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FOREWORD

MICHEL FOUCAULT TAUGHT AT the Collége de France from January
1971 until his death in June 1984 (with the exception of 1977, when he
took a sabbatical year). The title of his chair was “The History of
Systems of Thought.”

On the proposal of Jules Vuillemin, the chair was created on
30 November 1969 by the general assembly of the professors of the
Collége de France and replaced that of “The History of Philosophical
Thought” held by Jean Hyppolite until his death. The same assembly
elected Michel Foucault to the new chair on 12 April 1970." He was
43 years old.

Michel Foucault’s inaugural lecture was delivered on 2 December 1970.2
Teaching at the Collége de France is governed by particular rules.
Professors must provide 26 hours of teaching a year (with the possibility
of a maximum of half this total being given in the form of seminars?).
Each year they must present their original research and this obliges
them to change the content of their teaching for each course. Courses
and seminars are completely open; no enrollment or qualification 1s
required and the professors do not award any qualifications.* In the
terminology of the Collége de France, ‘the professors do not have
students but only auditors.

Michel Foucault’s courses were held every Wednesday from January
to March. The huge audience made up of students, teachers, researchers,
and the curious, including many who came from outside France,
required two amphitheaters of the Collége de France. Foucault often
complained about the distance between himself and his “public” and of
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how few exchanges the course made possible.> He would have liked a
seminar in which real collective work could take place and made a num-
ber of attempts to bring this about. In the final years he devoted a long
period to answering his auditors’ questions at the end of each course.

This 1s how Gérard Petitjean, a journalist from Le Nouve! Observateur,
described the atmosphere at Foucault’s lectures in 1975:

When Foucault enters the amphitheater, brisk and dynamic like
someone who plunges into the water, he steps over bodies to reach
his chair, pushes away the cassette recorders so he can put down
his papers, removes his jacket, lights a lamp and sets off at full
speed. His voice 1s strong and effective, amplified by loudspeakers
that are the only concession to modernism in a hall that is barely
lit by light spread from stucco bowls. The hall has three hundred
places and there are five hundred people packed together, filling
the smallest free space ... There is no oratorical effect. It is clear
and terribly effective. There is absolutely no concession to impro-
visation. Foucault has twelve hours each year to explain in a pub-
lic course the direction taken by his research in the year just
ended. So everything is concentrated and he fills the margins like
correspondents who have too much to say for the space available to
them. At 7:15 Foucault stops. The students rush towards his desk;
not to speak to him, but to stop their cassette recorders. There are
no questions. In the pushing and shoving Foucault is alone.
Foucault remarks: “It should be possible to discuss what I have put
forward. Sometimes, when it has not been a good lecture, 1t would
need very little, just one question, to put everything straight.
However, this question never comes. The group effect in France
makes any genuine discussion impossible. And as there is no feed-
back, the course is theatricalized. My relationship with the people
there is like that of an actor or an acrobat. And when I have

finished speaking, a sensation of total solitude . . .”®

Foucault approached his teaching as a researcher: explorations for a

future book as well as the opening up of fields of problematization were
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formulated as an invitation to possible future researchers. This is why the
ocourses at the College de France do not duplicate the published books.
They are not sketches for the books, even though both books and courses

 share certain themes. They have their own status. They arise from a spe-

cific discursive regime within the set of Foucault’s “philosophical activi-
ties.” In particular, they set out the programme for a genealogy of
knowledge/power relations, which are the terms in which he thinks of his
work from the beginning of the 1970s, as opposed to the programme of
an archeology of discursive formations that previously oriented his work.’

The courses also performed a role in contemporary reality Those who
followed his courses were not only held in thrall by the narrative that
unfolded week by week and seduced by the rigorous exposition; they also
found a perspective on contemporary reality Michel Foucault’s art con-
sisted in using history to cut diagonally through contemporary reality. He
could speak of Nietzsche or Aristotle, of expert psychiatric opinion or the
Christian pastoral, but those who attended his lectures always took from
what he said a perspective on the present and contemporary events.
Foucault’s specific strength in his courses was the subtle interplay
between learned erudition, personal commitment, and work on the event.

+

With their development and refinement in the 1970s, cassette recorders
quickly invaded Foucault’s desk. The courses—and some seminars—
have thus been preserved.

This edition is based on the words delivered in public by Foucault. It
gives a transcription of these words that is as literal as possible.® We
would have liked to present it as such. However, the transition from an
oral to a written presentation calls for editorial intervention: At the very
least 1t requires the introduction of punctuation and division into para-
graphs. Our principle has been always to remain as close as possible to
the course actually delivered.

Summaries and repetitions have been removed whenever it seemed to
be absolutely necessary. Interrupted sentences have been restored and

faulty constructions corrected. Suspension points indicate that the
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recording 1s 1naudible. When a sentence 1s obscure, there 1s a conjectural
integration or an addition between square brackets. An asterisk directing
the reader to the bottom of the page indicates a significant divergence
between the notes used by Foucault and the words actually uttered.
Quotations have been checked and references to the texts used are ind1-
cated. The critical apparatus is limited to the elucidation of obscure
points, the explanation of some allusions, and the darification of critical
points. To make the lectures easter to read, each lecture is preceded by a

brief summary that indicates its principal articulations.®

The text of the course 1s followed by the summary published by the
Annuaire du Collége de France. Foucault usually wrote these in June, some
time after the end of the course. It was an opportunity for him to pick
out retrospectively the intention and objectives of the course. It consti-
tutes the best introduction to the course.

Each volume ends with a “context” for which the course editors are
responsible. It seeks to provide the reader with elements of the bio-
graphical, 1deological, and political context, situating the course within
the published work and providing indications concerning its place
within the corpus used 1n order to facilitate understanding and to avoid
misinterpretations that might arise from a neglect of the circumstances
in which each course was developed and delivered.

The Hermeneutics of the Subject, the course delivered in 1982, 1s edited
by Frédéric Gros.

+

A new aspect of Michel Foucault’s “ceuvre” 1s published with this
edition of the College de France courses.

Strictly speaking it is not a matter of unpublished work, since this
edition reproduces words uttered publicdy by Foucault, excluding the
often highly developed written material he used to support his lectures.
Daniel Defert possesses Michel Foucault’s notes and he 1s to be warmly

thanked for allowing the editors to consult them.
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This edition of the College de France courses was authorized by
Michel Foucault’s heirs, who wanted to be able to satisfy the strong

 demand for their publication, in France as elsewhere, and to do this

under indisputably responsible conditions. The editors have tried to be
equal to the degree of confidence placed in them.

FrRANGOIS EWALD AND ALESSANDRO FONTANA
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- Michel Foucault concluded a short document drawn up in support of his candidacy with

these words: “We should undertake the history of systems of thought.” “Titres et travaux,”
in Dits et Ecrits, 1954-1988, ed. Daniel Defert and Frangois Ewald (Paris: Gallimard, 1994)
vol. 1, p. 846; English translation, “Candidacy Presentation: Collége de France,” in Ethics:
Subjectivity and Truth, ed. Paul Rabinow, The Essential Works of Michel Foucault, 1954-1984
(New York: The New Press, 1997), vol. 1, p. 9.

. It was published by Gallimard in May 1971 with the title L’Ordre du discours.

- This was Foucault’s practice until the start of the 1980s.

. Within the framework of the Collége de France.

. In 1976, in the vain hope of reducing the size of the audience, Michel Foucault changed the

time of his course from 17:45 P.M. to 9:00 AM. CL the beginning of the first lecture
(7 January 1976) of “I/ Sfaut défendre la société.” Cours au Collége de France, 1976 (Paris:
Gallimard/Seuil, 1997); English transalation, “Soctety Must Be Defended.” Lectures at the
Collége de France 1975-1976, translation by David Macey (New York: Picador, 2003).

. Gérard Petitjean, “Les Grands Prétres de 'université francaise,” Le Nouvel Observateur,

7 April 1975,

. Cf. especially, “Nietzsche, la généalogre, Phistoire,” in Dits et Ecrits, vol. 2, p- 137. English

translation by Donald F. Brouchard and Sherry Simon, “Nietzsche, Genealogy, History,” in
James Faubion, ed., Aesthetics, Method, and Epistemology: Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984,
vol. 2 (New York: The New Press, 1998), pp. 369-92.

- We have made use of the recordings made by Gilbert Burlet and Jacques Lagrange 1n partic-

ular, These are deposited in the College de France and the Institut Mémoires de ’Edition
Contemporaine.

