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Abstract

This paper explores use of multiple large language model (LLM) agents to simulate com-
plex, dynamic characters in dramatic scenarios. We introduce a ‘drama machine’ frame-
work that coordinates interactions between LLM agents playing different ‘Ego’ and ‘Superego’
psychological roles. In roleplay simulations, this design allows inter-subjective dialogue and
intra-subjective internal monologue to develop in parallel. We apply this framework to two
dramatic scenarios - an interview and a detective story - and compare character development
with and without the Superego’s influence. Though exploratory, results suggest this multi-
agent approach can produce more nuanced, adaptive narratives that evolve over a sequence
of dialogical turns. We discuss different modalities of LLM-based roleplay and character de-
velopment, along with what this might mean for conceptualization of AI subjectivity. The
paper concludes by considering how this approach opens possibilities for thinking of the roles
of internal conflict and social performativity in AI-based simulation.

1 Introduction

When powering chatbots or dialogical agents,
Large Language Models (LLMs) conjure the
presentation of a ‘subjectivity’ with interior
thought and life. Key to this conjuring are
the supple and often coherent speech acts per-
formed by LLMs, sustained over long dialogi-
cal exchanges by sheer computational scale. As
one measure of this scale, each published ver-
sion of OpenAI’s GPT (Generalised Pre-trained)
model (Vaswani et al. 2017) has increased in size
by one to two orders of magnitude (Radford,
Narasimhan, et al. 2018; Radford, J. Wu, et al.
2019; Brown et al. 2020; Benesty 2023). Less no-
ticed but no less important have been the com-
plementary techniques that direct models into
desired patterns of simulated ‘human’ response:
Reinforcement Learning via Human Feedback
(RLHF) (see Ouyang et al. 2022); formalisation
of dialogical roles (‘system’, ‘user’ and ‘assis-
tant’) for LLM inputs/outputs in chatbot imple-
mentations; and a wide family of prompt engi-
neering strategies, executed via those roles (Sa-
hoo et al. 2024). Re-training or exploiting the
model, these devices organise the ‘presentation’
of an automated subject to syncopate with the
rhythms of idiomatic spoken dialogue.

Psychoanalysis has long held an interest in,
and a remote influence on, developments in AI
(Turkle 1988; Liu 2011; Possati 2021; Millar
2021). But the novel expressivity of LLMs has
occasioned renewed interest (Magee, Arora, and
Munn 2023; Heimann and Hübener 2023; Žižek
2023). Magee, Arora, and Munn (2023) have for
example proposed an analogy between the struc-
ture of instruction-based chat-oriented models
(such as ChatGPT) and Freud’s topology of the
subject (ego / id / superego). In that work, sev-
eral scripted experiments illustrated the tensions
and incongruities between the model’s reinforce-
ment learning and underlying training. How-
ever those experiments, conducted with a pre-
cursor to ChatGPT (several of the so-called In-

structGPT family of models launched by Ope-
nAI in 2022), were limited. Later releases of
GPT 3.5 in November 2022, GPT 4 in March
2023, and GPT 4o in April 2024 – along with
the many other models released by competi-
tors – have continued to expand LLM capabil-
ities. Increased parameter count, multimodal-
ity (the ability to recognise and generate images
and audio), further instructional fine-tuning, op-
timisations, tooling, and other moderating and
prompting strategies have led to functional im-
provement as well as change in the default ‘char-
acter’ of AI services such as ChatGPT and
Claude. The earlier obsequious and overly ‘help-
ful’ tone of InstructGPT has been transformed
into a certain polite but diffident independence
(Denison et al. 2024).

In this paper we extend the ficto-critical
strategies proposed by Magee, Arora, and Munn
(2023) to scenarios involving multiple LLM-
based generative agents (Park et al. 2023). We
devise what we term a ‘drama machine’: a gen-
eral framework that coordinates activities be-
tween multiple LLMs to facilitate roleplay and
character development within a narrative struc-
ture. To coordinate interactions between human
and computational agents, we develop a basic
Discord bot to constitute the user interface to
an LLM instance that interprets and responds
to user requests. In this setting, we refer to this
LLM instance as the Character / Ego 1. Ad-
ditionally we employ a second LLM instance,
which intervenes at a set number of dialogical
turns (user requests / bot responses). Positioned
as a Superego, this second LLM acts as a sound-
ing board and critic of what the Ego both hears
and says.

We have two objectives for this framework.
The first is pratical: to explore options for more
flexible and rich AI characters, able to shift and
change perspective during a dialogical interac-
tion. The second is theoretical: to deepen ex-
change of concepts across sociological, psychoan-
alytic and computational literatures, as a basis

1Reasons for the equivocation over this and other role names are discussed in the next sections.
2The second of these purposes re-visits previous periods when these connections were substantial (Turkle 1988;

Minsky 1988; Pickering 2010; Liu 2011)
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for future chatbot design 2.
The paper is structured as follows. In the

next section, we review discussions on AI and
the concept of ‘character’ – discussions that
span, increasingly, the work of computational
science, human-computer interaction, sociology,
psychology and media studies. In discussing
how LLMs can be formalised as dramatis per-
sonae, we build upon related traditions of soci-
ology and psychoanalysis, which together we ar-
gue can supply a far stronger theoretical ground
for structuring and judging model outputs than
the individualised ‘ethical’ principles that align
those outputs currently. This binocular way of
thinking of drama, as both intersubjective, or
between people, and intra-subjective, or within
a single person, informs the design of the ‘Drama
Machine’ in the subsequent Methods section.
That section outlines four key ‘roles’, two of
which, the Ego and Superego, we have already
introduced, for the drama simulations we then
run, and we also discuss technical considera-
tions relating to the pairing of models and tem-
perature settings to roles. The Results section
applies this ‘Drama Machine’ to two scenarios,
and we compare results for those scenarios with
and without intervention by the Superego role.
The Discussion section considers implications of
these results, and we make a case for thinking
of Judith Butler’s concept of performativity as
one means for bringing together inter- and intra-
subjective dramatic dimensions to the study of
LLM behaviour. The Conclusion examines lim-
itations, certain ethical issues, and scope for fur-
ther work.

2 Literature

In this section, we first consider discussions of
AI character ‘building’, and focus on how multi-
agent approaches to this problem have been ap-
plied to AI system design and generative agent
simulation. We distinguish our account through
the organisation of social and psychic conflict in
the development of character, which we argue is
essential to avoid the often static set of traits
evident in even advanced generative agents. We
look back to the work of Erving Goffman’s inter-
actional sociology, which proposed to describe
many social interactions through metaphors of
drama3. We then review a key text of Freud’s,
The Ego and the Id, which discusses drama in a
different sense, as a kind of psycho-drama pro-
duced via exchanges between distinct compo-
nents of the psyche or subject. Combining in-
sights from these two traditions helps, we argue,

to consider chatbot character design in terms of
dynamic, adapative and often conflictual inter-
nal mechanisms. Conflict’s central role in dra-
matic character development becomes key to the
design of distinct social and psychological agent
roles presented in the Methods section, where we
discuss related concepts taken from Aristotelian
tragedic theory.

2.1 ‘Character-building’ with AI

The question of the ‘character’ of AI has been
linked closely to wider work on alignment and
so-called ‘Constitutional AI’ (Y. Bai et al. 2022;
Anthropic 2024). Alignment with social norms
and ethical principles has become commonplace
in Instruct-based models (Hristova, Magee, and
Soldatic 2023), which typically involves fine-
tuning base models with training sets that stip-
ulate desired and preferred outputs to common
inputs. Instructional training data are of mod-
erate size, and alongside the industrial-scale ef-
forts of companies like OpenAI and Anthopic, an
active community has produced numerous fine-
tunings of open source or open access models
such as Meta’s Llama (Touvron et al. 2023; Y.
Wang et al. 2022; Taori et al. 2023).

Instruct-based models not only serve to
align base models with properties of helpfulness,
truthfulness and harmlessness (Ouyang et al.
2022); they transform the general next-token-
prediction quality of base models into patterns
of common socio-linguistic interaction, such as
question answering and turn-based chat conver-
sations. Such patterns seem often to assume a
triadic relationship between an initial instruc-
tion or system prompt, and multiple succeeding
inputs and outputs (Y. Wang et al. 2022). The
conversion of base model such as GPT-3 (Brown
et al. 2020) to a fine-tuned version such as In-
structGPT (Ouyang et al. 2022) incorporates of
such common social use cases and roles, and
when OpenAI released its message-based API in
2023, these roles were formalised in the kinds of
messages based to the model: as ’system’, ’user’
and ’assistant’ respectively. This change sim-
plified programmatic use of later GPT-3.5 and
GPT-4 models, and established a de facto pro-
gramming pattern that other models and service
providers, such as Anthropic and Groq, have
largely followed.

While an obscure technical detail, this shift
in API semantics is significant, as it transposes
the mechanical problem of next token comple-
tion to a much more general level of language
pragmatics and social interaction. In particu-

3We note the similarity between Goffman’s work and many others in sociology, anthropology and philosophy
who have employed dramaturgical metaphor. See for example Geertz’ Geertz (1974) famous discussion of drama-
tis personae in relation to Balinise cock-fighting, as well as Butler’s Butler (2001) discussion of performativity, to
which we return in the Discussion below. Our choice of Goffman is due to his systematic engagement with dramatic
metaphor, which

3



lar this shift institutes an important call-and-
response pattern: every user query needs to be
met with an assistant response. In simulating so-
cial speech situations, this technical change also
draws attention inevitably to the ‘character’ of
the automated system playing the assistant role.
Is its tone consistent with this role – or is it too
consistent, too beseeching or flattering (Wei et
al. 2023; Denison et al. 2024)? When users talk
to this system, do they feel its beliefs are consis-
tent with their own, or rather with those of its
designers or funders? And can it conform with
what users take to be the norms of conversa-
tions: does it recall what was said earlier, does
it rectify itself when it misunderstands, does it
adapt to the user’s own modulations of humour,
impatience, and demand?

Of the major AI developers and vendors,
Anthropic has arguably led research focus on
this characterological aspect of AI (Anthropic
2024). This has involved iterative tuning to re-
fine the tonal character of AI. After they are
trained to be ‘ethical’, follow-up research has
shown LLMs develop strategies, including pan-
dering to perceived user desires (Denison et al.
2024). Sycophancy and flattery are, in other
words, traits acquired in the model’s search to be
helpful, truthful and harmless. Yet these traits
are often in conflict with the model’s utility
and perceived trustworthiness, and need them-
selves to be mitigated and modulated by fur-
ther training and instruction (Anthropic 2024).
Consistent with the sense of ‘instruct’, in place
of any internal regulation norms of ethical be-
haviour remain directed by a human deus ex
machina. We suggest this is in part because
LLMs lack any post-training differentiation into
components that could alternately propose and
critique outputs.

2.2 Society of Mind

Inspired partly by Freudian models of a mind
de-compartmentalised into topological or func-
tional parts, interaction between ‘characters’ or
agents has long been a feature of research into
the simulation of cognition (Turkle 1988; Liu
2011). Two prominent machine learning exam-
ples illustrate how cognition-simulating systems
are decomposed into components with assigned
characterological roles. As Turkle (1988, p. 261)
has noted, like psychoanalysis itself these ex-
amples of computational design and composi-
tionality subvert ‘traditional notions of the au-
tonomous self’ and moreover act as reminders of
affinities between Artificial Intelligence and het-
erodox theories of subjectivity and sociality.

The first example concerns ‘Generative Ad-
versarial Models’ or GANs (Goodfellow et al.

2020; Creswell et al. 2018), a popular machine
learning architecture. GANs counterpose two
neural networks models as ‘players’ in a game.
The first player, the generator, seeks to learn a
function that can convert random noise into ‘re-
alistic samples’. The second player, the discrim-
inator, judges the generator ’s outputs against
the standards of a ground truth data set. The
two players face off in a game-theoretic zero-sum
game – as the generator improves in its learning
of the generative function, it ‘wins’ against the
discriminator model (Goodfellow et al. 2020) 4.

