepyafashioning their lives as
the great artists have done, with their own indridstyle. Artists who are seen by
Nietzsche to own themselves through the expressibriheir individual style,
experience on Nietzsche’s view what we might bdined to call ‘the art of living'.
Thus, | refer to the final feature of the sovereiggividual on Nietzsche’s picture as

‘individual style’. The introduction of the notioof individual style introduces into

1% Nehamas, ‘How One Becomes What One Is’, p277.
1%6(BT , Attempt at self-criticism: 5)
157(GS 299).
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our evaluations of persons a consideration of wdreth person’s actions and
behaviours make up a personality or an identitys Thnsideration, it seems to me, is
relevant to our understanding of ourselves as amouos agents. In fact, this is one of
the primary considerations which inform our intéi@as with one another as agents

capable of autonomous interactiof.

Importantly, for Nietzsche, the links between exsgreg our individual style and what
he calls ‘attained freedom of the will’ are clesrboth of these things he claims that
what is important is the peace of the soul whidmst fromAmor Fati Nietzsche

claims that this unity of self is found primarily artists. Who he claims:

seem to have more sensitive noses in these maklteosying only too well that
precisely when they no longer do something ‘voltihta but do everything of
necessity, their feeling of freedom, subtlety, fudiwer, of creative placing, disposing
and forming reaches its peak — in short, that rsiigeand ‘freedom of will’ then
become one in thei?

Recent accounts of personal autonomy, such as tmaseded by Frankfurt and
Watson, have focused on providing us with the domas under which agents are
able to assert voluntary control over their actiand lives. Despite the fact that we
have seen Nietzsche reject such an account of tewlnass above, even if we were to
accept such an account, they would under-explaimaortant aspect of what makes
an autonomous life valuable. What traditional actswf autonomy try provide us
with are the conditions under which we can makeligas our own, but what they do
not explain is that, over and above simply makingloves our own, we also want to
make our lives beautiful: we want to be engagedhi fine art of living. For
Nietzsche, then, the line between autonomy andeatitity is blurred in the
sovereign individual. Nietzsche’'s sovereign induad is not simply free from
constraints, but is free to shape her life with #esthetic qualities which in a very
important sense make that life worth living. The@mt of Nietzsche’s sovereign
individual, as | have explained it in this chaptaitempts to penetrate the notion of
self-governance on a much deeper level than anuatcof self-control: it is
concerned with our directing ourselves to “use emerpret experience in [our] own

way"® — to become who we are artistically. This viewaothenticity thus adds an

1% See Nehamas, ‘How One Becomes What One Is’, p276.
159(BG 213).
180 Mill, J; On Liberty;122.

59



almost aesthetic value to our lives which traditional accounts of personal autonomy

fail to capture.
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CONCLUSION

| have tried to sketch out a notion of our freedehich will do some kind of justice to
the two opposing aspects of it. One aspect is #ep domplexity and dividedness of
our nature. The other is the equally deep needhwdaech of us feels to act somehow as
a unity. When we try, however faintly, to act ratllean merely letting forces flow
through us, we are not just trying to throw off bautside tyranny. Though there may
be such a tyranny, the distinctively free effortedy lies in trying to impose unity on
the inner conflict, to decide — as a whole perseovhat to do. That unity is not given. It
is a constantly ongoing project, a difficult, edsaly incomplete integration which can
occupy our whole live&*

What the models of personal autonomy put forward=tankfurt and Watson aim to
do, | have argued, is to provide us with a cerideal of personal autonomy. For
Frankfurt and Watson the ideal autonomous indiMicx@rcises personal autonomy
by exercising rational self-control. | have arguit Frankfurt's and Watson’s
accounts are in many respects plausible and cafiseme extent the psychological
picture of the agent accurately. However, in chatef this thesis | argued against
their accounts on two fronts. Firstly, | have amjtieat both Frankfurt's and Watson’s
delineation of the boundaries of the true or redf are too narrow. In light of
Friedman and Midgley’'s concerns, | have argued ghatore accurate and plausible
understanding of the true or real self, if we muodeed hold on to these terms at all,
cannot be understood as anything less than theewdfothe self. Secondly, | have
argued against Frankfurt’'s and Watson'’s accounselifgovernance, in which agents
are expected to exercise self-control through esgleyation, rejection and denial. |
argued that in subscribing to Frankfurt's and Wats@icture an agent faces the
danger of self-deception and the possible disswiudf her psychological integrity. In
this respect, | argued that the ideally autonomagent resembles in some respects
the ‘man of ressentimentdescribed by Nietzsche as a fractured and damaged
individual who lacks psychological integrity. Acdimgly, in chapter 3 | argued in
favour of a Nietzschean account of personal autgnom which the ideally
autonomous agent resembles Nietzsche’s soveretfividnal, who is in all respects
antithetical to the ‘man aessentiment And who thus, | suggested, provides a more
suitable picture of the autonomous agent than toeine gleaned from Frankfurt’s

and Watson’s accounts.

161 Midgley, The Ethical Primatep183.
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An account of personal autonomy, as Frankfurt aretsdéh may argue, is meant to
help us capture the phenomenological experienchave precisely when we do feel
alienated from certain parts of ourselves and ttwrs. It is Frankfurt’'s and Watson’s
suggestion that, when attempting to explain pedsang#gonomy one way of
accounting for this discomfort is to use talk ofational true or real self in terms of
those aspects of ourselves towards which we feelismmfort'®? It is quite clearly
true that we may feel discomfort regarding cerfmris of ourselves as expressions of
who we think we most truly are, and in such casesigually attempt to change those
parts which lead to our discomfort. However, | aguhat we cannot, without
committing self-deception, simply dissociate owssl from these elements and
pretend that they do not have a vital role to phathe constitution of our true or real
selves. If | take myself seriously, what | see iscgsely that | am not perfect, that
there are parts of myself which lead to a feelihg gertain sense of discomfort. But

in taking myself seriously, | cannot simply dengttkhese parts are truly my own.

Coming to terms with this must be a key ingredientour quest for personal
autonomy, and this, as | have suggested, is songetinich is central to Nietzsche’s
account. Nietzsche’s account of personal auton@majso simply an ideal; we might
never effectively come to acknowledge or accepthalse parts of ourselves which
render us uncomfortable, but the ideal is at lease true, in some sense, to the kinds
of creatures we are. We are creatures, accordimfgjetzsche, whose “actions shine
with different colors in turn, they are rarely url@iguous, — and it happens often
enough that we perform multi-colored action$'The picture of the self suggested in
my discussion of the whole self view, supportedFoigdman and Midgley, points to
something similar. This holistic view of the automamus self is more true to our

experiences of ourselves as agents and to our stadding of our own identities.

182 Here | must thank both Samantha Vice and PedreifsMy for useful discussion.
183(BG 6: 215).
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