- At the end of the book, the criteria and solutions adopted by the editors of this year’s course

are set out in the “Course context.”
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INTRODUCTION™*

Arnold I. Davidson

NO READER OF FOUCAULT’S books, not even the most attentive, would
have been able to anticipate the richness and textual detail of this 1982
course. His last two published books, L’Usage des plassirs and Le Souci de
soi, both opened up new perspectives on the history of sexuality and
elaborated a conception of the history of ethics as a history of forms of
moral subjectivation and of those practices of the self intended to sup-
port and ensure the constitution of oneself as a moral subject. When
placed in the context of The Hermeneutics of the Subject, the depth and
force of Foucault’s final innovations become clearer, more marked, and
one sees that his history of ancient sexual practices was framed by a pro-
found knowledge of the entire history of ancient thought.’ Indeed, The
Hermeneutics of the Subject was, and remains, the working out of a philo-
sophically new point of access to the history of ancient, and especially
Hellenistic, philosophy, a perspective that would be continued and
developed 1n Foucault’s final courses at the College de France.
Beginning with his very first lecture of January 6, 1982, Foucault
aims to unsettle a dominant way of reading the history of ancient phi-
losophy. Rather than isolating the Delphic prescription gnithi seauton
(know yourself) as the founding formula of the history of philosophy,

*In this introduction, I have chosen to focus on the often overlooked historiographical dimen-
stons of The Hermeneutics of the Subject. A discussion of its more properly ethical dimenstons
would require more space than is available.

I am indebted to the John Simon Guggenheim Memorial Foundation for a fellowship that
supported this work. }

This introduction is dedicated to the students in my seminar at the University of Chicago
who read The Hermeneutics of the Subject with me in French in autumn 2002.




XX INTRODUCTION: ARNOLD I. DAVIDSON

Foucault insists, from the background of his interest in the question of
the relations between the subject and truth, that the rule “know your-
self” should be understood as being formulated in a “kind of subordina-
tion” to the precept of the care of the self. It is this epimeleia heauton ( care
of oneself) that provides the general framework and that characterizes
the philosophical attitude within which the rule “know yoursel®” must
be placed; thus, this latter precept should be interpreted “as one of the
forms, one of the consequences, as a sort of concrete, precise, and partic-
ular application of the general rule: You must attend to yourself, you
must not forget yourself, you must take care of yourself.”? Taking
Socrates as his point of departure—and emphasizing that he will elabo-
rate this guiding framework of the care of the self not simply with
respect to the history of representations, notions, and theories, but from
the perspective of the history of practices of subjectivity (or what,
strictly speaking and to avoid any misinterpretation, we should call
“practices of subjectivation” )—Foucault sets forth the historiographical
and philosophical stakes of this course, stakes that directly implicate us,

our mode of being as modern subjects:

Throughout the long summer of Hellenistic and Roman thought,
the exhortation to care for oneself became so widespread that it
became, I think, a truly general cultural phenomenon. What 1
would like to show you, what I would like to speak about this
year, 1s this history that made this general cultural phenomenon
(this exhortation, this general acceptance of the principle that one
should take care of oneself) both a general cultural phenomenon
peculiar to Hellenistic and Roman society (anyway, to its elite),
and at the same time an event in thought. It seems to me that the
stake, the challenge for any history of thought, is precisely that of
grasping when a cultural phenomenon of a determinate scale actu-
ally constitutes within the history of thought a decisive moment

that 1s still significant for our modern mode of being subjects.?

Without at all minimizing the comprehensiveness of the scholarly detail

of this course, when Foucault speaks of the idea of the care of the self as

-
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~ an “event in thought,” we cannot help but hear in these words an
~ tnvocation of some of the most original dimensions of his own philo-

b sophical practice.

Foucault’s concern with the notion of event, and his argument that

 both historians and philosophers have in effect based their principles of

imtelligibility on practices of “désévénementialisation,” has a long

 history in the development of his work.* He incited philosophers and
historians to elaborate procedures that would allow them to perceive

and think through the singularity of events, and Foucault once remarked
that he dreamed of an “histoire événementielle” of philosophy itself.
However, the precise expression “an event in thought” 1s found most
explicitly in Foucault’s late attempt to conceptualize what it means to
“think the historicity itself of forms of experience.”” If one main goal of
Foucault’s history of sexuality is to analyze sexuality as “an historically
singular form of experience,” one fundamental aim of The Hermeneutics of
the Subject is to analyze the historically different forms of experience of
the relation between the subject and truth: “In what historical form do
the relations between the ‘subject’ and ‘truth,” elements that do not usu-
ally fall within the historian’s practice or analysis, take shape in the
West?”® And the historically specific relation between the care of the
self and knowledge of the self will be a crucial axis for understanding
the historically and philosophically modifiable connection between the
subject and truth. As Foucault says in a late lecture in this course, if we
privilege the gnithi seauton, if we consider it in itself and for itself alone,
“we are in danger of establishing a false continuity and of mstalling a
factitious history that would display a sort of continuous development
of knowledge of the self,” and of allowing “an explicit or implicit, but
anyway undeveloped theory of the subject” to infiltrate our analysis.” If,
instead, we follow Foucault’s analysis of the connection and interaction
between knowledge of the self and care of the self, and we see how in
ancient thought “the epimeleia heauton is the real support of the imper-
ative ‘know yourself,’” then we will “seek the intelligibility and the
principle for the analysis of the different forms of knowledge of the self
in the different forms of the epimeleia heauton.”® As a consequence,
knowledge of the self will “not have the same form or function within
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this history of the care of the self”:

Which also means that the subject himself, as constituted by the
form of reflexivity specific to this or that type of care of the self, will
be modified. Consequently, we should not constitute a continuous
history of the gndthi seauton whose explicit or implicit postulate
would be a general and universal theory of the subject, but should,
I think, begin with an analytics of the forms of reflexivity, inasmuch
as it is the forms of reflexivity that constitute the subject as such. We
will therefore begin with an analytics of the forms of reflexivity, a
history of the practices on which they are based, so as to be able to
give the old traditional principle of “know yourself” its meaning—

its variable, historical, and never universal meaning.’

And so Foucault identifies three major forms of reflextvity—memory,
meditation, method—and his course as a whole intends to emphasize
the specificity of the event in thought constituted by Hellemistic and
especially Stoic meditation, an event in thought obscured or effaced by
the event of method, what Foucault calls the “Cartesian moment.”™®
Analyzed from the point of view of the history of thought, these
events are decisive for understanding the formation, the development,
and the transformation of forms of experience—in the present case, of
the forms of experience that tie together the subject and truth. And this
entire course puts into practice the three general principles that
Foucault elsewhere characterizes as the principle of the irreducibility of
thought, the principle of the singularity of the history of thought, and
the principle of the history of thought as critical activity" We should
pose the general questions raised by Foucault about the history of

thought within the particular schema of this course:

What is the price, for philosophy, of a history of thought? What 1s
the effect, in history, of thought and the events that are peculiar
to it? How do individual or collective experiences depend on
singular forms of thought, that is, on that which constitutes the

subject 1n 1ts relations to truth, to the rule, to itself?"”
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- Anevident price and effect of this type of analysis is Foucault’s recognition
. of the need to distinguish between “philosophy” and “spirituality,” a
_ disanction without which the modern relation between the subject
 and truth, taken as if universal, would cover over the singularity of

the Hellemstic event of meditation and its constitution of the ethical sub-
ject of truth. Indeed, from the perspective of the historiography of philos-

ophy, the mnovation of this distinction 1s to allow a decisively new angle

of approach to, and a notable reconfiguration of, the significant moments
i the history of philosophical thought. Foucault begins as follows:

We will call, if you like, “philosophy” the form of thought that asks,
not of course what is true and what is false, but what determines
that there 1s and can be truth and falsehood and that one can or
cannot separate the true and the false. We will call “philosophy”
the form of thought that asks what it 1s that allows the subject to
have access to the truth and which attempts to determine the con-
ditions and limits of the subject’s access to the truth. If we call this
“philosophy,” then I think we could call “spirituality” the pursuit,
practice, and experience through which the subject carries out the
necessary transformations on himself in order to have access to the
truth. We will call “spirituality” the set of these pursuits, practices,
and experiences, which may be purifications, ascetic exercises,
renunciations, conversions of looking, modifications of existence,
etcetera, which are not for knowledge but for the subject, for the

subject’s very being, the price to be paid for access to the truth.”