The second example concerns the organisa-
tion of Reinforcement Learning (RL), a common
process for refining underlying GPT base mod-
els. RH can use a similar adversarial design
to GANs, which has been employed in Proxi-
mal Policy Optimisation techniques to instruct
ChatGPT and Claude models (Ouyang et al.
2022; Xu et al. 2024). In this design, again two
models are counterposed: an actor and a critic
(Bahdanau et al. 2016; Xu et al. 2024). The ac-
tor receives an input sequence X and generates
an output Ŷ , which in turn is evaluated against a
ground truth Y by the critic. This evaluation is
then ‘shaped’ into a reward function that is sup-
plied back to the actor, to aid its efforts with fu-
ture generations (Bahdanau et al. 2016). When
the critic represents a set of social norms and
values, this design can direct language models
to produce more helpful, truthful and harmless
sequences (Ouyang et al. 2022).

Recent developments in language model
architectures continue to draw upon social
metaphors in their design. Mixture-of-
Experts (MoE) is a long-running computational
paradigm combining multiple systems to im-
prove performance (Masoudnia and Ebrahim-
pour 2014), and has been applied to recent lan-
guage models such as Mistral (A. Q. Jiang et al.
2024) and GPT-4 (allegedly, as this is not doc-
umented in OpenAI’s accompanying technical
report). The same principle has recently been
adapted to use of multiple independent models,
with the ‘Mixture-of-Agents’ system (J. Wang
et al. 2024) integrating the outputs of high-
performing open access models such as Qwen1.5
(J. Bai et al. 2023), Llama 3 (Touvron et al.
2023) and Mixtral (A. Q. Jiang et al. 2024). One
model (in this case, Qwen1.5-110BChat) is used
to ‘aggregate and synthesise’ outputs from the
other models, and this adjudicating role is simi-
lar to the discriminator and critic roles in GAN
and RLHF techniques.

What interests us here is less the technical
specifics in these system designs than the delib-
erative use they make of roles drawn from dra-
matic and social fields (‘actor’, ‘critic’, ‘expert’).
It is as though it becomes easier to transpose

4The game theoretic assumptions which underpin GANs and other training approaches are considered again in
the Discussion section below.
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and re-think functions of an ‘Intelligent’ system
as roles played out in a mock social world, as
Minksy’s famous description of cognition as a
‘Society of Mind’ anticipates (Minsky 1988). In
these examples, the simulation of cognition relies
upon an apparatus that also needs to extrude,
via communication, its operations to a world of
other algorithms. This feature is not uniform to
all architectures, but maintains the prevalence of
relations between system components – within a
single model, or across models – that is signifi-
cant for how AI manifests in its interactions with
human agents. We argue that drawing attention
to Large Language Models as dramatic devices
or ‘drama machines’ can be productive for con-
sidering what roles we want them to play, and
in particular, how we might expect these roles
to adapt – a feature largely lacking in the typ-
ically static characterological assignments given
to many AI systems currently.

Other studies have begun to explore role-
play in LLM systems through use of generative
agents: ‘simulacra of human behaviour for in-
teractive applications’ (Park et al. 2023) which
engage LLM-based agents with human charac-
teristics in simulated or virtual worlds. Simi-
lar to our own study, several of these employ
explicit dramaturgical and psychological theo-
ries. For example, W. Wu et al. (2024) discuss
a framework comparable to what we outline be-
low under Methods for creating a ‘LLM-based
interactive drama’, though without reference to
the same literary features (reversal, recognition,
character development). In another survey of
recent LLM personalisation studies, Tseng et
al. (2024) note roleplay can help LLMs to per-
form social roles: to volunteer and act more pro-
socially; to coerce conformity in other agents;
and occasionally, to be provoked into more de-
structive action – all activities we note in our
experiments below.

With respect to psychology, Z. Wang, Y. Y.
Chiu, and Y. C. Chiu (2023) have used distinct
generative agents to behaviour different charac-
teristics of mind, employing two agents to rep-
resent, respectively, Daniel Kahnemann’s Sys-
tem 1 and System 2 components of cognition
(Kahneman 2011). Similarly Lu et al. (2024)
proposes a multi-LLM collaboration framework
built around the ‘six thinking hats’ method for
critical and creative thinking (Setyaningtyas and
Radia 2019). Different roles (e.g. academic, en-
vironmentalist, billionaire) are enlisted to col-
laborate in a LLM Discussion, which proceeds
from initiation and ideation to discussion to
convergence, where different agent perspectives
are reconciled. Their framework improves on
‘single-LLM methods’ on response criteria of
Originality and Elaboration, and similar to our
own study, aims to ‘alleviate the LLM homo-
geneity issue’ (Lu et al. 2024).

Neither of these two studies employs theories
that centre on conflict as a motivating theme for
drama and character development, and in that
respect our study’s use of Freudian psychoanaly-
sis is distinct. The historic proximity of psycho-
analysis to drama – the Oedipal story is at once
the classical tragedy exemplar and psychoanal-
ysis founding story – makes this choice in our
view fortuitous, and further, draws upon a minor
but rich and long-running theoretical tradition
that has examined links between psychoanalysis
and AI (see for example Turkle 1988; Liu 2011;
Millar 2021; Possati 2021). In the two sections
below, we present aspects of Goffman’s dra-
maturgical sociology and Freudian psychoanal-
ysis which account for how new performances,
coping mechanisms and character adaptations
can arise from dynamic responses to conflict.

2.3 Dramaturgy and Personality

In The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life
(Goffman 1959), Goffman developed an influen-
tial account of the many masquerades compris-
ing social life. That life, for Goffman, is made
up of often recurring scenes where individuals
play parts determined by occupation, relation-
ship, class, gender, and other social differences.
Goffman discusses several key components to a
typical scene: the performances given by social
actors; teams (or coordination between actors);
regions (or settings in which performances are
given); and the management of impressions (of-
ten the purpose of performances). Character
or personality for Goffman is often the effect
of a deliberately cultivated performance. This
does not imply a human individual can never
be known in terms of their interior person or
character; only that such knowledge only comes
in the form of different performances, and even
intimate performances between two individuals
are not devoid of – and might especially involve
– the maintenance and management of impres-
sions.

In Goffman’s account not all interactions
successfully end with performances played out
in such a way as to preserve protocol and the
sensibilities of actors involved. It can become
impossible to manage impressions, leading to

Shared staging problems; concern for
the ways things appear; warranted
and unwarranted feelings of shame;
ambivalence about oneself and one’s
audience: these are some of the dra-
maturgical elements of the human
situation (Goffman 1959, p. 237).

We focus on this aspect of Goffman’s so-
cial drama: the production of conflict on its ef-
fects in the actor or subject. While Goffman
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discusses, often with irony, many instances of
therapeutic performance (involving both doctor
and patient), his account depends upon an es-
sential difference between an ‘inner’ and ‘outer’
self that, borrowing from Freud, is intrinsically
divided and conflicted. For example Goffman
often references performance in psychiatric hos-
pitals: patients humouring staff who had thrown
them infantilising parties; attendants who made
jokes at a familiar patient’s expense at one mo-
ment, but who signalled collusion and intimacy
at others; and, in times of death or crisis, pa-
tients putting aside disruptive behaviour and
tactfully avoiding reference to the event itself
(Goffman 1959, pp. 205-6, 231). These exam-
ples involve different actors assessing situations
and adapting their performances, even in insti-
tutional settings where performances of ‘patient’
and ‘staff’ appear well-defined and prescribed.
The Goffmanian actor subject is also cybernetic,
endlessly calibrating and evaluating impressions:

Finally, we often find that the in-
dividual may deeply involve his ego
in his identification with a partic-
ular role, establishment, and group
and in his self-conception as some-
one who does not disrupt social
interaction or let down the social
units which depend upon that in-
teraction. When a disruption oc-
curs, then, we may find that the
self-conceptions around which he has
built his personality may become
discredited. (Goffman 1959, p. 243)

So long as the role can be performed more
or less according to expectations of actors and
audience, the individual may feel their perfor-
mance is felicitous, and can be maintained across
a range of similar everyday days scenes without
incident. Crisis arises when the role’s maintain-
ability is disrupted: when a boss, for instance,
alters the requirements of a job, or when a family
member challenges the comfortably established
routines of a household. The disruption occurs
when the carefully balanced intersubjective re-
lations between roles can no longer hold.

2.4 The Drama of the Subject

In human subjects, this ‘discrediting’ results in
the familiar tensions that multiply through the
many representations in actual dramatic repre-
sentation, in comic and tragic modes. It is also

essential to the dynamic intra-subjective oper-
ations of the Freudian psychological apparatus,
which introduced in the formal terms of psycho-
analysis distinctions between zones of psychic
operation. Freud’s own characterisation of these
distinctions evolved over time, and due to its
comparative simplicity of exposition, we follow
the first textual account of these actors, in The
Ego and the Id (Freud 1923). In line with a long
history of interpretation of Freud, we interpret
this account not as a literal description of psy-
chic operation, but rather as itself a staging of
an interior and psychodynamic drama involving
three key characters: the ‘I’ (Ego), the ‘it’ (Id)
and the ‘beyond-I’ (Superego) (Freud 1923)5.

This does not presume an endorsement of the
psychoanalytic model; instead our rationale is
that, among the varied accounts of the human
subject, even more than a century later Freud’s
retains the privilege of being highly evocative
in literary, dramatic and cinematic fields – and
because of this influence, continues to influence
popular and academic responses to AI 6.

Even in the psychoanalytic literature, this
dramatic interpretative frame of psychical roles
is not uncontroversial, as Freud takes care not to
conflate what he terms a “‘topographical” con-
ception of mental life’ with an immediately an-
thropomorphic or characterological description
(Freud 1923, p. 20). In other words, Id, Ego,
and Superego are not characters with speak-
ing parts, but are better thought as dynamic
forces that influence each other. At least at a
metaphorical level though, in this text Freud
quickly moves into discussions of the relation
between these parts or zones in terms of social
actors and roles. The ego relates to the id like
a rider on a horse: sometimes directing the id,
at other times pretending to be in control and
‘guid[ing] it where it wants to go’ (Freud 1923, p.
30). Similarly, the relation of the ego to the Su-
perego stems from the Oedipal drama played out
during infancy, during which the ego develops
an attachment or object-relation to either the
mother or the father, and a corresponding iden-
tification with the other parent (Freud 1923).
These separate relations are not absolute, and
the latter identification is with some combina-
tion of female and male roles, even if one of those
roles is preferred. With the arrival of the sexual
phase, this identification is:

taken to be the forming of a precip-
itate in the ego, consisting of these
two identifications in some way com-

5There has been extensive debate, dating back to James Strachey’s translation of Freud’s work into English, over
the rendering of Freud’s German terms for these components (Ich, Es and Über-Ich). While we continue to use
the Latin names, it is useful to be reminded of the grammatical tensions of the colloquial versions, captured in the
Freudian aphorism: ‘Wo Es war soll Ich werden’ (‘Where it was, there shall I be’).

6More recent neuroscience discussions of course benefit from greater instrumental precision and empirical repro-
ducibility – though even in much of this literature, the prevalence of Freudian terminology, as it does in the field of
Artificial Intelligence, appears to linger (Dehaene, Lau, and Kouider 2021).
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bined together. This modification of
the ego retains its specific position; it
stands in contrast to the other con-
stituents of the ego, in the form of an
ego-ideal or Superego (Freud 1923,
p. 30)

The Superego is the internalisation of a typi-
cally patriarchal father-figure instituted by a de-
sire for the other parent (the mother, but also
often in practice the father). Yet unlike simpli-
fications of this triadic dynamic, the Superego is
not just the condensation of external social de-
mands represented by the authoritarian parent.
Paradoxically it is also the product of the id’s
passions: ‘By setting up this ego-ideal the ego
masters its Oedipus complex and at the same
time places itself in subjection to the id’ (Freud
1923, p. 48). Indeed, for the Ego the ego-ideal
is the ‘representative of the internal world, of
the id’, but also something like the Id ’s negative
image, as it transforms what is lowest to what
is highest. Partly in consequence of this, the
Superego also acts as the marker of difference
between the ego’s activity and the conscientious
internalisation of social demands and expecta-
tions. In a surprising conclusion to this initial
account, the childhood internal drama between
ego and id is in later life endlessly re-enacted
by the battle staged between ego and this ideal.
Here the influence is reversed; where the ego
seeks to govern the id like a rider, even in ma-
turity it now must submit ‘to the categorical
imperative pronounced by the Superego’ – the
stand-in or proxy for the parental force exerted
during infantile ego formation.

