Hi All,
93
As I've come to understand the nature of the mitochondria in the cells of our body; each having a consciousness that contributes to the overall emotional state of the individual, I've come to find not one, but many egos and ego centers.  Nietszche further relegates the contemporary notion of the ego to the realm of  belief; that if true, shows the many ego-losing gurus to be superstitious animals.
Nietszche rips apart Descartes famous theorum: "I think, therefore I am." In Note 483, Nietszche writes:
Through thought the ego is posited; but hitherto one believed as ordinary people do, that in "I think" there was something of immediate certainty, and that this "I" was the given cause of thought, from which by analogy we understood all other causal relationships. However habitual and indispensable this fiction may have become by now--that in itself proves nothing against its imaginary origin: a belief can be a condition of life and nonetheless be false.
Ultimately, Nietszche is saying the concept of ego is a false projection of the mind.  And I'll ask all the ego-loser gurus, what is there to lose?  There seems to be some purpose for the egoic projection as Nietszche seems to suggest it may be an a-priori condition of life.  This strange twist reminds me of Liber AL's dictate that reason is a lie.
The ego is then viewed as something that at least under Descartes theorum, must have "substance," which is also equated to the idea of soul and leads to a seemingly counter-Thelemic statement, as Nietszche writes in Note 488:
Psychological derivation of our belief in reason.--The concept "reality", "being", is taken from our feeling of the "subject".
"The subject": interpreted from within ourselves, so that the ego counts as a substance, as the cause of all deeds, as a doer.
The logical-metaphysical postulates, the belief in substance, accident, attribute, etc., derive their convincing force from our habit of regarding all our deeds as consequences of our will--so that the ego, as substance, does not vanish in the multiplicity of change.--But there is no such thing as will.--
For Nietszche, belief in the body is far more fundamental than belief in a soul.  And here, Nietszche almost sounds like Mother and Sri Aurobindo, as found in Note 492.
The body and physiology the starting point: why?--We gain the correct idea of the nature of our subject-unity, namely as regents at the head of a communality (not as "souls" or "life forces"), also of the dependence of these regents upon the ruled and of an order of rank and division of labor as the conditions that make possible the whole and its parts. In the same way, how living unities continually arise and die and how the "subject" is not eternal; in the same way, that the struggle expresses itself in obeying and commanding, and that a fluctuating assessment of the limits of power is part of life. The relative ignorance in which the regent is kept concerning individual activities and even disturbances within the communality is among the conditions under which rule can be exercised. In short, we also gain a valuation of not-knowing, of seeing things on a broad scale, of simplification and falsification, of perspectivity. The most important thing, however, is: that we understand that the ruler and his subjects are of the same kind, all feeling, willing, thinking--and that, wherever we see or divine movement in a body, we learn to conclude that there is a subjective, invisible life appertaining to it. Movement is symbolism for the eye; it indicates that something has been felt, willed, thought.
The danger of the direct questioning of the subject about the subject and of all self-reflection of the spirit lies in this, that it could be useful and important for one's activity to interpret oneself falsely. That is why we question the body and reject the evidence of the sharpened senses: we try, if you like, to see whether the inferior parts themselves cannot enter into communication with us.
And let's take "us" to be that 'us' found in Liber AL.
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