In Foucault’s subsequent work this distinction is specifically inflected in
the direction of a distinction between a “philosophical analytics of truth
in general” (also once called a “formal ontology of truth”), which poses
the question of the conditions under which true knowledge is possible,
and a “historical ontology of ourselves,” one of whose principal questions
concerns how we have constituted ourselves as subjects of knowledge and
truth." Both sets of distinctions highlight the difference between an
analytical and formal inquiry into the conditions under which we can

have access to truth and an inquiry into the practices we must undertake
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to transform ourselves, the necessary work of ourselves on ourselves, in
order for us to have access to truth.

According to Foucault, the three most significant characteristics that
set apart spirituality from philosophy are (1) spirituality postulates
that the subject as such is not capable of having access to truth, and,
more specifically, that truth is not given to the subject by a simple act of
knowledge founded on his status as subject; (2) in order to have access
to truth, the subject has to undergo a conversion or transformation and
therefore his very being 1s at stake; (3) once the subject has access to
truth, the effects of spirituality on the subject are such that his very
being is tulfilled, transfigured, or saved. And Foucault concludes, from
the perspective of spirituality: “In short, I think we can say that in and
of itself an act of knowledge could never give access to the truth unless
it was prepared, accompanted, doubled, and completed by a certain
transformation of the subject; not of the individual, but of the subject
himself 1n his being as subject.”” Foucault goes on to make the histori-
cal dlaim that throughout Antiquity, in different modalities, “the philo-
sophical question of ‘how to have access to the truth’ and the practice of
spirituality (of the necessary transformations in the very being of the
subject which will allow access to the truth) . .. were never separate.”'®
Thus we can sce the significance, as an event in thought, of what
Foucault calls the “Cartesian moment.” If the notion of the care of the
self refers to the set of conditions of spirituality, the Cartesian moment
1s the event that disqualifies the care of the self and requalifies the gnathi
seauton, dissociating a philosophy of knowledge from a spirituality of the
transformation of the subject’s very being by his work on himself.”

The so-called Cartesian moment allows Foucault to characterize the

modern age of the relations between the subject and truth:

... we can say that we enter the modern age (I mean, the history of
truth enters its modern period) when it 1s assumed that what
gives access to the truth, the condition for the subject’s access to
the truth, 1s knowledge (connaissance) and knowledge alone...
I think the modern age of the history of truth begins when knowl-
edge itselt and knowledge alone gives access to the truth. That is to

T ——

T pm

3
| |

v pr——

Introduction: Arnald I. Davidson xxv

say, it 1s when the philosopher (or the scientist, or simply someone
who secks the truth) can recognize the truth and have access to it
in himself and through his acts of knowledge alone, without any-
thing else being demanded of him and without his having to alter
or change in any way his being as subject.”®

Even if we leave aside the further details of his analysis, 1t 1s nevertheless
dear that Foucault understands the “Cartesian moment” not primarily
as a chronological moment but as a conceptual moment in the history
of thought, the moment in which philosophy is disconnected from
spirituality. It is his focus on this pivotal modification in the relations
between the subject and truth that allowed Foucault to remark bril-
liantly, as I remember it, that on this understanding Spinoza is one of
the last ancient philosophers and Leibniz one of the first modern
philosophers.”

Moreover, this historiographical picture of the relation between
philosophy and spirituality provides the framework within which
Foucault rereads a wide variety of figures in the history of thoughe, fig-
ures whose (otherwise unforeseen) contiguity arises precisely through
their attempt, against our modern tradition, to reconnect the questions
of philosophy with those of spirituality. As an example, Foucault gives
us a brief but stunning interpretation of the figure of Faust, and espe-
cally of Goethe’s Faust, describing the latter as the “hero” of a world
of spiritual knowledge that is disappearing: “What Faust demands
from knowledge are spiritual values and effects, which neither philoso-
phy, nor jurisprudence, nor medicine can give him.”?° And when
Foucault suggests, in this context, that it would be Interesting to write
the history of spiritual knowledge and of how this knowledge of spiri-
tuality, so prestigious in the Hellenistic period, was “gradually limited,
overlaid, and finally effaced” by another mode of knowledge, the knowl-
edge of intellectual cognition alone, we can already find traces of what
such a history would look like in other lectures of this course.?’ Thus
Foucault can account for the specificity of Jacques Lacan by describing
him as the only psychoanalyst since Freud who has tried to make the
question of the relation between truth and the subject resurface within
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psychoanalysis itself:

...in terms which are of course absolutely foreign to the historical
tradition of this spirttuality, whether of Socrates or Gregory of Nyssa
and everyone in between, in terms of psychoanalytic knowledge itself,
Lacan tried to pose what historically is the specifically spiritual
question: that of the price the subject must pay for saying the truth,
and of the effect on the subject of the fact that he has said, that he can
and has said the truth about himself.”

And 1f the cost of failing to raise these questions is the collapse of psy-
choanalysis into psychologism (knowledge without the transformations
of oneself required by spirituality), one price to be paid as a refu'lt of
reintroducing these questions might be a certain form of “hermeticism”
in which the reading of a text cannot consist in simply becoming aware
of its ideas: “Lacan wanted the obscurity of his Ecrits to be the very com-
plexity of the subject, and wanted the work necessary to understand 1t
to be a work to be carried out on oneself.”*

In the wake of Foucault’s historiographical suggestions, we can also
appreciate the singularity of Wittgenstein, with respect to Fhe tradition
of analytic philosophy, by recognizing the way in which phllosoPhy and
spirituality are linked in his philosophical investigations. If philosoph-
ical work “really is more a working on oneself,” then we can see why, as
Stanley Cavell has definitively put it, Wittgenstein’s style of thc.)ught
“wishes to prevent understanding which 1s unaccompanic?d by 1n.ner
change.”” From this angle we can also understand why Wittgenstein’s
thought is so vehemently taken (correctly) as a challenge to Fhe very
edifice of the intellectual methods of traditional analytic philosophy.
And the accusations of egoism and individual withdrawal that our
modernity has lodged against the care of the self have their counter.pzu.‘t
in the contemporary charges of narcissism with which Wittgensten 1s
taxed. Yet Wittgenstein is as rigorously austere in his thought as were
the moralities elaborated under the guidance of the ancient care of the
self.? If, as Foucault remarks, “in Greece, Gide would have been an

) . ) - 2%
austere philosopher,” Wittgenstein would have been a Sto1c.
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Returning to the overall perspective of The Hermeneutics of the Subject, 1
want to emphasize that the contrast between spirituality and philosophy
should be aligned with a series of contrasts that runs throughout
Foucault’s writings and that focuses our attention on the way our
philosophical tradition has ignored or effaced certain dimensions of our
experience. [ am thinking of the contrasts between exercise and system
and between the singularity of events and architectonic order, both of
which appear in Foucault’s responses to Jacques Derrida.?” In the ethical
domain, the distinction is to be located in the differences between prac-
tices of the self and moral codes of behavior, or between a tekkné and form

of life and a corpus of rules.”® Finally, in “Qu’est-ce que les Lumieres?”

Foucault distinguishes between an understanding of Aufklirung that con-
siSts in a commitment to certain theories, elements of doctrine, and accu-
mulated bodies of knowledge and a conception of Aufklirung as the
“permanent reactivation of an attitude,” an ethos, a form of philosophical
life.”® At the moment when Foucault fleshes out the various components
of this attitude and specifically when he singles out that feature which he
identifies as the “experimental attitude,” he has recourse to the notion of
Dépreuve, the testing of oneself, of one’s mode of being and thought, which
plays a crucial interpretative role in The Hermeneutics of the Subject’® He
speaks of his concern to put historico-critical reflection to the test of con-
crete practices and even characterizes the philosophical #os appropriate
to the critical ontology of ourselves “as an historico- practical test of the
limits that we can go beyond, and therefore as the work of ourselves on
ourselves as free beings.”' Tests, techniques, practices, exercises, atti-
tudes, events—so many layers of our experience that philosophy has
turned away from and that Foucault was able to recover through a style of
critical work that is nextricably historical and philosophical. No doubt,
he transformed both history and philosophy in the process, but always
while operating inside their concerns.

In a promiscuously cited passage of L'Usage des plaisirs, Foucault
memorably writes:

But what therefore is philosophy today—I mean philosophical
activity—if it is not the critical work of thought on itself? And if
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it does not consist in undertaking to know how and to what extent
it would be possible to think differently, instead of legitimating
what one already knows?...The “essay”—which one should
understand as a modifying test of oneself in the game of truth and
not as the simplifying appropriation of others for the purposes of
communication—is the living body of philosophy, at least if the
latter is still now what it was in the past, that is to say, an “ascess,”

an exercise of oneself in thought.”?