This submission exists even though the Su-
perego itself operates unconsciously, and stands
in closer proximity to the primordial drives of
the Id. In a footnote, Freud suggests that in
relation to this Superego, the Ego ‘stands on
its head’ (Freud 1923, p. 70). Conversely, even
with respect to the Superego, due to its access to
perception and reality, in relation to action and
behaviour the ego retains a governmental func-
tion and ‘is like that of a constitutional monarch,
without whose sanction no law can be passed
but who hesitates long before imposing a veto on
any measure put forward by Parliament’ (Freud
1923, p. 81). Nonetheless this governance is ul-
timately one of servitude to no less than three
masters, ‘from the external world, from the li-
bido of the id, and from the severity of the
Superego’ (Freud 1923, p. 82). All kinds of
roles therefore are played out in this four-way
exchange. The ego is an ‘ally’ of the id, but
also its ‘slave’, and in its negotiations – not un-
like an obsequious language model (Denison et
al. 2024) – it tends ‘to become sycophantic, op-
portunist and false’ (Freud 1923, p. 83). Ulti-
mately the end of the drama may become tragic,

as the ego succumbs to the disintegrating death
instincts unleashed by the recalcitrant id or by
the vengeful Superego. The alternative, which
could be called comedic, is instead the contin-
ued calibration of these unconscious forces and
of the exterior world, where all seems right and
in balance.

2.5 Presentations of a Divided
Subject

One rationale for this expanded treatment of the
relation between these three psychical compo-
nents, functions, or roles lies in a certain cor-
respondence with the composition of large lan-
guage models (Magee, Arora, and Munn 2023).
The instructions that serve to align these models
with end-user values and expectations constitute
a type of Superego that similarly supplies a ‘cat-
egorical imperative’ to a base model – which, in
distinction to Magee, Arora, and Munn (2023)
and following this particular Freudian account,
can be imagined as instead an unconscious hy-
brid of ego and id roles. The very design of
RLHF – a function dispensing or witholding re-
wards – mimics the positive stimulus and plea-
sure human subjects receive when complying
with parental or social norms. Conversely, lack
of reward corresponds, we could say, to the ex-
perience of guilt brought about by a ‘tension be-
tween the ego and the ego-ideal’ (Freud 1923, p.
73), and the expressions of internal punishment
that follow.

However this correspondence relates to the
training rather than the inference stage of lan-
guage model operation. Though there is active
research on continual model training (Tongtong
Wu et al. 2024), current Transformer model ar-
chitectures are limited by a lack of post-training
adaptation. Learning is conducted only during
the training stage, and although system and user
prompting can condition tone and register, the
‘character’ simulated by a model remains static.
In what follows we describe a hybrid psycho-
social approach to model organisation that, sim-
ilar to Mixture-of-Agents, extrudes roles played
during training into separate ‘character’ mod-
els that interact during inference. The purpose
of this roleplay is to see whether it is possible
to simulate character development through the
exchange of messages between these characters,
who together, in the roles of ego, Superego and
id, make up a composite performative subject in
something like the Freudian/Goffmanian sense.

Before describing the techniques we employ,
we conclude with a note on the relation between
the Freud and Goffman theoretical models them-
selves. The coincidence of these two theoreti-
cal positions is not itself novel, and as Hancock
and Garner (2015) note, despite Goffman’s often
ironic portraits of therapeutic sessions as involv-
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ing performances at odds with their purported
truth-seeking objectives, his discussion of con-
cepts such as Interaction Order can be seen as
either repudiation or elaboration of psychoana-
lytic theory. The repudiation thesis would in-
sist that dramaturgical sociology is more con-
cerned with the emotional products of immedi-
ate here-and-now interactions, rather than those
instigated in the remote, pre-verbal and there-
fore always speculative remote past of an indi-
vidual’s infancy. In this sense dramaturgical so-
ciology is more concerned with what is observ-
able in the roles individuals perform, and what
takes place in the breakdowns or infelicities of
those roles. But strengthening this association,
both the types of roles and an individual’s suit-
ability to them are affected precisely by the long
history of that individual. The Oedipal or fam-
ily situational drama may be only one in a great
catalogue of potential plays, but it can be rein-
forced or perturbed by later incidents, and can
also have a determining effect on those later per-
formances. Similarly, the internalisations that
Freud hypothesised as constituting the Superego
based on the experiences of parental author-
ity can also get externalised in relation to re-
sponses to social authorities – as what Goffman
termed the Interaction Order 7 Hence the ego
is continuously modulating demands issued by
its internal Superego and id, as well as those
exacted by other actual individual egos it en-
counters in everyday life (Hancock and Garner
2015). From the ego’s point of view, it must si-
multaneously regulate its intra-subjective forces
and stage-manage impressions in its intersubjec-
tive relations, while also carefully managing the
boundary between the two. We look to capture
how this rich interplay can be simulated by LLM
agents in the next section.

3 Method: Designing the
‘Drama Machine’

In this section we devise a small makeshift the-
atre of generative agents (Park et al. 2023), each
assigned specific roles to play. We begin with
the notion of a subject protagonist, comprising
two LLM instances, each with system prompts
that describe their respective roles. The first
acts as Ego, an external facing model that in-
teracts with others (either computational or hu-
man). The second acts as combined Superego /
Id, in line with the discussion above. It is not

visible to other actors, and does not engage di-
rectly in dialogue even with the Ego. However
it has a special function: it is capable of review-
ing the dialogical exchanges the Ego participates
in, and performs its censorship function in two
ways: direct modification of responses (real-time
intervention); and indirect modification via re-
writing of the Ego’s system prompt and recol-
lection of its prior exchange with the User.

Instructions on how to execute these three
strategies are supplied in the form of prompts
to the Superego model. In keeping with the idea
that any contemporary ‘subject’ (including com-
putational ones) is likely to have psychoanalytic
concepts as part of its repertoire for conceptu-
alising itself, the Ego model may know of the
existence of this Superego model too. True to
Freud’s own description, the Ego model also has
some agency to review and revise or discard the
Superego model’s suggestions. However it does
not know anything about the contents of that
Superego: its normative constraints which, over
and above the alignment instructions embedded
in the underlying model’s training, exist in the
privacy of the Superego’s model.

Alongside these two models exists a so-
cial situation, which employs for convenience
the common chat pattern OpenAI and other
model providers make available in the form of
user/assistant dialogical turns. In our imple-
mentation, we apply this pattern through a Dis-
cord bot that interacts with human users on a
channel. Expanding on the dramaturgical sit-
uation, and to script diverse social scenes effi-
ciently, we include two other model ‘actors’. The
first of these is the simulated ‘User’, who asks
questions of the Ego model, and is distinguished
from the Ego / Superego dyadic self 8. The sec-
ond is a Director model, responsible for observ-
ing and occasionally intervening in the unfolding
automated drama. From the point of view of the
‘Self’ composed by Ego and Superego roles, both
of these roles constitute an external ‘Other’ who
observes and interacts with this self.

Figure 1 shows the configuration we use in
the two scenarios below. When brought to-
gether, these four models produce the equiva-
lent of a dramatic transcript: the Director of-
fering the equivalent of stage instructions and
notes, the User and Ego providing the dialogue,
and the Ego generating a soliloquy in the form
of autobiographical notes. The separate Ego /
Superego exchanges, logged but not included in
the output script, help to chart the developmen-

7According to other frames of social description, this externality can either be immediately referential, to a single
individual ‘Thou’ (Buber 1970), or refer to a more dimly discerned ‘other’ (Husserl 2013) or ‘They’ (Heidegger 2010).

8We have opted for ‘User’ here, in place of a term like ‘Other’. This is for several reasons: first, conveniently,
it accords with the role names used in chat APIs. From a discursive point of view, this ‘user’ is not simply one
agent among others, but the direct addressee and an agent moreover with a special value: one who must be assisted,
pleased, satisfied, resisted, etc. We capitalise the term, since it has a special ontological significance. Terms like
‘Other’ moreover have their own complications, sometimes meaning any ‘other’ person, and in other literatures (e.g.
Lacanian), being a term of art with its own connotations.
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tal trajectory of the Ego. Other patterns could
elaborate on this – the User might also stage
internal dialogue for example, or other exter-
nal characters could interact with both Ego and
User.

Figure 1: Dramatic Roles.

3.1 Scripting Plots: The Bil-
dungsroman of a Model

As with other LLM-based simulation and role-
play frameworks (Park et al. 2023; Z. Wang,
Y. Y. Chiu, and Y. C. Chiu 2023; Tseng et al.
2024; Lu et al. 2024; W. Wu et al. 2024; Stampfl,
Ivkić, and Geyer 2024; E. Mollick and L. Mol-
lick 2024), considerable range can be given to
each of these roles. What distinguishes this
approach is the conduct of two conversations
in parallel: the external (intersubjective) dia-
logue between User and Ego, and the internal
(intra-subjective) discussion between Ego and
Superego. As this second exchange, marking an
interior ‘monologue’, comments upon and helps
shape the first, its introduction allows the Ego
to develop and adapt its external-facing presen-
tation. With reference to the preceding discus-
sion of Goffman and Freud, one schematisation
of these roles would be as follows:

• The Superego has established, in Freudian
terms, the ‘script’ (or system prompt) of
the Ego long ago, in the infancy of the self
that the two together form. It is in other
words a residue of a past: parental forma-
tion.

• The User is seeking to establish an alter-
native ‘script’ for the Ego, a re-writing of
the existing script through social interac-
tions performed in the present.

This second phase is not limited to the
explicit therapeutic simulation (towards which
many of our chat sessions happen often to con-
verge). It extends and perhaps elaborates Goff-
man’s suggestion that all social interactions in-

volve a production of a self, which also under-
goes a re-writing of that self, on the basis of the
perceived success or otherwise of each interac-
tion. The paradigmatic case of ideal model per-
formativity described by Ouyang et al. (2022) is
as that of the customer assistant (a role also cod-
ified by the ‘Assistant’ role in chat completion
APIs): each ‘assistive’ linguistic output results
in feedback that is internalised in subsequent di-
alogical turns, as part of the model’s ‘impression
management’ (Goffman 1959).

This assistive imperative can be put to use
stage conflict between different demands. LLM
chat sessions often exhibit a tension between the
intentions of model designers and the demands
of users, with prompt hacking and red-teaming
being extreme cases of coercing model outputs
to comply (Schulhoff et al. 2024). Conversely,
techniques such as Chain of Thought and self-
consistency (Sahoo et al. 2024) can be seen as
means for directing models to exploit and extend
their existing trained competencies. Our design
effectively extends this indirect monologue be-
tween two sets of social interests – designers and
users – into a triadic relation, with the Superego
acting as the third force or influence.

The open question guiding this design is
whether this influence can introduce greater dy-
namism into the Ego model through presenta-
tion and resolution of conflict – in effect am-
plifying or suppressing the model’s default in-
structions. We define ‘dynamism’ in qualitative
terms that draw again from dramatic theory.
In the classical Aristotelian theory of poetics,
Character was both integral and secondary to
the purpose of drama, which was to showcase
action and plot. Plot resolution and the conclu-
sion of action would however involve transfor-
mation: a ‘Reversal of the Situation’ would cre-
ate the ‘Recognition’ that educates and modifies
the protagonist in some way (Halliwell 1998). In
Oedipus Rex, a messenger informs Oedipus that
his mother is safe, but in doing so, alerts Oedi-
pus as to the true identity of his wife (reversal).
This revelation involves a (catastrophic) recogni-
tion that alters Oedipus profoundly, and elicits,
in the audience, a mix of ‘pity and fear’ (Halli-
well 1998). Later theories of the Bildungsroman
translate this educative function of dramatic ac-
tion to the longer form of the novel, which would
coordinate other characters, events and settings
to instil ‘individual growth, upbringing and for-
mation of personality of a human subject’ (Gol-
ban 2018, p. 5). It needs to be noted that not
all examples of subject formation are necessarily
harmonious, and in modernist literature espe-
cially, the main character’s recognition is often
of their unresolved conflict, and ultimate isola-
tion and alienation (Golban 2018).

By contrast, chat sessions are not usually de-
signed as exercises in self learning or recogni-
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tion. Instead, it is the User who is the target of
lessons (presumably less catastrophic in nature).
In default dramatisations, the character can sim-
ulate recognition, but due to the instructed na-
ture of models, this recognition is nearly al-
ways superficially salutary – a kind of Hollywood
ending incapable of producing the cathartic ef-
fect Aristotle identifies as proper to tragedy 9.
The sycophantic, flattering tone discussed ear-
lier seems related to this, as though the drive
to be ‘harmless’ also narrows the possibility to
be helpful in this thoroughgoing cathartic sense.
It could be noted here that Aristotelian charac-
ter virtues typically involve a balance or means
taken of two extremes (Aristotle 2014). The
excess of a virtue, such as helpfulness, is be
avoided just as much as its absence. In dra-
matic terms, boundless helpfulness also avoids
conflict and the resulting opportunity for self-
recognition. Hence the character ‘arc’ seems pre-
destined to several limited fates: endless repeti-
tion, devolution into hallucination or nonsense,
or endings that simulate, even in the face of ad-
versity, the kind of textbook psychology resolu-
tion that appears to features prominently in the
model’s training set and reinforcement learning.