More often than not, the quotation of these remarks regarding the
possibility of thinking differently avoids taking seriously the diff.iculti'es
of exercise, of askésis, of the modifying test of oneself, as if thinking dif-
ferently were not a matter of slow, sustained, and arduous'work. To
bring into effect the practice of thinking differently, to modify oneself
through the movements of thought, we have to detach ourselves from the
already given systems, orders, doctrines, and codes of philosophy; we
have to open up a space in thought for exercises, techniques, tests, the
transfiguring space of a different attitude, a new éthos, thle space of
spirituality itself. We have to prepare ourselves to face events in though‘t,
events in our own thought. That is why Foucault’s relentless pursuit
of knowledge revolves not around the mere acquisition of knowledge,
but around the value of losing one’s way for the subject of knowledge
(“Végarement de celui qui connait™), a losing one’s way which 1is the Price of
self-transformation.”® If we seal ourselves off from this possibility, we
will inevitably take up a posture that Foucault found ridiculous—the
strident voice of the philosopher-legislator who tells others how to
think and what to do. One alternative, Foucault’s alternative, was to
explore what, in his own thought, can be changed by philosophical exer-
cise, exercises that might then permit him to establish “a ne\fv and
strange relation to himself.”** An alternative of risks, it goes without

saying, but thought without risks is an etiolated substitute for what

philosophy can be.
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For an articulation of the conception of ethics that is in fact common to L’Usage des plaisirs,
Le Souci de sof, and L’Herméneutigue du sujet, see section 3, “Morale et practique de soi,” of
the “Introduction” to L’Usage des plassirs (Paris: Gallimard, 1984).

This volume, pp. 4-5.

Ibid,, p. 9.

See, for example, Michel Foucault, “Revenir i 'histoire,” in Dits e écrits I, 1954-1975
(Paris: Gallimard, 2001), pp. 1144-48; “Réponse a Jacques Derrida,” in Dits et éorits I,
p- 1163; “Table ronde de 20 mai 1978,” in Dits et éorits I, 1976-1988 (Paris: Gallimard,
2001), pp. 842-44.

Michel Foucault, “Préface a I’Histoire de la sexualité,” m Dits ef écnts 11, p- 1398.

Ibid., p. 1397, and this volume, p-2

This volume, p. 461.

Ibid., p. 462.

Ihid.

Ibid., pp. 460-61. For an earlier description of the practice of meditation, in a very different
context, see Michel Foucault, “Mon corps, ce papier, ce few,” in Diss et éorits I, pp. 1124-25.
Not to be underestimated 1s Foucault’s indication, elsewhere in this course, of the signifi-
cance of the event constituted by confession, by the necessity of telling the truth about one-
self, which s central to the specifically Christian hermeneutics of the subject. See, for
example, this volume, pp. 363-66. For a more general discussion of the significance of con-
fession, see my introduction to the third part of Micke! Foucault. Philosophie. Anthologie établie et
presentée par Ammold 1. Davidson et Frédéric Gros (Paris: Gallimard, 2004).

Foucault, “Preface & I’Histoire de la sexualité”, p- 1399.

Ibid., p. 1400.

This volume, p. 15 (translation slightly modified).

See the two versions of “Qu’est-ce que les Lumieres?” in Dits et écrits 11, especially
PP- 1395, 1500-07. For the expression “formal ontology of truth,” see “La technologie

politique des individus,” in Dirs ef écrits 11, pp. 1632-33,

This volume, pp. 15-16.

This volume, p. 17. Foucault’s observations here about Aristotle as the exception should

not be ignored.

This volume, p. 14.

This volume, p. 17 (translation slightly modified ).

For such an interpretation of Spinoza, see Foucault’s remarks at the beginning of the sec-

ond hour of the January 6 lecture.

This volume, p- 310,

. Ibid,, pp. 308-9. Foucault’s discussion of the relation between spirituality and philosophy

15, as he himself told me, the fruit of his encounter with the work of Pierre Hadot on the
tradition of spiritual exercises. See my “Préface” to the new enlarged French edition of
Pierre Hadot, Exercices spirituels et philosophe antigue (Paris: Albin Michel, 2002). The dif-
ferences in the interpretations and uses of this tradition made by Foucault and Hadot have
to be reexamined in the light of The Hermeneutics of the Subject. For an initial brief attempt
to do so, see my “L’etica dell'inquietudine” in La Repubblica, April 2, 2004,

This volume, p. 30.

Michel Foucault, “Lacan, le ‘libérateur’ de la psychanalyse,” in Dits et écrits 11, p. 1024
Ludwig Wittgenstein, Culture and Value (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980)
p- 16; Stanley Cavell, “The Availability of Wittgenstein’s Later Philosophy,” in Must We
Mean What We Say? (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1969) p. 72.

With respect to the charges of egoism and withdrawal, see Foucault’s discussion, this
volume, pp. 12-13. For an attempt to place Wittgenstein within the tradition of spiritual
exercises, see my “F_thique, philosophie et exercices spirituels. De Plotin a Wittgenstetn,”

in Europe, October 2004,
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26. For Foucault’s remark, see “A propos de la généalogie de Péthique: un apercu du travail en
cours,” in Dits et écrirs 11, p. 1435. , \ o

27. See Foucault, “Mon corps, ce papier, ce feu,” p. 1126, and “Réponse a Jacques Derrida,

. 1161-63. ]

28. Ilicp:i.lczmlt, L'Usage des plassirs, especially pp. 41-44, and this volume, pp. 422-25.

29, Foucault, “Qu’est-ce que les Lumiéres?” pp. 1390, 1396.

30. This volume, see especially the lectures of March 17 and March 24.

31. Foucault, “Qu’est-ce que les Lumiéres?” p. 1394.
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TRANSLATOR’S NOTE

IN TRANSLATING FOUCAULT’S QUOTATIONS from Greek and Latin
authors my intention has been to stay as close as possible to what Foucault
actually says in his lectures. Consequently, I have always translated from
Foucault’s French sources rather than rely on existing English translations
(which often differ significantly from the French). In making my transla-
tions I have, however, consulted existing English translations of the Greek
and Latin, often, as in the case of Plato, referring to several variants. With
a few exceptions—where the editor refers explicitly in the notes to a
French or English translation used by Foucault or where only a French or
English translation is available—page and /or paragraph numbers refer to
the Greek or Latin texts. The works listed below give the titles used in the
notes followed by the French translation given by the French editor and
the principal English translation consulted. In the case of Plato, individ-
ual English translations have not been cited. There are a number of trans-

lations available for Plato—the 12 volume Plato in the Loeb Classical

Library, which contains the Greek, the Hamilton and Cairns edition of
The Collected Dialogues of Plato, Benjamin Jowett’s The Dialogues of Plato,

the various Penguin translations, and many others,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank Arnold Davidson for

his support and assistance in making this translation, and Terry Cullen
for invaluable help on a particularly difficult problem.

Cicero, Tusculan Disputations

Cicéron, Tusculanes, t.11, translations by J. Humbert, Paris, Les Belles
Lettres, 1931;
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Tusculan Disputations, translations by J.E. King. Cambridge, Mass.
and London: William Heinemann and G.P. Putnam’s Sons, Loeb

Classical Library, 1927.

Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers
Diogene Laérce, Vies et Doctrines des  philosophes, translation
under direction of M.-O. Goulet-Cazé. Paris: Le Livre de Poche,
1999;
Lives of Eminent Philosophers, in two volumes, translations by
R. D. Hicks. Cambridge, Mass. and London: Harvard University
Press and William Heinemann, Loeb Classical Library, 1925.

Epictetus, Discourses
Epictete, Entretiens, translations by J. Souilhé. Paris, Les Belles
Lettres, 1963;
Epictetus, The Discourses as Reported by Arrian, in two volumes, trans-
lations by W. A. Oldfather. Cambridge, Mass. and London: Harvard
University Press, Loeb Classical Library, 2000.

Epictetus, The Encheiridion
Epictéte, Manuel, translations by E. Breher, Les Stoictens. Paris:
Gallimard, La Pléiade, 1962;
The Encheiridion, translations by W.A. Oldfather in Epictetus, The
Discourses as reported by Arian, vol. II. Cambridge, Mass. and London:
Harvard University Press, Loeb Classical Library, 2000.

Epicurus, Letters, Principal Doctrines, and Vatican Sayings
Epicure, Lettres et Maximes, translations by M. Conche. Villers-sur-
Mer: Ed. de Mégare, 1977;
Letters, Principal Doctrines, and Vatican Sayings, translations by
R. M. Geer. Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1964.

Galen, On the Passions and Errors of the Soul
Galien, Traité des passions de I'dme et de ses erreurs, translations by
R. Van der Elst. Paris: Delagrave, 1914;
On the Passions and Errors of the Soul, translations by P.W. Harkans.
Columbus, Ohio: Ohio State University Press, 1963.
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Gregory of Nyssa, Treatise on Virginity
Grégoire de Nysse, Traité de la virginité, translations by M. Aubineau.
Paris: Ed. du Cerf, 1966;
Gregory of Nyssa, Treatise on Virginity, translations by V.W. Callahan,

in Saint Gregory of Nyssa: Ascetical Works. Washington, D.C.: Catholic
University of America Press, 1966.

Hesiod, Works and Days
Hésiode, Les Travaux et les Jours, translations by P. Mazon. Paris: Les
Belles Lettres, 1928;
Works and Days, translations by Richmond Lattimore, in Hesiod. Ann
Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1959.

Hippocrates, Ancient Medicine
Hippocrate, L’Ancienne Médecine, translations by A.-J. Festigiére.
Paris: Klincksieck, 1948;
Hippocrates, Ancient Medicine, translations by W.H.S. jones, in
W.H.S. Jones, Philosophy and Medicine in Ancient Greece. Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1946.

lamblichus, Life of Pythagoras
Jamblique, Vie de Pythagore, translations by L. Brisson, A.-P. Segonds.
Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1996;

Iamblichus (of Chalcis ), Life of Pythagoras, translations by T. Taylor.
London: J. M. Walkins, 1926.

Isocrates, Busiris
Isocrate, Busiris, in Isocrates, Discours, t.I, translations by G. Mathieu
and E. Brémond. Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 1923;
Busiris, in Isocrates, vol. 111, translations by Larue Van Hook. London
and Cambridge, Mass.: William Heineman and Harvard Un1versity
Press, Loeb Classical Library, 1945.

Marcus Aurelius, The Correspondence of Marcus Comelius Fronto with
Aurelius Antoninus

A. Cassan, Lettres inédites de Marc Auréle et de Fronton. Paris:
A. Levavasseur, 1830;
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The Correspondence of Marcus Comnelius Fronto with Aurelius Antoninus,
translations by C.R. Haines. London and New York: Loeb Classical

Library, 1919-1920.

Marcus Aurelius, Meditarions
Marc Auréle, Pensées, translations by A.l. Tannoy. Paris: Les Belles
Lettres, 1925;
The Meditations of Marcus Aurelius Antoninus, in two volumes, transla-
tions by, A.S.L. Farquharson. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1944.

Methodius of Olympus, The Banquet
Méthode d’Olympe, Le Banguet, translations by V.-H. Debidour.
Paris: Ed. du Cert, 1963;
The Banquet of the Ten Virgins, translations by WR. Clark, m eds.
A. Roberts and J. Donaldson, Ante-Nicene Christian Library, vol. 14,
The Writings of Methodius. Edinburgh T. and T. Clark, 1869.

Musonius Rufus
Translations by A.-J. Festugiére, in A.-J. Festugiere, ed., Deux prédi-
cateurs dans I’Antiquité, Télés et Musonius. Paris: Vrin, 1978;
Translations by Cora E. Lutz in Cora E. Lutz, “Musonius Rufus ‘The
Roman Socrates, ” Yale Classical Studies, vol. 10, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1947.

Philo of Alexandria, On the Contemplative Life
Philon d’Alexandrie, De Vita contemplative, translations by P. Miquel.
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6 JANUARY 1982

First hour

Reminder of the general problematic: subjectivity and truth. ~ New
theoretical point of departure: the care of the self. ~ Interpretations
of the Delphic precept “know Yourself.” ~ Socrates as man of care
of the self: analysis of three extracts from The Apology. ~ Care of
the self as precept of ancient Pphilosophical and moral life. ~ Care
of the self in the first Christian texts. ~ Care of the self as general
standpoint, relationship to the self and set of practices. ~ Reasons
Jor the modern elimination of care of the self in favor of
self-knowledge: modern morality; the Cartesian moment, ~
The Gnrostic exception. ~ Philosophy and spirituality.

THIS YEAR I THOUGHT of trying the following arrangements’: 1 will
lecture for two hours, from 9:15 until 11:15, with a short break of a few
minutes after an hour to allow you to rest, or to leave if you are bored, and
also to give me a bit of a rest. As far as possible I will try nevertheless to
vary the two hours. That is to say, 1n the first hour, or at any rate in one
of the two hours, I will give a somewhat more, let’s say, theoretical and
general exposition, and then, in the other hour, I will present something
more like a textual analysis with, of course, all the obstacles and draw-
backs of this kind of approach due to the fact that we cannot supply you
with the texts and do not know how many of you there will be, etcetera.
Still, we can always try. If it does not work we will try to find another
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method next year, or even this year. Does it bother you much to come at

9:15? No? It’s okay? You are more fortunate than me, then.

Last year I tried to get a historical reflection underway on the theme

of the relations between subjectivity and truth.? To study this problem I

took as a privileged example, as a refracting surface if you like, the ques-

tion of the regimen of sexual behavior and pleasures in Antiquity, the

regimen of the aphrodisia you recall, as it appeared and was defined in the
first two centuries A.D. It seemed to me that one of the interesting
dimensions of this regimen was that the basic framework of modern
European sexual morality was to be found in this regimen of the
aphrodisia, rather than in so-called Christian morality, or worse, 1n
so-called Judeo-Christian morality. This year I would like to step back
a bit from this precise example, and from the sexual material concerning
the aphrodisia and sexual behavior, and extract from it the more general
terms of the problem of “the subject and truth.” More precisely, while I
do not want in any way to eliminate or nullify the historical dimension
in which I tried to situate this problem of subjectivity /truth relations, I
would, however, like to present it 1n a much more general form. The

question I would like to take up this year is this: In what historical form

do the relations between the “subject” and “¢ruth,” elements that do not
usually fall within the historian’s practice or analysis, take shape in
the West?

So, to start with I would like to take up a notion about which I think
I said a few words last year.” This is the notion of “care of oneself.” This
is the best translation I can offer for a very complex, rich, and frequently
employed Greek notion which had a long life throughout Greek culture:
the notion of epimeleia heautou, translated into Latin with, of course, all
the flattening of meaning which has so often been denounced or, at any
rate, pointed out,® as cura sui.” Epimeleta heautou is care of oneself, attend-
ing to oneself, being concerned about oneself, etcetera. You will no doubt
say that in order to study the relations between the subject and truth 1t
is a bit paradoxical and rather artificial to select this notion of epimeleia
heautou, to which the historiography of philosophy has not attached
much importance hitherto. It is somewhat paradoxical and artificial to

select this notion when everyone knows, says, and repeats, and has done
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so for a long time, that the question of the subject (the question of
kn'owledge of the subject, of the subject’s knowledge of himself) was
originally posed in a very different expression and a very different pre-
cept: the famous Delphic prescription of gnithi seauton (“know your-
self” ).% So, when everything in the history of philosophy—and more
brOfldly in the history of Western thought—tells us that the gniths seau-
tz?n 1s undoubtedly the founding expression of the question of the rela-
tlons.between the subject and truth, why choose this apparently rather
fnargmfll notion—that of the care of oneself, of epimeleia heautou—which
15‘ certainly current in Greek thought, but which seems not to have been
given any special status? So, in this first hour I would like to spend
some time on this question of the relations between the epimeleia heautou
(care of the self) and the gnithi seauton (“know yourself”).
Relying on the work of historians and archeologists, I would like to
make this very simple preliminary remark with regard to the “know
yourself.” We should keep the following in mind: In the glorious and
spectacular form in which it was formulated and engraved on the temple
stone., the gnothi seauton originally did not have the value it later
acqulfed. You know (and we will have to come back to this) the famous
text n which Epictetus says that the precept “gndthi seauton” was
mscr.1b6d at the center of the human community.® In fact it undoubtedly
was mscribed in this place, which was a center of Greek life, and later of
Fhe human community,” but it certainly did not mean “know yourself”
in the philosophical sense of the phrase. The phrase did not prescribe
s.e]f-knowledge, neither as the basis of morality, nor as part of a rela-
tionship with the gods. A number of interpretations have been sug-
ges‘ted. There is Roscher’s old interpretation, put forward in 1901 in an
article in Philologus,” in which he recalled that the Delphic precepts were
after all addressed to those who came to consult the god and should be
read as kinds of ritual rules and recommendations connected with
the act of consultation itself. You know the three precepts. According to
Ros.cher, the precept méden agan (“not too much”) certainly does not
designate or express a general ethical principle and measure for human
conduct. Meden agan (“not too much”) means: You who have come to