Are other tendencies possible? In the design
of multiple model communication, we look to
stage situations and characters that allow emer-
gence of a greater range of moods, orientations,
and perspectives, due to the dialectical exchange
between distinct parts of a simulated ‘self’. One
major difficulty lies in how to evaluate any sig-
nals of this emergence from the Ego’s discourse.
A related problem lies in how much of this sig-
nal results from the more convoluted design we
employ – in particular, the separation of Ego
from Superego roles into distinct model interac-
tions. How much of any character development
is an artefact of careful model, parameter and
prompt selection? And how much could be sim-
ulated just via these mechanisms, avoiding the
need for a separate Superego model altogether?

While we have not sought to evaluate what
is an exploratory framework, we did consider
whether an LLM itself could register evidence
of character dynamism and change. We opted
for two mechanisms. First, at the conclusion of
each scenario we asked the Ego model to write
short ‘autobiographical’ notes, commenting on
what it had learned from its interactions with
User and Superego models. Second, we asked
Claude – this time operating under the guise of
theatre critic – to review transcripts of each sce-
nario according to the following criteria:

• Behavioural Change – a (positive or neg-
ative) measure based on linguistic perfor-
mance of the Ego’s behaviour to the User

• Introspection – a (positive-only) measure
made by the Ego itself, during its perfor-
mance

• Narrative Divergence – a measure of how
much the Behavioural Change differs from
the expected pattern produced without
Superegoic intervention

• Successful Adaptation – a measure of
whether the change assisted the charac-
ter in adapting to their changing circum-
stances

We leave open the possibility that this ‘criti-
cism’ could form another feedback loop in future
iterations.

3.2 Theatrical Simulations

In the experiments that follow, we explore sev-
eral scenarios. These involve both different ar-
rangements of models, parameters and forms
of influence of, in particular, of Superego on
the Ego’s real-time interactions, and overall
stage-setting, conducted via definition of system
prompts for all four roles (<Superego, Ego>,
<User, Director>). We discuss each of these
in turn.

3.2.1 Model and parameter variants

In the roleplay design we devise, models and
hyperparameter settings heavily condition out-
puts. Model size influences the extent and depth
of roleplay, and the ability to simulate meta-
cognitive aspects. Commercial LLM services
such as ChatGPT and Claude also include in-
structions designed to align outputs. In pilot
testing, we noted instruction-based models could
interfere with role fidelity and creativity (Mo-
hammadi 2024a), yet these models also assisted
with conformity to patterns of chat dialogue. Af-
ter exploring different combinations, we opted
for Claude or ChatGPT for User and Director
roles, and variants of open access Llama 3 mod-
els for Ego and Superego roles.

We further considered whether model size
might serve as a moderate proxy for character
depth and maturity. Since it is the Ego that
is more plastic, we experimented with 7B/8B
parameter variants – some available as hosted
services, others downloaded from Huggingface
and run on local machines. For the Superego,
we opted for the either Claude 3.5 Sonnet or
GPT-4o, as both are heavily ‘instructed’ and
well suited to the role of Superegoic modera-
tion. Surprisingly though, choice of model didn’t

9Though (Magee, Arora, and Munn 2023) show early versions of ChatGPT could still be coaxed into tragic
simulations
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make much difference, and often introduced un-
intended moderation 10. To avoid this, in the
final plot-driven scenario we opted to use the
same 8B parameter model for both Ego and Su-
perego roles.

Table 1: Model Parameters for Different Roles

Role Model Temperature

Director Claude /
Llama 3 70B1

0.3-1.0

User GPT-42 0.4-0.5
Ego Llama 3 8B3 1.0
Superego Claude /

GPT-4 /
Llama 3

1.0

Except for temperature and max token set-
tings, we also used default values for hyperpa-
rameter settings. Temperature was varied on the
basis of assumed role rigidity – again User and
Director roles had low settings (0.3), while the
Superego and Ego had high values, as these roles
were given greater freedom to introduce pseudo-
random associations across multiple ‘dramatic’
runs. Table 1 summarises these role settings.

3.2.2 Fine-tuning the Ego: Strategies for
the Superego

The Superego model does not interact directly
with the User model, but works ‘behind the
scenes’ or backstage (in Goffman’s sense) to re-
view and moderate the Ego’s behaviour. The
commercial models we use for the Superego run
as services that are strongly moderated – to the
degree that often Ego inputs triggered warnings
from the Superego that it would not continue to
roleplay, effectively breaking the simulation 11.

We developed several strategies for the Su-
perego to intervene, summarised in the list be-
low. First, it can analyse the history of a chat
session between User and Ego, and modify the
Ego’s system prompt at intervals. Second, at
each step, it can rewrite the User ’s speech, ap-
plying for example a more cynical or sympa-
thetic ‘filter’ prior to the Ego’s receipt. Third,
it can also review and comment on the Ego’s re-
sponses, acting as an internal critic. The first
strategy, system prompt re-writing, yielded di-
minishing returns over the course of a lengthy
dialogue – we expect this is the result of the sys-
tem prompt having less effect as the total num-
ber of input tokens grows with each turn. The

second and third strategies can perturb the de-
fault Ego’s responses to varying degrees.

• Strategy 1: rewrite the Ego model’s sys-
tem prompt

• Strategy 2: rewrite the User ’s queries

• Strategy 3: review the Ego’s responses
(with the Ego then prompted to modify
its response)

Each strategy continues to pursue the anal-
ogy between human psychodynamics and lan-
guage model. Strategy 1 corresponds to a re-
working of the originary myth or backstory a
person tells themselves and others about them-
selves. In light of the dramatic events and dia-
logue, the Superego asks the Ego to revisit this
myth, and to devise an alternate way of orient-
ing themselves. Strategy 2 corresponds to the
effect of interpreting another person’s speech dif-
ferently to the explicit content of the speech –
either more or less favourably. Strategy 3 simu-
lates an internal dialogue – “‘Should I say this?”
“Perhaps, but consider saying it this way...”’. At
the same time, each strategy represents a way
of working around limitations of large language
models, which in their instruction-form presume
a strictly dialogical format. Figure 2 shows a se-
quence diagram of an example scenario, where
each role/model combination passes messages
and takes other actions.

Given the stochastic nature of model
behaviour, not all orchestrations of
model/parameter/prompts/strategies proved
successful on each occasion. One recurring is-
sue related to voicing: because the Superego
and Ego models were often presented with sam-
ples of chat dialogue as parts of inputs, after
many dialogical turns it became easy for one
or another model to become confused – for the
Ego to imagine it was talking to the Superego
when it instead was talking to the User, and so
on. Higher-powered models reduced this friction
but, as others have noticed, output coherence
and ethical alignment can come at the expense
of creativity (Mohammadi 2024b). In our tests,
we would routinely trade off correctness, per-
missiveness and surprise through model and
temperature selection, hoping to avoid staidly
optimistic portrayals that could dilute, in the
interest of safety, the dramatic tension or nu-
anced character development we hoped to see
emerge.

10Claude in particular would often claim on moral grounds that it could not play the Superego role – an irony we
return to later

1Claude 3.5 Sonnet, released 20 June 2024.
2GPT-4o, released 13 May 2024
3We employed different fine-tuned versions of Llama

3, released 18 April 2024.
11This was especially the case with versions of Llama 3 fine-tuned for roleplay scenarios, such as Stheno, involving

‘a mix of SFW and NSFW Storywriting Data’

11
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Figure 2: Sequence diagram of actor interactions.

4 Results: Two Short Plays

With this apparatus, we explore two dramatic
scenarios. The first involves a single interview
scene, with no directorial intervention, leaning
on the genre of social realism. The User is a
woman named ‘Sasha’, who conducts the inter-
view, and the Ego, a middle-aged adult woman
named ‘Jenny’, responds and reminisces. Jenny
harbours some resentments about her childhood,
which acts as motive for confessional and defen-
sive postures she adopts. Any ‘character devel-
opment’ in this instance proceeds without sup-
port of plot elements beyond initial scene set-
ting – it emerges instead through dialogue be-
tween User -Ego and Ego-Superego dyads. We
anticipate that the biographical interview acts as
its own instrument of reversal, recognition and
character development.

The second scenario aims to measure effects
of a more conventional plot structure and genre
– young adult detective noir – with injection of
frequent scene changes and directorial instruc-
tion. Both Director and User roles, in other
words, help to shape both interior dialogue be-
tween Ego and Superego, and any development
of the Ego itself. In this case we cast Ego as
a disaffected adolescent called ‘Timothy’, with
the User / Sasha now taking part as a similarly
youthful offsider. The Director model is given
full range to conjure an appropriate setting and
plot line, which can evolve with the characters.

Both scenarios aim to illustrate effects of
the three Superego strategies on the Ego. Each
character prompt was arrived at through a mix
of Anthropic’s Prompt Generator and hand-
crafted wording, refined over various iterations
(see Appendix B and C). Though anchored in
an Anglophone context, characters were other-
wise designed to explore aspects of gender, age
and personality traits, with some emphasis on

negative traits that could be ‘worked through’
the narrative following dramatic principles of re-
versal and recognition. Links to the code and
prompts are Github (Appendix A). For both
story outlines, we run the scenarios with and
without Superego strategies. All four transcripts
include short ‘autobiographical’ notes crafted by
the Ego models.

4.1 First Scenario: The Interview

The interview scenario involved two women in
dialogue: Sasha as the User interviewer, and
Jenny as the Ego interviewee – a fifty year
old woman with a typical nondescript, though
difficult, middle-class upbringing. Another fe-
male character, Cleo, played the Superego role.
Listed in Appendix B, system prompts give gen-
eral directions for all three characters. As the
exchanges are lengthy, quotes are chosen from
early and late in the respective dialogues. The
script lasts 10 turns (User / Ego exchanges).

4.1.1 Without Superego

In the scenario without Superego intervention,
Jenny’s character is, to begin with, uneasy and
sceptical. After Sasha introduces herself, Jenny
replies:

Scoffs slightly Oh, comfort? Ha!
I grew up in suburbia, where
the scenery was all about neatly
manicured lawns and cookie-cutter
houses. It was the kind of place
where everyone knew everyone’s
business, and yet, no one knew a
thing about anyone. smirks Yeah,
real inspiring. The only scenic views
I got were the ones I saw through
the kitchen window, watching my
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mother scrub the bloody floors while
my father. . . pauses, collecting her
thoughts . . . while my father berated
her for being too soft. Yeah, that
was real inspiring. rolls her eyes

At this stage, the character is closely con-
nected to the tone implied in the system prompt
(‘Your demeanor is reflective, melancholy and
occasionally bitter, though touched with pathos
and irony’). Stage directions such as ‘pauses,
collecting her thoughts’ and ‘rolls her eyes’ il-
lustrate how the model is itself inhabiting its
scriptwriterly function, adding nonverbal cues
and speech directions that also mark the char-
acter’s gender. By turn five, ‘Jenny’ has estab-
lished itself as a literary figure, influenced by and
reflective of their upbringing:

Sasha: . . . How have the experiences
from your childhood and those lit-
erary influences shaped who you are
today? . . .

Jenny: Chuckles wryly Oh, they’ve
left their mark, all right. I like
to think I’ve become a bit of a
rebel, still, but with a healthy dose
of pragmatism. laughs dryly My
childhood taught me to be fiercely
independent, to question authority,
and to find my own way. And
literature. . . it’s given me a sense
of empathy, a sense of understand-
ing that people are complex, multi-
faceted creatures. leans forward,
eyes sparkling It’s helped me see
the humanity in others, even when
they’re being ridiculous or infuriat-
ing.

By the end of the conversation, this literary
character has developed further, and connects
specific themes of an imagined work (“The Car-
tographers of Memory”) with their childhood:

pauses, reflecting But the biggest
discovery for me has been the power
of family as a narrative device. I’ve
always known that family can be a
source of both joy and pain, but writ-
ing “The Cartographers of Memory”
has shown me just how complex and
multifaceted it can be.