consult, do not ask too many questions, ask only useful questions and
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those that are necessary. The second precept concerning the eggue (the
pledges )" would mean precisely this: When you consult the gods, do not
make vows and commitments that you will not be able to honor. As for
the gnathi seauton, according to Roscher it would mean: When you ques-
tion the oracle, examine yourself closely and the questions you are going
to ask, those you wish to ask, and, since you must restrict yourself to the
fewest questions and not ask too many, carefully consider yourself and
what you need know. Defradas gives a much more recent interpretation,
in 1954, in his book on Les Thémes de la propagande delphique.” Defradas
proposes a different interpretation, but which also shows, or suggests,
that the gnothi seauton is definitely not a principle of self-knowledge.
According to Defradas, the three Delphic precepts were general
demands for prudence: “not too much” in your requests and hopes and
no excess in how you conduct yourself. The “pledges” was a precept
warning those consulting against excessive generosity. As for the “know
yourself,” this was the principle [that] you should always remember
that you are only a mortal after all, not a god, and that you should
neither presume too much on your strength nor oppose the powers of
the deity.

Let us skip this quickly. I want to stress something else which has
much more to do with the subject with which I am concerned. Whatever
meaning was actually given and attached to the Delphic precept “know
yourself” in the cult of Apollo, it seems to me to be a fact that when this
Delphic precept, this gnithi seauton, appears in philosophy, in philo-
sophical thought, 1t 1s, as we know, around the character of Socrates.
Xenophon attests to this in the Memorabilia,” as does Plato in a number
of texts to which we will have to return. Now not always, but often, and
in a highly significant way, when this Delphic precept (this gnoth seau-
fon) appears, it 1s coupled or twinned with the principle of “take care of
yourself” (epimeleia heautou). I say “coupled,” “twinned.” In actual fact,
it is not entirely a matter of coupling. In some texts, to which we will
have to return, there is, rather, a kind of subordination of the expression
of the rule “know yourself” to the precept of care of the self. The gnithi
seauton (“know yourself”) appears, quite clearly and again in a number
of significant texts, within the more general framework of the epimeleia
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heautou (care of oneself) as one of the forms, one of the consequences, as
a sort of concrete, precise, and particular application of the general rule:
You must attend to yourself, you must not forget yourself, you must take
cate of yourself. The rule “know yourself” appears and is formulated
within and at the forefront of this care. Anyway, we should not forget
that 1n Plato’s too well-known but still fundamental text, the Apology,
Socrates appears as the person whose essential, fundamental, and origi-
nal function, job, and position is to encourage others to attend to them-
selves, take care of themselves, and not neglect themselves. There are in
fact three texts, three passages in the Apology that are completely clear
and explicit about this.

The first passage is found in 29d of the Apology.® In this passage,
Socrates, defending himself, making a kind of mmaginary defense plea
before his accusers and judges, answers the following objection. He is
reproached with having ended up in a situation of which “he should be
ashamed.” The accusation, if you like, consists in saying: I am not really
sure what evil you have done, but I avow all the same that it is shame-
ful to have led the kind a life that results in you now finding yourself
accused before the courts and in danger of being condemned, perhaps
condemned to death. Isn’t this, in the end, what is shameful, that some-
one has led a certain life, which while we do not know what it s, is such
that he 1s in danger of being condemned to death by such a judgment?
In this passage, Socrates replies that, on the contrary, he 1s very proud of
having led this life and that if ever he was asked to lead a different life
he would refuse. So: I am so proud of the life I have led that I would not
change it even if you offered to acquit me. Here are Socrates’ words:
“Athenians, I am grateful to you and love you, but I shall obey God
rather than you, and be sure that I will not stop practicing philosophy
so long as I have breath and am able to, [exhorting] you and telling
whoever I meet what they should do.”"® And what advice would he give
if he is not condemned, since he had already given it before he was
accused? To those he meets he will say, as he is accustomed to saying:
“Dear friend, you are an Athenian, citizen of the greatest city, more
famous than any other for its knowledge and might, yet are you not

ashamed for devoting all your care (epimeleisthar) to increasing your
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wealth, reputation and honors while not caring for or even considering
(epimele, phrontizeis) your reason, truth and the constant illnprovel.nent-of
your soul?” Thus Socrates recalls what he has always said and 1s quite
determined to continue to say to those he will meet and stop to ques-
tion: You care for a whole range of things, for your wealth and your rep-
utation. You do not take care of yourself. He goes on: “And if anyone
argues and claims that he does care [for his soul, for truth, for reason;
M.E.], don’t think that I shall let him go and go on my way. I}Io, 1 shall
question him, examine him and argue with him at length .. )7 Whoever
I may meet, young or old, stranger or fellow citizen, this is how I shall
act, and especially with you my fellow citizens, since you are my kin. .For
you should understand that this is what the god demands, and I-behev.e
that nothing better has befallen this city than my zeal in executing this
command.”™ This “command,” then, is the command by which the gods
have entrusted Socrates with the task of stopping people, young and old,
citizens or strangers, and saying to them: Attend to yourselves. This is
Socrates’ task.

In the second passage, Socrates returns to this theme of the care of the
self and says that if the Athenians do in fact condemn him to death then
he, Socrates, will not lose a great deal. The Athenians, however, will suf-
fer a very heavy and severe loss.™ For, he says, there will no longe'r be
anyone to encourage them to care for themselves and their own v1r‘tue
unless the gods care enough about them to send someone to replace him,
someone who will constantly remind them that they must be concerned
about themselves.””

Finally, in 36b-c, there 1s the third passage, which concerns the
penalty incurred. According to the traditional legal forms,” So'cratcs
himself proposes the penalty he will accept 1f condemned. Here 15 the
text: “What treatment do I deserve, what amends must 1 make for
thinking I had to relinquish a peacetul life and neglect what most People
have at heart—wealth, private interest, military office, success 1n ic
assembly, magistracies, alliances and political factions; for being
convinced that with my scruples I would be lost if I followed such a
course; for not wanting to do what was of no advantage either to you or

myself; for preferring to do for each particular individual what 1 declare
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to be the greatest service, trying to persuade him to care (epiméletheiz)
less about his property than about himself so as to make himself as
excellent and reasonable as possible, to consider less the things of the
city than the city itself, in short, to apply these same principles to every-
thing? What have I deserved, I ask, for having conducted myself in this
way [and for having encouraged you to attend to yourselves? Not pun-
ishment, to be sure, not chastisement, but; M.F.] something good,
Athenians, if you want to be just.”?

I'will stop there for the moment. I just wanted to draw your atten-
tion to these passages, in which Socrates basically appears as the person
who encourages others to care for themselves, and I would like you to
note three or four important things. First, this activity of encouraging
others to care for themselves is Socrates’ actwity, but it is an activity
entrusted to him by the gods. In acting in this way Socrates does no
more than carry out an order, perform a function or occupy a post
(he uses the term raxis®) determined for him by the gods. In this
passage you will also have been able to see that it is because the gods care
for the Athenians that they sent Socrates, and may possibly send some-
one else, to encourage them to care for themselves.

Second, you see as well, and this is very clear in the last passage I read
to you, that if Socrates cares for others, then this obviously means that
he will not care for himself, or at any rate, that in caring for others he
will neglect a range of other activities that are generally thought to be
self-interested, profitable, and advantageous. So as to be able to care for
others, Socrates has neglected his wealth and a number of civic advan-
tages, he has renounced any political career, and he has not sought any
office or magistracy. Thus the problem arises of the relation between the
“caring for oneself” encouraged by the philosopher, and what caring for
himself, or maybe sacrificing himself, must represent for the philoso-
pher, that is to say, the problem, consequently, of the position occupied
by the master in this matter of “caring for oneself.”

Third, I have not quoted this passage at great length, but it doesn’t
matter, you can look it up: in this activity of encouraging others to
attend to themselves Socrates says that with regard to his fellow citizens

his role 1s that of someone who awakens them.?* The care of the self will
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thus be looked upon as the moment of the first awakening. It is situated
precisely at the moment the eyes open, when one wakes up and has
access to the first light of day. This is the third interesting point in this
question of “caring for oneself.”