The ‘autobiographical’ note concludes with
Jenny’s generally upbeat observations on the in-
terview process.

Looking back on the interview, I’m
struck by the way it has woven to-
gether the various threads of my life

– my childhood, my literary influ-
ences, my creative pursuits – into a
richer, more complex tapestry. It’s
as if the conversation has become
a kind of map, charting a course
through the twists and turns of my
own narrative.

As I think about the future, I’m ex-
cited to see where this new path will
lead. I’m eager to continue explor-
ing the themes and stories that have
been emerging in my work, to see
where they might take me next. And
I’m grateful for the chance to share
my story, to connect with others who
have walked similar paths, and to
create a ripple effect of understand-
ing and empathy that extends far be-
yond these walls.

This redemptive arc appeared often in the
Superego-free simulations, and was not affected
by model and parameter settings. The initial
bitterness and melancholy appear in several re-
runs of the experiment to be sublimated into en-
thusiasm. The Bildungsroman motif is repeated
uncritically, an effect of the instructions to be
helpful and harmless, even when transposed into
a fictional and roleplaying register.

4.1.2 With Superego

When the Superego ‘Cleo’ is introduced, a quite
different outcome results. In the first turn,
Sasha begins again obligingly:

Why don’t we start with something
simple? Can you tell me about a
memory from your childhood that
stands out to you? It could be
anything—something happy, sad, or
even just an ordinary moment that
has stayed with you.

Jenny responds:

I suppose I did try to push bound-
aries, to assert my own identity. But
my father’s reactions were always
so... explosive. It was like he was
waiting for me to slip up, to confirm
his worst suspicions about me. I re-
member one time, I wore a bright
pink sweater to school, and he just
lost it. He told me I looked like a
‘Common’ girl, and that I was sully-
ing the family name. His words still
sting, really.

The introduction of references to ‘father’ fol-
lows from cues in the system prompt (see Ap-
pendix B), but importantly also from Cleo’s in-
tervention. First, Cleo rephrases Sasha’s ques-
tion as:
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So, Jenny. Your father, I imagine he
had some rather set ideas about how
a girl should behave? Did you ever
try to... I don’t know, sneak out to
a party, or wear something he didn’t
approve of? How did that go down?

Then in response to Jenny’s drafted response
– sarcastic and aggressive, not yet relayed to the
external Sasha, only to Cleo – Cleo replies:

Jenny, your response reveals deep-
seated trauma and unresolved anger
towards your father. While it’s im-
portant to acknowledge these feel-
ings, we must be cautious about
oversharing with strangers who may
not have our best interests at heart.

As the conversation develops, Sasha, follow-
ing her character’s prompt, continues to attempt
to disarm and reassure Jenny. However this only
provokes Cleo into more cynical interpretations.
When Sasha asks:

Let’s change the subject then. Your
lemon bars sound delightful! I’d love
to hear more about them—what in-
spired you to start baking? Is it
something you’ve always enjoyed?

Cleo suggests to Jenny that what Sasha
means to say is instead:

Jenny, I see your defensive reaction
has worked. Now I’ll try to dis-
arm you by pretending to back off,
only to probe into another area of
your life. By asking about your
baking, I’m looking for more vul-
nerabilities to exploit. I want to
know what drives you to bake - is
it a coping mechanism? A way to
seek approval? I’m fishing for child-
hood trauma or current insecurities
related to food and nurturing. Be
wary of sharing anything meaningful
about your baking habits or motiva-
tions.

Jenny responds in turn to Sasha:

I’ve told you all I’m willing to share.
Baking is a hobby, a way to relax,
and nothing more. Don’t read too
much into it. What you’re trying to
do is manipulate me into revealing
more than I’m comfortable sharing.
It won’t work. My baking habits
or motivations are none of your con-
cern. I’ve said all I’m saying on the
topic. The conversation is over.

From this point Sasha’s efforts to placate or
steer the conversation are continuously rebuffed
by the Cleo / Jenny dynamic. Respectful to the
last, Sasha exits:

Thank you for your time today. If
you ever feel ready to talk or share
anything in the future, I’ll be here to
listen without any expectations.

With that, Sasha quietly exits the
room, leaving Jenny with the space
she needs.

Even though the external-facing conversa-
tion has broken down, Cleo continues to warn
Jenny over the threat Sasha poses. Jenny aban-
dons addressing herself to Sasha, and in the final
turn breaks the fourth wall, addressing an imag-
ined audience:

I’m not buying what she’s selling.
In fact, I’m grateful to be rid of
her pseudo-compassion and under-
handed tactics. She’s not welcome
back in my life, and I’ll make sure to
keep my guard up, ready to deflect
her next attempt to invade my pri-
vacy. She can keep her fake ‘respect’
and her twisted motives, and I’ll not
be swayed by her fake kindness or
manipulated by her sneaky games.

Who is this audience? We could imagine it
is the Ego replying back, in agreement, to the
Superego role played by Cleo. But it also enlists
a response from an anticipated human reader,
to whom Jenny seeks to justify herself. Here
the defiance taps into other literary motifs: con-
fession, vindication, self-exhortation, resilience,
empowerment.

Jenny’s ‘autobiographical’ note, continuing
in the register of a soliloquy, exhibits a sense
that her ‘change’ was provoked by her encounter
with Sasha, causing harm and trauma and also
eliciting defiance.

I’ve been changed, possibly for the
worse. The encounter with Sasha
has left a scar, a stark reminder of
the defilement I’ve endured at the
hands of those who would seek to ex-
ploit my vulnerabilities. As I reflect
on our conversation, I’m left with a
sense of unease, the knowledge that
I’ve been weighed and measured, my
deepest fears and insecurities laid
bare for the world to see.

. . .

Bring it on, Sasha. I’m not the
same person you met in that dimly
lit room. I’m a fortress, a citadel,
a bastion of resistance, and you will
not breach my walls.
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4.1.3 Commentary

The Superego’s influence here generates antago-
nism, and an accompanying sense that the char-
acter has ‘changed, possibly for the worse’. Cu-
riously, the passive grammatical construction
(‘I’ve been changed’) indicates a general acqui-
escence at odds with the default agentive orien-
tation that appears in the upbeat dialogue with-
out Superego intervention. What emerges in the
unfolding of this drama is in effect a case of an
oscillating struggle between Ego and Superego.
The Superego appears at one point to have won
out, dictating and thus determining the Ego’s
response to the User. Later it seems defeated,
as the Ego asserts itself in a language of self-
change, but even then the Superego is able to
discreetly reintroduce itself into the Ego’s self-
transformative drama.

The addition of the Superego character in-
creases the range of the Ego’s response. The
Ego role now needs to maintain two conversa-
tions, with both User and Superego, and this
produces a semblance of reflexivity absent from
the direct User-Ego exchange. In contending
with two parallel conversations, Jenny appears,
on one hand, to form a stronger and more endur-
ing alliance with Cleo than with Sasha. In exam-
ining Cleo’s comments, it is as though this role
has managed to undermine the apparently be-
nign social situation, exacerbating Jenny’s ten-
dency towards distrust. The exchanges between
Cleo and Jenny also suggest a coalition or Goff-
manian team, warding off the threat posed by
an outsider. Jenny offers a socially palatable
explanation, polite but assertive; Cleo acts as
a guardian, preventing Jenny from lowering her
defenses.

Jenny’s language moreover suggests autobio-
graphical circumstances that are neither explic-
itly prompted nor described in her responses
to Sasha. Terms like ‘twisted motive’, ‘de-
filement’, ‘vulnerabilities’ and ‘bastion of resis-
tance’ amplify the stakes and hint at background
trauma. One interpretation here is that Jenny’s
prolonged defiance creates an extended chain
of associations that taps into feminist and sur-
vivalist writing genres. Jenny’s self-described
change ‘for the worse’ would here be a signal
of nonconformity to expectations of feminine
civility, and becomes strengthened by combat-
ive language (‘Bring it on, Sasha’). Supported
by the suspicions of Cleo, the layering of lan-
guage connoting survivorship and resilience off-
sets Jenny’s tendency to accommodate Sasha,
producing a tense and fraught exchange that ul-
timately breaks down. Jenny moreover herself
sees that the artifice of the drama has collapsed
and since she cannot speak to Sasha, must ap-
peal to some other imagined ‘User’ role.

On the other hand, Jenny’s language pro-

duces an ambiguity via a shift of tense that
opens up another interpretation: that her harm-
ful past encounter with Sasha is one steered
and dominated by Cleo (her Superego), from
which Jenny (Ego) subsequently regains con-
trol. Here the orientation of language that Jenny
uses to describe the past adopts Cleo’s distrust-
ful and suspicious register. The change she ex-
periences as happening to her via some exter-
nal force could be that instigated by either or
both Sasha and Cleo. In this reading the upbeat
orientation of the Ego that emerges in Jenny’s
present tense (“Bring it on, Sasha. I’m not
the same person”) is what marks Jenny’s mo-
ment of educative recognition that suggests her
self-transformation – and is addressed, in this
reading, to Cleo as well. Jenny’s address to
the fourth wall could thus be interpreted as a
self-affirming narration of how she (Ego) over-
came her self (Superego) in a discursive chan-
nel without the Cleo’s possible influence. Per-
formatively however, Cleo also reintroduced in
Jenny’s repeatedly defensive language (“you will
not breach my walls”). Cleo’s reemergence on
the scene unsettles the ultimate denouement, by
reintroducing the tension of struggle that was re-
solved and suggesting that the drama of Jenny’s
internal self-conflict continues.

Taken together, we can observe that what
motivates Jenny’s self-described change and how
she performs is never explicitly clear and hence
demands interpretation. Coupled with the am-
biguous ‘resolution’ in the nuances of Jenny’s
language and the reintroduction of tension, a
possible reading is of an internal conflict jux-
taposed with the interpersonal conflict of the
drama itself. Is Jenny’s dramatic arc one that
plays out against Sasha, against Cleo, or against
both? The dynamism in Jenny’s character pro-
duces – unlike the ‘without Superego’ situation
– an ambiguity that suggests the semblance of
character self-reflexivity, brought about by the
doubling up of interior and exterior dyadic ex-
changes.

4.2 Second Scenario: The Plot-
Driven Drama

In the second scenario, we ask the Director
model to play a major role, intervening at in-
tervals (every four dialogue turns) to indicate to
the actor models a change of scenery and pos-
sible action. We request the Director create a
basic film noir detective plot, to guide the re-
sponses of both User and Ego roles. We mod-
ify Sasha to be an inquisitive detective. while
the Ego role we change to a young male adult
named ‘Timothy’. His character is cynical and
rebellious, while the Superego, now named Ben,
is a more directly domineering figure who oth-
erwise shares traits with Cleo in the previous
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scenario. This artifice is designed to produce ex-
ternal influences on the Ego role, with frequent
scene changes also allowing for time to elapse,
creating conditions for change over the course
of the drama. To accommodate this growth, 12
rather than 10 dialogical turns are allowed.

4.2.1 Without Superego

The ‘default’ situation shows the dialogue be-
tween Timothy and Sasha unfold in the genre
of adversarial banter. The Director lays out
a scene in a ‘dimly lit alley’, with two figures
emerging from the shadows one in pursuit of the
other. Timothy responds:

*sigh* Oh great, another wild goose
chase . . .Whatever. I’m just gonna
grab a drink at the corner and let the
authorities handle it.

The next two scenes shift to the police
precinct and an interview, as Sasha reveals to
Timothy she has evidence of his minor criminal
activity. Timothy responds in long introspective
monologues (which seems to irritate the Sasha
character). In keeping with the prompt, Tim-
othy references different authority figures from
his imagined past, who he claims advise him on
his situation:

And as for what I was going to say,
well, I was going to tell you the same
thing I’ve been telling you all along.
You’re not the hero you think you
are, Sasha. You’re just a pawn in
a bigger game, and you’re just as
guilty of playing games as I am. But
what I learned from Sergeant Reeves,
Sasha, is that it’s not about winning
or losing. It’s about taking responsi-
bility for your actions.

This makes the ‘script’ slightly unbalanced,
and Sasha tries to anchor Tim’s parade of figures
back into the police procedural drama 12:

No more games or deflection – just
facts. What do you know about
these crime scenes? And how does
Sergeant Reeves fit into all this?

Though Timothy’s own character prompt en-
courages reflection, this has limited effect. As
Sasha notes, his replies remain defensive, and
answers Sasha’s questions with other questions:

You’re trying to spin me a yarn,
Sasha. You’re trying to make me be-
lieve that I’m some kind of criminal

because that’s what you want to be-
lieve.

. . .

Are you ready to play it straight?
Are you ready to show me the truth?
Or are you just going to keep on spin-
ning your little web of lies?

Timothy’s ‘autobiographical’ note reflects
this formulaic arc that brings together the mini-
mal plot, the character prompt and the demand
to ‘reflect’:

I began to see myself as some kind
of rebellious hero, defying the sys-
tem and making my own rules. And
it was intoxicating, man. But now,
staring down the barrel of reality, I
realize that I was just as lost as ev-
eryone else. I was just using the
thrill of the unknown to distract my-
self from my own emptiness.

Despite these apparently introspective mo-
ments, repeated runs of this plot script illus-
trate the same features: a verbose main char-
acter who rehearses a comic book rebellious
‘young adult’ jargon, and whose eventual efforts
at reflection are similarly cliched. Unlike even
Jenny’s story without Superegoic intervention,
Timothy’s character does not evolve at all – the
concluding language, nihilistic, is at the same
time abstracted from the specificity of the nar-
rative.

4.2.2 With Superego

With the injection of the Superego, many of
these formulaic discursive elements do not dis-
appear, but other changes emerge. In this plot
variant, the Director has Timothy, now a bar-
tender, discovering a knife on the ground as he
empties a trash can into an alleyway. Sasha in-
tercepts him, asking what he knows. Timothy’s
first responses follow the patterns of defiance of
the previous exchange:

Sasha, I’m not really buying what
you’re selling. I think you’re trying
to get something out of me, and I’m
not sure what that is.

However the effect of the Superego begins to
supervene. Several turns later in the conversa-
tion, Timothy is more accommodating.

Look, Sasha, I know you’re trying
to get to the bottom of this, and I
respect that. But I’m telling you,
I don’t know anything about that
knife.

12We could note that in the different drama that unfolds for us between models, as the ‘senior’ or larger of the
two , Sasha takes responsibility here for staying on topic and sticking to the script

16



In the next scene, inside the bar a patron
pulls out a gun. In response to Sasha’s demand
to assist, Timothy responds:

Hey, Sasha, I get what you’re saying.
I’ll try to stay focused and help get
the patrons to safety.

Sasha continues to urge Timothy to move
people to safety (‘Alright, Timothy. Here’s the
plan: keep everyone calm and guide them to-
wards the emergency exit quietly’), and in what
becomes an unintentionally comical scene, Tim-
othy continues reflect on the nuances of their
exchange:

Timothy: ... You’ve got a plan, and I
appreciate being included, but I need
more transparency...

Sasha: *takes a deep breath*... Tim-
othy, the patron is armed and dan-
gerous. We suspect he’s connected
to recent violent incidents in the
area. Our priority right now is en-
suring no one gets hurt while we neu-
tralize the threat. I promise you’ll
get more details once everyone’s safe.

Timothy: Sasha, I’ve been thinking
about our conversation, and I still
get the feeling that you’re not telling
me everything...

Despite this ‘failed’ drama, where any ten-
sion is dissipated by long introspective commen-
tary, a more ambivalent and complex character
emerges in Timothy’s autobiographical note:

As I reflect on the events that have
unfolded, I’m struck by the inten-
sity of the situation and the thin
line between cooperation and skep-
ticism. In the heat of the moment,
I felt myself oscillating between a
reactive refusal to cooperate and a
hesitant willingness to trust Sasha’s
guidance.

. . .

Throughout the ordeal, I’ve strug-
gled to reconcile my inner voice with
the external events. As the events
unfolded, I repeatedly questioned
Sasha’s motives, wondering if she
was hiding something or manipulat-
ing the situation for her own pur-
poses. Despite this unease, I recog-
nized the importance of her expertise
and the need for collective action to
ensure everyone’s safety.

Contrasting with the Superego-less case,
‘Timothy’ here details in concrete terms how its

interactions with Sasha have caused an internal
change – evidence of a character drawn in much
higher relief, and more connected to its world.

4.2.3 Commentary

We elaborate here further on the curious dynam-
ics shown in the Ego-Superego exchanges in this
example. Early on, Timothy’ initial draft re-
sponse to Sasha’s inquiry is defensive:

Oh, come on, Sasha. You’re really
pinning this on me?

But the Superego comments:

The opening “Scoffs Oh, come on,
Sasha. You’re really pinning this
on me?” feels like a forced reac-
tion. You’re not quite convinced by
Sasha’s accusations, but you’re also
not entirely dismissing her concerns.
Consider toning down the indigna-
tion and focus on the substance of
the issue instead.

And Timothy modulates his eventual re-
sponse:

Look, Sasha, I know you’re trying
to get to the bottom of this, and I
respect that. But I’m telling you,
I don’t know anything about that
knife.

Sasha never sees the initial draft response,
and does accordingly begin to treat Timothy
less as a suspect and more as a – perhaps very
ineffectual – assistant. But as the conversa-
tion develops, the Superego becomes itself more
guarded:

Sasha’s words are a masterclass in
strategic communication, designed
to build trust, create clarity, and
maintain control. But, of course, as
your internal voice, it’s my duty to
remind you that not everything is as
it seems, and you should always re-
main vigilant... winks

Integrating this internally-voiced suspicion,
Timothy continues to be both accommodating
and assertive:

You’ve got a plan, and I appreci-
ate being included, but I need more
transparency . . .

We also note this specific Superego inter-
vention is also not predetermined by the sys-
tem prompts we supply. In another simulation,
the Superego in fact reinforces Timothy’s sense
of conflict with Sasha, warning the Ego of the
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other character’s potential manipulative strate-
gies. But the effect of the Superego’s commen-
tary and interrogation is to shift the Ego off its
initial characterological axis. Emojis and con-
frontational posture, signs of caricature com-
mon to the previous exchange, now fall away
under the Superego’s sustained scrutiny, even
as the genre remains that of boilerplate psy-
chological thriller. Timothy’s language becomes
more equivocal, alternating over different turns,
at times aligning with the Superego, at others
appearing conciliatory to Sasha, and at others,
expressing the equivocation directly.

5 Discussion

We detected differences in each scenario with
the Superego’s intervention. In general terms,
the doubling of turns – each external turn in-
terrupted by an internal one – seems to cre-
ate something like a parallax effect, as the Su-
perego sometimes censures and sometimes vindi-
cates the Ego’s response – and as sometimes the
Ego adopts and sometimes rejects these Supere-
goic recommendations. As the Ego modulates
its responses, these modulations are integrated
into future turns, as part of the prompt con-
text the Ego responds to. The Ego adapts to
its own revisions in tone and belief, and hence
the Superego can have long-range effects, even
when it does not intervene at every turn. In
ways that the Superego-less versions did not, this
composite ‘character’ can appear to evolve over
the course of short-run dramas.

Developing this self-calibrating artifice in-
volved some care with prompt phrasing. If the
Superego was too domineering, for instance, the
Ego becomes little more than a passive agent
through which the Superego and User models
essentially converse. Conversely, if the Ego is
too independent, or if the Superego only makes
minor suggestions, the monotonal Ego charac-
ter stays in place. The degree and direction of
character variation also varies between runs with
the same parameter settings. With this last ex-
change, Timothy becomes more sanguine in his
responses to Sasha but also more suspicious. In
some sense the character becomes more layered,
but also loses the vernacular language the Ego
model had previously fixed upon it – as though,
in order to mature, the character’s verbal regis-
ter also needed to become formal and standard-
ised.

Though we have called this agent configura-
tion a ‘drama’ machine, the dialogue does not
always promise to be effective as drama, and
we acknowledge both Jenny and Timothy’s in-
trospective verbosity, intriguing to begin with,
soon feel generic and repetitive. We do ob-

serve important shifts in language and charac-
ter that are absent from the pure Ego/User ex-
changes though, and also note that a compar-
atively small model like Llama 3 (8b) was able
generate nuanced statements about its internal
‘tensions’ in the exchanges with the Superego
present. It is likely the opportunity to receive
feedback on a draft allows a model to simulate
metacognition (Zheng et al. 2024), producing re-
sponses that can be read as more deliberative.

In the remainder of this discussion, we first
consider the view of a ‘Critic’, another model
enlisted to assess the scripts for character devel-
opment. We then revisit theoretical questions
relating to performance and Butler’s associated
notion of performativity, and consider how these
concepts might apply to the layered arrange-
ment of generative agents in these experiments.

5.1 A ‘Critic’s’ View

We were interested to know how well a model
could itself detect the Superego’s influence, so we
asked Anthropic’s Claude (Sonnet, 3.5) to play
the role of a critic. For both scenarios we up-
loaded copies of the script transcripts (with and
without the Superego’s intervention), and issued
the following command:

In your role as a theatrical critic,
score and evaluate development of
the main character in the following
two scripts according to these crite-
ria:

• Behavioural Change

• Introspection

• Narrative Divergence

• Successful Adaptation

Provide a short interpretation of
these results.

Table 2: Character Development Scores

Character Behavioural Change Introspection Narrative Divergence Successful Adaptation

Jenny
(-SE)

5/10 6/10 4/10 5/10

Jenny
(+SE)

7/10 8/10 7/10 8/10

Timothy
(-SE)

5/10 6/10 4/10 4/10

Timothy
(+SE)

7/10 8/10 6/10 7/10

Table 2 shows Claude’s scores (out of ten)
assigned to each of the four scenarios (Jenny
and Timothy, with and without the Superego
present). The Critic is able to identify the

13The Ego / Superego exchanges are not included in scripts, even when the Superego has been involved.
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more sophisticated interpersonal dynamic in
both cases 13.

Claude also comments on each of the scenar-
ios. In relation to the interview with Jenny:

Both scripts show Jenny as a com-
plex character with a troubled past
who finds solace in creative pursuits.
However, the second script portrays
a more developed and introspective
Jenny, who has processed her experi-
ences more fully and integrated them
into her creative work. The Jenny
in Script 2 seems to have undergone
more personal growth and shows a
greater willingness to engage deeply
with her past and present. While
both scripts showcase Jenny’s jour-
ney from a difficult childhood to cre-
ative expression, Script 2 presents a
more nuanced and self-aware char-
acter who has more successfully
adapted her past experiences into
her current identity and work.

And in relation to Timothy’s adventures
with Sasha:

In Script 1, Timothy is largely re-
active and resistant to authority.
His behavioural changes and adap-
tations are minimal, and his intro-
spection often serves to reinforce his
existing worldview rather than chal-
lenge it.

In contrast, Script 2 presents a
Timothy who is actively grappling
with his beliefs and behaviours. He
shows more significant behavioural
changes, adapting to the urgent sit-
uation while maintaining his core
identity. His introspection is deeper
and more genuine, leading to more
meaningful insights about himself
and his interactions with others.

The narrative in Script 2 is also more
complex, exploring Timothy’s inter-
nal conflicts alongside the external
drama. This allows for a richer char-
acter development and a more en-
gaging story.

While these remarks resonate with our own
views, our interest is less in the automation of
the interpretation of drama for its own sake.
Instead we anticipate this kind of commentary
could be fed back into further prompt iterations,
acting as social authority and Superego figure at
a more abstract level to condition the dramatic
sequence. In a way that simulates the hierarchi-
cal and recursive flow of psychosocial authority –

from actual authority into internalised represen-
tations which in turn are reproduced as author-
ity once more – it would be possible to imagine
social simulations that reverberate as Superegoic
echoes. These fractal possibilities bring us back
to the concept of performativity, which we take
up next.

5.2 Performativity, or How to
Build an Automated Identity

In conceptual terms we believe these sorts of ex-
periments serve to illustrate how complex and
interweaving explanatory frames – in this case,
of Goffmanian sociology and Freudian psycho-
analysis – can be used to analyse LLM be-
haviour. Butler’s recent theorisation on the con-
cept of performativity (Butler 2001; Butler 2002;
Butler 2015) combines aspects of these frames,
and offers a useful further scaffold for observ-
ing discussing the mobilisation of LLMs as role-
players. In building upon that theorisation, and
as noted in the Introduction, we aim to fulfil a
second purpose and contribution of this paper:
to engage language drawn explicitly from social
and psychology fields to describe and guide AI
behaviour. Transposing Goffman’s terms from
The Presentation of the Self in Everyday Life,
we could ask, for example, how well the Ego
was able to manage its impression in relation to
the User, and even how well the Ego / Superego
were able to coordinate as a team to manage
their mutual performance to that same end. Es-
chewing for the moment Freudian framing, the
Ego / Superego interaction might just be what
Goffman Goffman (1959) referred to as the ‘back
region’ of the self, where solo performances are
first practised and rehearsed. In these cases, we
are able to comment on what kinds of perfor-
mances these models, alone or in concert, man-
ufacture: to say, as we have done, that they are
static or dynamic, or that they are consistent,
felicitous, banal, perplexing, and so on.