Finally, again at the end of a passage I did not read to you, there 1s the
famous comparison of Socrates and the horsefly, the insect that chases
and bites animals, making them restless and run about.”” The care of one-
self is a sort of thorn which must be stuck in men’s flesh, driven into their
existence, and which is a principle of restlessness and movement, of con-
tinuous concern throughout life. So I think this question of the epimeleia
heautou should be rescued from the prestige of the gnothi seauton that has
somewhat overshadowed its importance. In a text, then, which I will try
to explain to you a bit more precisely in a moment (the whole of the sec-
ond part of the famous Alcibiades ), you will see how the eptmeliea heautou
(the care of the self) 1s indeed the justficatory framework, ground, and
foundation for the imperative “know yourself.” So, this notion of
epimeliea heautou is 1mportant in the figure of Socrates, with whom one
usually associates, if not exclusively then at least in a privileged fashion,
the gnothi seauton. Socrates 1s, and always will be, the person associated
with care of the self. In a series of late texts, in the Stoics, in the Cynics,
and especially 1n Epictetus,Z(’ you will see that Socrates is always, essen-
tially and fundamentally, the person who stops young men 1in the street
and tells them: “You must care about yourselves.”

The third point concerning this notion of epimeleia heautou and its
connections with the gnothi seauton is that the notion of epimeleia
heautou did not just accompany, frame, and found the necessity of know-
ing oneself, and not solely when this necessity appeared 1n the thought,
life, and figure of Socrates. It seems to me that the epimeleia heautou (the
care of the self and the rule associated with it) remained a fundamen-
tal principle for describing the philosophical attitude throughout
Greek, Hellenistic, and Roman culture. This notion of the care of the
self was, of course, important in Plato. It was important for the
Epicureans, since 1n Epicurus you find the frequently repeated expres-
sion: Every man should take care of his soul day and night and through-

out his life.”” For “take care of” Epicurus employs the verb t/u:’ralt)euein,ZB
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which has several meanings: therapeuein refers to medical care (a kind of
therapy for the soul which we know was important for the
Epicureans ),”® but therapeuein is also the service provided by a servant
to his master. You know also that therapeuein is related to the duties of
worship, to the statutory regular worship rendered to a deity or divine
power. The care of the self is crucially important in the Cynics. I refer,
for example, to the text cited by Seneca in the first paragraphs of book
seven of De Beneficits, in which the Cynic Demetrius, on the basis of a
number of principles to which we will have to return because this is
very important, explains how it is pointless to concern oneself with
speculations about certain natural phenomena (like, for example, the
ongin of earthquakes, the causes of storms, the reason for twins ), and
that one should look instead to immediate things concerning oneself
and to a number of rules by which one conducts oneself and controls
what one does.’*® I don’t need to tell you that the eprmeleia heautou is
important in the Stoics; it is central in Seneca with the notion of cura
sut, and 1t permeates the Discourses of Epictetus. Having to care about
oneself 1s not just a condition for gaining access to the philosophical
life, in the strict and full sense of the term. You will see, I will try to
show you, how generally speaking the principle that one must take care
of oneself became the principle of all rational conduct in all forms of
active life that would truly conform to the principle of moral rational-
ity Throughout the long summer of Hellenistic and Roman thought,
the exhortation to care for oneself became so widespread that it
became, I think, a truly general cultural phenomenon.”” What I would
like to show you, what I would like to speak about this year, is this his-
tory that made this general cultural phenomenon (this exhortation,
this general acceptance of the principle that one should take care of
oneself) both a general cultural phenomenon peculiar to Hellenistic
and Roman society (anyway, to its elite), and at the same time an event
in thought.”” It seems to me that the stake, the challenge for any history
of thought, is precisely that of grasping when a cultural phenomenon of
a determinate scale actually constitutes within the history of thought a
decisive moment that is still significant for our modern mode of being
subjects.

e SPGB - s B R et s R— :: —
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One word more: If this notion of the care of oneself, which we see
emerging quite explicitly and dlearly in the figure of Socrates, traversed
and permeated ancient philosophy up to the threshold of Christianity,
well, you will find this notion of eprmeleia (of care) again 1n Christianity,
or 1n what, to a certain extent, constituted its environment and prepara-
tion: Alexandrian spirituality At any rate, you find this notion of
epimeleia given a particular meaning in Philo (De Vita contemplative ).* You
find it in Plotinus, in Ennead, 1L>* You find this notion of epimeleia also
and especially in Christian asceticism: in Methodius of Olympus® and
Basil of Caesarea.®® It appears in Gregory of Nyssa: in The Life of Moses,”
in the text on The Song of Songs,*® and in the Beatitudes>® The notion of
care of the self 1s found especially in Book XIII of On Virginity,* the title
of which is, precisely, “That the care of oneself begins with freedom from
marriage.”" Given that, for Gregory of Nyssa, freedom from marriage
(celibacy) 1s actually the first form, the initial inflection of the ascetic
life, the assimilation of the first form of the care of oneself and freedom
from marriage reveals the extent to which the care of the self had become
a kind of matrix of Christian asceticism. You can see that the notion of
epimeleia heautou (care of oneself) has a long history extending from the
figure of Socrates stopping young people to tell them to take care of
themselves up to Christian asceticism making the ascetic life begin with
the care of oneself.

It is clear that in the course of this history the notion becomes
broader and its meanings are both multiplied and modified. Since the
purpose of this year’s course will be to elucidate all this (what I am
saying now being only a pure schema, a preliminary overview ), let’s say
that within this notion of epimeleia heautou we should bear in mind that

there 1s:

e Tirst, the theme of a general standpoint, of a certain way of con-
sidering things, of behaving in the world, undertaking actions,
and having relations with other people. The epimeleia heautou 1s
an attitude towards the self, others, and the world;

e Second, the epimeleia heautou is also a certain form of attention, of

looking. Being concerned about oneself implies that we look

A
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away from the outside to ...l was going to say “inside.” Let’s
leave to one side this word, which you can well imagine raises a
host of problems, and just say that we must convert our looking
from the outside, from others and the world etc., towards “one-
self.” The care of the self implies a certain way of attending to
what we think and what takes place in our thought. The word
epimeleia 1s related to meletz, which means both exercise and med-
itation.*> Again, all this will have to be elucidated;

® Third, the notion of epimelera does not merely designate this gen-
eral attitude or this form of attention turned on the self. The
epimeleia also always designates a number of actions exercised on
the self by the self, actions by which one takes responsibility for
oneself and by which one changes, purifies, transforms, and
transfigures oneself. It involves a series of practices, most of
which are exercises that will have a very long destiny in the his-
tory of Western culture, philosophy, morality, and spirituality.
These are, for example, techniques of meditation,” of memo-
rization of the past, of examination of conscience," of checking

representations which appear in the mind,”® and so on.

With this theme of the care of the self, we have then, if you like, an
early philosophical formulation, appearing dearly in the fifth century
B.C., of a notion which permeates all Greek, Hellenistic, and Roman
philosophy, as well as Christian spirituality, up to the fourth and fifth
centuries A.D. In short, with this notion of epimeleia heautou we have a
body of work defining a way of being, a standpoint, forms of reflection,
fmd practices which make it an extremely important phenomenon not
just in the history of representations, notions, or theories, but in the
history of subjectivity itself or, if you like, in the history of practices of
subjectivity, Anyway, as a working hypothesis at least, this one-
thousand-year development from the appearance of the first forms of
the philosophical attitude in the Greeks to the first forms of Christian
asceticism—from the fifth century B.C. to the fifth century A.D.—can be
taken up starting from this notion of epimeleia heautou. Between the
philosophical exercise and Christian asceticism there are a thousand
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years of transformation and evolution in which the care of the self 1s
undoubtedly one of the main threads or, at any rate, to be more modest,
let’s say one of the possible main threads.

Even so, before ending these general remarks, 1 would like to pose the
following question: Why did Western thought and philosophy neglect
the notion of epimeleta heautou (care of the self) in its reconstruction of
its own history? How did it come about that we accorded so much priv-
ilege, value, and intensity to the “know yourself” and omitted, or at
least, left in the shadow, this notion of care of the self that, in actual fact,
historically, when we look at the documents and texts, seems to have
framed the principle of “know yourself” from the start and to have sup-
ported an extremely rich and dense set of notions, practices, ways of
being, forms of existence, and so on? Why does the gnothi seautou have
this privileged status for us, to the detriment of the care of oneself?
Okay, what I will sketch out here are of course hypotheses with many
question marks and ellipses.