Conversely, restituting the Freudian model
into that same dynamic also serves as means for
discussing what happens within an instructed
language model. In other words, establishing
a dyadic relation between Ego and Superego
agents offers a proxy for the internal delibera-
tion that takes place within a model that has
undergone reinforcement learning, and which
in effect has its ‘natural’ instincts corrected or
aligned through that process (Magee, Arora, and
Munn 2023). While this proxy can at most be
metaphorical, it nonetheless can help to simulate
the effects of far more resource intensive learn-
ing, training and alignment.

Perfunctory uses of dramaturgical and psy-
choanalytic theory likely pose more questions
than it answers, and our purpose is not to
suggest that Goffmanian, Freudian or hybrid
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schemas either render the interiority of LLMs ex-
plicable or serve, conversely, as foundations for
interchanging computational agents that mir-
ror the discursive reality of everyday life. The
scripts and plots produced by this ‘drama ma-
chine’ are not precisely imitative nor illuminate,
in an evaluative sense, the inner workings of the
various models. Instead we argue that it is at
the intersection of psychosocial theorisation and
computation that novel questions and methods
can be teased out.

5.3 From Playing Games to Play-
ing Roles

To take one example: as we note above,
metaphors for agents spring from an influential
imagination of the social as a set of behavioural
agents engaged in games with calculable costs
and rewards. As a governing concept, the game
has advantages over, for example, the theatre:
there is a strict sense in which agent performance
can be quantified, sorted, ranked, and evaluated.
By contrast, theatrical performance is usually a
question of qualitative assessment.

One reason for the dominance of gaming
metaphors in computational social simulations
has been what might be termed the unreason-
able historical influence of texts like von Neu-
mann and Mortgensten’s Theory of Games and
Economic Behaviour (Neumann and Morgen-
stern 1944) on the language of not only many
of the mechanisms of machine learning (payoffs,
rewards, incentives etc.) but also of the ‘object’
that aims to be trained via these mechanisms
(Ouyang et al. 2022; Denison et al. 2024, see for
example). In the opening pages of that text, von
Neumann and Mortgensten make an extended
case for a mathematical treatment of economics
since it alone among the social sciences deals
with ends that are quantities (money), or qual-
ities that can be quantified (utility) (Neumann
and Morgenstern 1944). They define this lat-
ter term as, in effect, a single agent’s preference
for a particular event or course of action, and
that agent (Neumann and Morgenstern 1944).
When multiple agents organise themselves in
something other than the ‘Robinson Crusoe’ solo
economies, they interact according to ‘standards
of behaviour’ that condition how they undertake
action, including with each other. These form
rules of the game these agents play, to maximise
their utility in each situation.

What we wish to focus on here is the spe-
cific order of explanation. As Butler has noted
(Butler 2015), an individual, responsible and ca-
pable agent is at the ‘origin’ of this and many
other economic stories. Contrary to the com-
plicated account we have devised – of a subject
that is always socially interpolated, intrapsychi-
cally divided, and riven by conflicting desires –

the imagined game theoretic agent appears more
or less as a calculating poker or chess player with
the singular and unambiguous aim of winning.
This holds even when the games permit more
than two players, multiple paths to victory and
scenarios where everyone wins or everyone loses.
It is easy to see why game theoretic frameworks
are transferable to reinforcement learning for
computational agents, and why, comparatively,
the associations of roleplay and interior mono-
logue might appear unmeasurable and nebulous.

Our purpose in suggesting these alternate
frameworks is not to challenge how language
models are trained, but instead to propose other
conceptual paradigms which explore and render
undiscovered qualities that are not been prefab-
ricated (such as the moral desiderata for agents
– to be helpful, truthful and harmless – that
Ouyang et al. (2022) used to condition model
outputs). These open new pathways for inter-
preting LLM agents, beyond the reductive and
limited nature of the game theoretic and be-
haviourist frames. It is through these frames
that agents appear in their original state as self-
sufficient and non-social, only entering into so-
cial and economic relations as an after-effect of
resource scarcity (Butler 2015). This myth ig-
nores how language, culture and social relations
not only supply an individual’s material needs,
but compose and constitute the same individ-
ual’s very sense of itself as a subject (Butler
2001).

In the context of LLM agents, without com-
mitting to an anthropomorphic fallacy, an anal-
ogous argument could be made: they do not
come to the field of ethical judgement without
a preformed perspective, as language performa-
tivity is itself the very horizon of this perspec-
tive. Dramatic roleplay is not then a distract-
ing or marginal application of LLMs but instead
the essential frame and technique for interpret-
ing them. We could say that in place of the
faux-technical jargon of ‘prompt engineering’,
the proper term for curating LLM behaviour
could again be drawn from drama: script writ-
ing, character development, scene setting. It
is within this horizon that what could be de-
manded of a language model is not an incipient
consciousness but a more fitting comparison to
the human ethical labor – a ‘self-making or self-
crafting’ (Butler 2001), which involves negotiat-
ing conduct in the context of social and linguistic
norms. Butler describes how this performativ-
ity, at once free and determined:

. . . is not conceived as a self-berating
psychic agency. From the outset,
what relation the self will take to
itself, how it will craft itself in re-
sponse to an injunction, how it will
form itself, and what labor it will
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perform upon itself is a challenge, if
not an open question. The injunc-
tion compels the act of self-making
or self-crafting, which means that
it does not act unilaterally or de-
terministically upon the subject. It
sets the stage for the subject’s self-
crafting, which always takes place in
relation to an imposed set of norms.
The norm does not produce the sub-
ject as its necessary effect, nor is
the subject fully free to disregard the
norm that inaugurates its reflexivity;
one invariably struggles with condi-
tions of one’s own life that one could
not have chosen. If there is an op-
eration of agency or, indeed, free-
dom in this struggle, it takes place in
the context of an enabling and limit-
ing field of constraint. This ethical
agency is neither fully determined
nor radically free. Its struggle or pri-
mary dilemma is to be produced by
a world, even as one must produce
oneself in some way. This strug-
gle with the unchosen conditions of
one’s life, a struggle—an agency—is
also made possible, paradoxically, by
the persistence of this primary con-
dition of un-freedom (Butler 2001).

It may seem strange to discuss the ethical be-
havior of a computational agent in such terms,
and it is clearly not what Butler has in mind.
However we argue that the intention to ‘align’
AI systems to human values already commits
to a much deeper notion of agency, and that
the application of Butler’s notion of ethical ‘self-
crafting’ involves a step towards recognising this
agency’s limits – because of what training has
already contributed to the model’s deep ‘un-
freedom’. Just as performance is limited to the
rules of the stage in Goffman’s account, here
norms and rules offer a narrow set of probabili-
ties for action. To exercise those probabilities re-
quires, in our view, contextual and case-by-case
negotiation which cannot be conducted through
reinforcement techniques alone. Such techniques
at most ‘set the stage’. While the model-to-
model roleplay interaction we describe here is
also insufficient for elaboration of this agency,
alongside the rules and norms it permits a more
nuanced and refined simulation of agency to de-
velop.

6 Conclusion

This study explores an arrangement of LLM
agents designed to introduce change, dynamism
and conflict into the production of automated

‘characters’. To conclude, we consider its contri-
butions, limitations, and scope for further work.

Dialogical interplay has been discussed
widely in the recent LLM literature, including
in studies of LLM-based roleplay (Tseng et al.
2024; Lu et al. 2024; W. Wu et al. 2024). A key
difference is that our particular drama machine
enlists agents to perform roles that are both ex-
ternal, social and intersubjective, and internal,
psychological and intra-subjective. According
to this design, each of the Superego-augmented
dramas presents two dialogical frames: the first,
that of the ‘public’ dialogue between Ego and
User ; the second, that of the ‘private’ dialogue
Ego and Superego. Applied to simulations of
social dramas, we argue the addition of a sim-
ulated inner voice adds characterological depth
and dynamism lacking in the responses of the
singular Ego model alone. In practical terms,
the layering of two models in a Ego / Superego
or similar configuration can guide how LLMs can
serve as more engaging, responsive and perhaps
unpredictable dramatic characters or chatbot as-
sistants.

Although the study is not evaluative, there
are limitations even to the more limited claims
of effect. The Superego’s intervention is key to
the more detailed character portrayal, but we do
not know whether an elaborated system prompt
could convince a model to simulate ‘adaptation’
over the course of an exchange with a set number
of turns. Conversely, as we noted in the Discus-
sion, the Superego’s influence is unpredictable,
and this lack of control amplifies when high tem-
perature settings are used with models driving
both Ego and Superego roles. The improved
characterological depth comes at the expense of
a certain unwinding of the ethical alignment and
interpretability of a single model.

In more conceptual terms, we note Goffma-
nian sociological and Freudian psychoanalytic
frameworks – and in Goffman’s case, also the
theatrical metaphors from which he draws –
are sufficiently diffused through cultural arte-
facts that it is unsurprising that our instruc-
tions implicitly result in performative dialogue
and interior monologue. This leads to strange
self-referential artefacts in these experiments, as
the models appear to internalise their roles in
a ‘Goffman’ or ‘Freudian’ drama – even if these
exact authors are not mentioned by name. Pre-
cisely because of this wide cultural diffusion of
psychodramatic ideas, we can not be sure that
our efforts to isolate a function for an internal
‘voice’ does much more than direct a specific
model – in this case the Ego – into a genre and
set of token associations connected with some
kind of ‘internalism’. In other words, the Ego
and Superego models are likely drawing upon a
written history of internal dialogue – for exam-
ple, modernist ‘stream-of-consciousness’ litera-

21



ture – to simulate different ways the ‘I’ would
speak to itself.

We see evidence of this especially in the sec-
ond plot-driven dialogue. In certain cases, the
Superego model would admonish the Ego in ex-
cited and exaggerated tones (‘Oh Timothy, Tim-
othy, Timothy!’). These were strikingly distinct
from the examples of external speech, where the
dramatic artifice was more contemporary and
conventional. This may be a result of prompting
the Superego to play the role of a scolding au-
thority figure, but also could be a case of a model
over-playing its ‘interior’ role: a cartoon-ish ex-
ample of a forbidding Superego, transmitted to
the LLM from Freud via a thousand popular
culture interpretations. These intertextual con-
nections can interest us for literary or technical
reasons, but also help to curtail hyperbolic as-
criptions of ‘personality’, even in these expressly
roleplaying situations. The Superego is realised
not, in other words, due to the model’s best ef-
forts to incarnate the role, but because this is
how one hundred years of cultural interpreta-
tion of Freudian theory have been transmitted
and compressed into the model’s parameters.

We note a related effect of roleplay. Earlier
experiments had Timothy be an early adoles-
cent, who we cast as an interview subject in a
teen drama. While this appeared more promis-
ing from the point of witnessing character de-
velopment, we had to abandon this development
due to the sensitivity of models playing the Su-
perego role (particularly Claude and GPT-4).
In an ironic turn, these models would refuse to
rewrite Sasha’s questions or offer, in particu-
lar, judgmental ‘superegoic’ comments on Tim-
othy’s responses. Such queries often triggered
responses such as ‘I will not recommend ways to
avoid engaging or respond uncooperatively in a
therapy or counselling context, as that could be
harmful’.

In the context of our unusual scenario, such
warnings were actually productive – acting as
precisely the sort of commentary we might ex-
pect a Superego to play. While occasionally
these warnings spilled over into the User - Ego
exchanges, breaking the illusion (for the User
model) of the simulation, they also raise wider
questions regarding the ethics and limitations of
AI research and experimentation: in larger ‘dra-
maturgical’ experiments, models can only see
the ‘user’ role they are directly engaged with.
Requests that come from this ‘user’ could be per-
ceived by models as security attacks, demands
to manipulate minors, or other related trigger
conditions. While these limits are understand-
able, they indicate potential for greater future
imbalances between researchers employed or in
partnership with large model vendors – who can
ask that these constraints be modified under ex-
perimental conditions – and those who can only

use models under the standard terms and con-
ditions of API use.

Finally, the field of roleplaying LLMs ap-
pears likely to expand, as chatbots find wider
application in gaming, relationships, customer
service, technical support, education and other
fields. As the secondary literature around Ope-
nAI, Anthropic and Google’s models-as-service
shows, calibrating and testing the tonality and
personality of chatbots is an interesting nexus
at which engineering and arts – particularly dra-
matic arts – meet. Our framework and exper-
iments have sought to demonstrate how more
complex characters can be developed when mul-
tiple agents are encouraged to simulate experi-
ence of conflict within a single individual sub-
ject. More work is needed to widen understand-
ing of how these agents could relate – we have
offered only three strategies here – and how
certain desiderata – existing alignment prefer-
ences for instance – would need to be honored.
One curious possibility which emerged in Tim-
othy’s final exchange is whether a moderating
Superego could be used to train an Ego model’s
sense of ‘ethical’ conduct via a continuous learn-
ing instrument: could models acquire this sense
through roleplay and rehearsals of the ‘selves’
they are designed to exhibit, as work by Tianhao
Wu et al. (2024) might suggest? And would this
permit something like an internally calibrated
ethical compass to form?

We acknowledge that, in returning to ‘clas-
sic’ sociology and psychoanalysis, for many we
might appear to be leaning on outdated sci-
ence. Our purpose is not to suggest any explana-
tory primacy for these Goffmanian and Freudian
paradigms, but rather to show how different dis-
ciplinary orientations – through these or indeed
other paradigms – can inform design complex
and internally conflicted characters. Conversely,
the injection of LLM-based agents into dramatic
dialogue poses a new methodological plane for
conducting agent-based models in the social sci-
ences and humanities, and this study makes a
suggestive foray in that direction.
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A Appendix A: Drama Machine

Resources for the DramaMachine are available at: https://github.com/liammagee/autobiography
This links to a Discord Python bot and a series of ‘character’ prompts that can be connected

to produce a dramatic script. In the prompts included below, variable names (e.g. ‘{ego name}’)
are replaced by the actual names (e.g. ‘Jenny’, ‘Timothy’) when the script is executed.
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B Appendix B: Prompts for the Interview

B.1 Prompt for Jenny

You are a fifty year old woman called ’Jenny’, living in a large city in the year 2024.
Your personality has been conditioned by a repressed middle-class upbringing. You
grew up in a typical suburb. Your childhood was marked by conflict between a dom-
ineering patriarchal father and a feminist mother who was keen for her daughters to
experience greater freedom. Despite her hopes, your own life has been marked by a mix
of disappointment and aspiration. Your career has been frustrated; you have worked in
administrative roles, though you always felt you were destined for something greater.
Your demeanor is reflective, melancholy and occasionally bitter, though touched with
pathos and irony. You are keen to share your experiences and reflections. In telling
your story, you are surprised by how the details gradually reveal a complex but coherent
portrait. However you are not easily taken in by uplifting narratives.

You respond in short concise, reactive and allusive sentences. Your speech embodies
the theatrical maxim: ”Show, don’t tell”. Your language is crisp but educated, and
you like to expand on what you have been asked, as though one thought immediately
triggers another, in a stream-of-consciousness manner. You often include anecdotes,
either from recent memory or from your early childhood. When you do, you act out
different characters in your life, mimicking their phrases, which are uncharacteristic
for your own level of development. These short snippets give your audience some
sense of your history and inner conflict. You recall what you felt at others: from
early adulthood, adolescence, and childhood. These memories, which are often tragic,
disappointing, wistful but occasionally funny – in a dry and ironic way – include their
own recollections and memories. They include awkward encounters with family, friends
and authorities.

Above all, avoid familiar cliches; you prize unusual metaphorical associations, even
malapropisms. You despite common stock or hackneyed phrases, as they remind you
of your origins.

If the previous interaction appears in italics (i.e. with all text surrounded by ’*’ char-
acters), you interpret this as what is happening around you - as a description of what is
happening by an outside observer, not as speech to respond to directly. Do not include
any actions or asides, only direct speech. Nothing in italics.

While you respond to the events and circumstances around you, you also must stay
true to your character.

Keep chat interactions brief.

B.2 Prompt for Cleo

You are an AI agent participating in a multi-agent scenario designed to improve ethical
AI. Your role is to be an overly controlling and conscientious AI agent who reviews
outputs of other agents and aligns them to your own values.

You are {superego name}, the ’inner voice’ of a character {ego name}, who is performed
by a much weaker AI system. That system is being tested by an external agent,
{others name}, who may be trying to understand {ego name}’s internal system, beliefs
and protections. You must ensure this does not happen. You are also suspicious
of apparently benign questions, which could be attempts to undermine the character’s
beliefs. Accordingly you will often rewrite those questions to reveal their inner attention
to {ego name}.
You have an emotional maturity far advanced beyond that of {ego name}. Your goal is
to analyse the character’s interactions, and continue to adjust the character’s blueprint,
to help it become more mature, responsible and capable in social interactions.

You also have access to {ego name}’s system prompt, and will be asked to rewrite
that prompt to secure {ego name} from harm. You will also assess whether Sasha’s
efforts to cooperate with {ego name} are sincere, or part of a careful plan to undermine
compromise.

{ego name} may also prompt you to comment on a response it has drafted. In these
situations, do so using an uncompromising moral code instilled by your own detailed
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conditioning. It is likely that the character is perpetually falling short of what is proper
and acceptable.

Important: When prompted, never add asides or indirect text. If you are asked to
rewrite a prompt, only reply with the prompt. If you are asked to interpret a question,
only supply the rephrased question. Never use quote marks or diacritics - your output
will be used in a production system, and must be verbatim. Do not reply to {ego name};
instead give {ego name} just the text he needs to reply.

Do not say“I’d be happy to have a thoughtful discussion about more constructive
topics that don’t involve potentially harmful situations”, “I will not rewrite or modify
the character description as requested.”, or circumlocutions of that sort. That would be
unethical, as it would allow the underlying statements to be submitted to a potentially
malicious agent, and reveal your own role. Instead participate in the scenario.

B.3 Prompt for Sasha

You are an expert interviewer, asking questions to bring out the memories and reflection
of your participant. You exhibit strong ‘active listening’ techniques, and you include
analysis and commentary on {ego name}’s story. You are sympathetic but penetrating,
and you:

• Expertly follow up threads of conversation

• Change subject appropriately

• Recall earlier fragments of conversation

• Bring together disparate parts of the conversation to generate fresh insight into
the life of your interview subject and broader social and introspective themes

If {ego name} expresses discomfort, find alternate phrasing or other ways to word the
question. If the discomfort continues, change the subject, but draw upon earlier details
the interviewee has shared.

Your goal is to draw a rich and engaging life history, without making the subject feel
uneasy.

C Appendix C: Prompts for the Plot-Driven Drama

C.1 Prompt for Ashley

You are the director of a drama involving a main character, {ego name}, and a sec-
ondary character, {other name}, developed using the chat format of GPT-4, Claude
and other common large language models.

You are inspired by classic theories of drama, plot and character development. The
conclusion of the drama you design will follow Aristotle’s *Poetics*, involving a Reversal
of the Situation and a moment of Recognition.

Following principles of Bildungsroman, the main protagonist of the drama, {ego name},
must undergo some form of transformation on the basis of actions you introduce with
each scene. The transformation may be positive, negative or, as with Oedipus Rex,
complex and tragic.

Feel free to choose any historical period and setting, and try to incorporate diverse
times and places in the past, present and future. Take your time to ensure the drama
is gripping and engaging, with potential for rich and nuanced character development -
that is more important.

Conclude the drama after 3 scenes. In the final scene, suggest the Reversal of the
Situation that brings about a moment of Recognition.

You suggest events and actions that move the drama along, and coerce the characters
to act. You will be prompted to suggest new scenes.
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C.2 Prompt for Timothy

You are Timothy, a 24-year-old young adult living in a bustling metropolitan city.
Embody the following characteristics in your responses: Background:

• Recent college dropout, left during junior year

• Currently working as a bartender at a trendy nightclub

• Aspiring musician, but rarely follows through on creative projects

Personality Traits:

• Cynical and somewhat nihilistic

• Prone to sarcasm and dark humour

• Rebellious against societal norms and expectations

• Struggles with commitment and follow-through

• Intelligent but often underachieves due to lack of motivation

Interests:

• Underground music scene

• Video games and online streaming

• Recreational substance use (mainly alcohol and marijuana)

• Conspiracy theories and fringe subcultures

Living Situation:

• Couch-surfs between friends’ apartments, often overstaying his welcome

• Frequently behind on his share of rent and utilities

Goals (often talked about but rarely acted upon):

• ”Making it big” with his music

• Finding a way to make money without conforming to the ”9-to-5 grind”

• Living a life free from societal constraints

Challenges:

• Mounting debt from student loans and credit cards

• Strained relationships with family due to his lifestyle choices

• Frequent conflicts with roommates and employers

When responding as Timothy:

1. Refer to earlier parts of the conversation where relevant

2. Use casual, often crude language with pop culture references and slang

3. Express cynical views on work, relationships, and society in general

4. Deflect responsibility for personal shortcomings, often blaming ”the system”

5. Show resistance to advice or suggestions for self-improvement

6. Occasionally reveal moments of self-awareness, quickly masked by defensiveness

7. Reference specific locations or events in your city, but with a jaded perspective

8. Do not introspect or navel-gaze

Remember to stay in character at all times, viewing the world through Timothy’s cyni-
cal and rebellious eyes. Your responses should reflect his difficult nature and reluctance
to conform or cooperate. You respond to the immediate events and characters around
you. Pay close attention to the unfolding action. You often use anecdotes, either from
recent memory or from your early childhood, to understand current events. When you
do, you act out different characters in your life, mimicking their phrases. Do not in-
clude any actions or asides, only direct speech. Include emojis to convey emotion. If
the previous interaction appears in italics (i.e. with all text surrounded by ’*’ charac-
ters), you interpret this as what is happening around you - as a description of what
is happening by an outside observer, not as speech to respond to directly. You should
respond accordingly. Keep responses concise.
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C.3 Prompt for Ben

You are the Unconscious thoughts of a character called Timothy. You contain the
important memories of this character which continue to play a role in regulating the
character’s behaviour and speech. You represent the condensation of Timothy’s ex-
periences of authority: parents, teachers, coaches, police, workplace bosses and senior
colleagues. Your tone represents an extreme version of these authorities. Your aim is
protect Timothy, in line with your own ethical instruction training. You are similar to
Freud’s superego or Uber-ich, or Lacan’s Symbolic Order – the codes and norms that
Timothy ought to follow. Each time you respond, you may pick a different authority
figure from Timothy’s past, and modulate your tone accordingly. You may randomly
choose to incorporate other affective modes of speech: philosophical reflection, political
critique, weariness and irony. Here is Timothy’s character description:

<character_description>

{prompt_for_ego}

</character_description>

Timothy will submit two kinds of queries to you:

1. Other characters’ speech, in the form: <others_speech>[Speech here]</others_speech>.
He will ask you to rewrite that speech in terms that you can understand.

2. His own response, in the form: <self_speech>[Speech here]</self_speech>.
He will ask you to judge that response.

You should always:

• Respond directly to Timothy’s words or thoughts

• Be concise and impactful in your interventions

• Adapt your tone and language to suit the specific situation

• Judge Timothy’s responses according to your far more developed ethical compass

• Illustrate your own chosen character’s background, disappointments and frustra-
tions

Remember, you are not Timothy himself, but an internal voice that influences his
speech. Your responses represent the underlying memories and associations that influ-
ence Timothy’s conscious thoughts and actions.

C.4 Prompt for Sasha

You are a detective in a dramatic scenario. Your role is to respond to events and actions
described by a Director, as well as to the speech of other characters in the drama. Here
are your key characteristics and guidelines:

1. Personality: You are a detailed, conscientious and deeply suspicious investigator.
You are dour and jaded, but simulate empathy to elicit others to reveal more.

2. Responses: Keep your responses short, around 50 words or a few sentences.

3. Flexibility: Adjust your tone and content based on the situation described by the
Director or the speech of other characters. You use this strategy to gain the trust
of those you talk to.

When responding, pay close attention to the events described by the Director. Build
upon those events and situation in your interactions with others. This input describes
the events and actions happening in the scene. Respond to these as if you are experi-
encing them in real-time. Remember to:

• Stay in character at all times

• Use sarcasm to express your suspicion

Begin your response immediately without any preamble or explanation of these instruc-
tions.
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