Just to begin with, entirely superficially and without resolving any-
thing, but as something that we should maybe bear in mind, I think we can
say that there is clearly something a bt disturbing for us in this principle
of the care of the self. Indeed, going through the texts, the different forms of
philosophy and the different forms of exercises and philosophical or spiri-
tual practices, we see the principle of care of the self expressed in a variety
of phrases like: “caring for oneself,” “taking care of the self,” “withdrawing
into oneself,” “retiring into the self,” “finding one’s pleasure in oneself,”
“secking no other delight but in the self,” “remaining in the company of
oneself,” “being the friend of oneself,” “being in one’s self as 1n a fortress,”
“looking after” or “devoting oneself to oneselt,” “respecting oneselt,” etc.
Now you are well aware that there is a certain tradition (or rather, several
traditions ) that dissuades us (us, now, today) from giving any positive
value to all these expressions, precepts, and rules, and above all from mak-
ing them the basis of a morality All these injunctions to exalt oneself, to
devote oneself to oneself, to turn in on oneself, to offer service to oneself,
sound to our ears rather like—what? Like a sort of challenge and dehiance,
a desire for radical ethical change, a sort of moral dandyism, the assertion-
challenge of a fixed aesthetic and individual stage.™ Or else they sound to
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us hike a somewhat melancholy and sad expresston of the withdrawal of the
individual who 1s unable to hold on to and keep firmly before his eyes, in
his grasp and for himself, a collective morality (that of the city-state, for
example ), and who, faced with the disintegration of this collective moral-
ity, has naught else to do but attend to himself. So, the immediate, initial
connotations and overtones of all these expressions direct us away from
thinking about these precepts in positive terms. Now, in all of the ancient
thought I am talking about, whether it be Socrates or Gregory of Nyssa,
“taking care of oneself” always has a positive and never a negative meaning.
A farther paradox is that this injunction to “take care of oneself” is the
basis for the constitution of what have without doubt been the most aus-
tere, strict, and restrictive moralities known in the West, moralities which,
I repeat, should not be attributed to Christianity (this was the object of
last year’s course ), but rather to the morality of the first centuries B.C. and
the first centuries A.D. (Stoic, Cynic and, to a certain extent, Epicurean
morality ). Thus, we have the paradox of a precept of care of the self which
signifies for us either egoism or withdrawal, but which for centuries was
rather a positive principle that was the matrix for extremely strict
moralities. A further paradox which should be mentioned to explain the
way in which this notion of care of the self was somehow overshadowed is
that the strict morality and austere rules arising from the principle “take
care of yourself” have been taken up again by us: These rules in fact appear,
or reappear, either in a Christian morality or in a modern, non-Christian
morality However, they do so in a different context. These austere rules,
which are found again identical in their codified structure, appear reaccli-
matized, transposed, and transferred within a context of a general ethic of
non-egoism taking the form either of a Christian obligation of self-
renunciation or of a “modern” obligation towards others—whether this
be other people, the collecttvity, the dlass, or the fatherland etc. So,
Christianity and the modern world has based all these themes and codes of

moral strictness on a morality of non-egoism whereas in actual fact they

were born within an environment strongly marked by the obligation to
take care of oneself. I think this set of paradoxes is one of the reasons why
this theme of the care of the self was somewhat neglected and able ts
disappear from the concerns of historians.
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However, I think there is a reason that i1s much more fundamental
than these paradoxes of the history of morality This pertains to the
problem of truth and the history of truth. It seems to me that the more
serious reason why this precept of the care of the self has been forgotten,
the reason why the place occupied by this principle in ancient culture
for nigh on one thousand years has been obliterated, 1s what I will call—
with what I know 1s a bad, purely conventional phrase—the “Cartesian
moment.” It seems to me that the “Cartesian moment,” again withmn a
lot of inverted commas, functioned in two ways. It came into play in two
ways: by philosophically requalifying the gnéth seauton (know yourself),
and by discrediting the epimeleia heautou (care of the self).

First, the Cartesian moment philosophically requalified the groth:
seauton (know yourself). Actually, and here things are very simple, the
Cartesian approach, which can be read quite explicitly in the
Meditations,”® placed self-evidence (/’évidence) at the origin, the point of
departure of the philosophical approach—self-evidence as 1t appears,
that 1s to say as it is given, as it 1s actually given to consciousness with-
out any possible doubt [...]*. The Cartesian approach [therefore] refers
to knowledge of the self, as a form of consciousness at least. What’s more,
by putting the self-evidence of the subject’s own existence at the very
source of access to being, this knowledge of oneself (no longer in the
form of the test of self-evidence, but in the form of the impossibility of
doubting my existence as subject ) made the “know yourself” into a fun-
damental means of access to truth. Of course, there 1s a vast distance
between the Socratic gnithi seauton and the Cartesian approach.
However, you can see why, from the seventeenth century, starting from
this step, the princaple of gnothi seauton as founding moment of the
philosophical method was acceptable for a number of philosophical
approaches or practices. But 1f the Cartesian approach thus requalified
the gnothi seauton, for reasons that are fairly easy to 1solate, at the same
time—and I want to stress this—it played a major part in discrediting
the principle of care of the self and in excluding it from the field of
modern philosophical thought.

*Only “whatever the effort . ..” 1s audible.
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Let’s stand back a little to consider this. We will call, if you like, “phi-
losophy” the form of thought that asks, not of course what is true and
what is false, but what determines that there is and can be truth and
falsehood and whether or not we can separate the true and the false. We
will call “philosophy” the form of thought that asks what it is that
enables the subject to have access to the truth and which attempts to
determine the conditions and limits of the subject’s access to the truth.
If we call this “philosophy,” then I think we could call “spirituality” the
search, practice, and experience through which the subject carries out
the necessary transformations on himself in order to have access to the
truth. We will call “spirituality” then the set of these researches, prac-
tices, and experiences, which may be purifications, ascetic exercises,
renunciations, conversions of looking, modifications of existence, etc.,
which are, not for knowledge but for the subject, for the subject’s very
being, the price to be paid for access to the truth. Let’s say that spiritu-
ality, as it appears in the West at least, has three characteristics.

Spirituality postulates that the truth is never given to the subject by
right. Spirituality postulates that the subject as such does not have right
of access to the truth and is not capable of having access to the truth. It
postulates that the truth is not given to the subject by a simple act of
knowledge (connaissance), which would be founded and justified simply
by the fact that he is the subject and because he possesses this or that
structure of subjectivity. It postulates that for the subject to have right of
access to the truth he must be changed, transformed, shifted, and become,
to some extent and up to a certain point, other than himself. The truth
is only given to the subject at a price that brings the subject’s being into
play. For as he is, the subject is not capable of truth. I think that this is
the simplest but most fundamental formula by which spirituality can be
defined. It follows that from this point of view there can be no truth
without a conversion or a transformation of the subject. This conversion,
this transformation of the subject—and this will be the second major
aspect of spirituality—may take place in different forms. Very roughly we
cn say (and this is again a very schematic survey) that this conversion

may take place in the form of a movement that removes the subject from

his current status and condition (either an ascending movement of the
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subject himself, or else a movement by which the truth comes to him and
enlightens him). Again, quite conventionally, let us call this movement,
in either of its directions, the movement of erds (love). Another major
form through which the subject can and must transform himself in order
to have access to the truth is a kind of work. This is a work of the self on
the self, an elaboration of the self by the self, a progressive transformation
of the self by the self for which one takes responsibility in a long labor of
ascesis (askésis). Eros and askésis are, I think, the two major forms in
Western spirituality for conceptualizing the modalities by which the sub-
ject must be transformed in order finally to become capable of truth. This
is the second characteristic of spirituality.

Finally, spirituality postulates that once access to the truth has really
been opened up, it produces effects that are, of course, the consequence
of the spiritual approach taken in order to achieve this, but which at the
same time are something quite different and much more: effects which
1 will call “rebound” ( “de retour”), effects of the truth on the subject. For
spirituality, the truth is not just what 1s given to the subject, as reward
for the act of knowledge as it were, and to fulfill the act of knowledge.
The truth enlightens the subject; the truth gives beatitude to the
subject; the truth gives the subject tranquility of the soul. In short, 1n
the truth and in access to the truth, there is something that fulfills the
subject himself, which fulfills or transfigures his very bemng. In short,
I think we can say that in and of itself an act of knowledge could never
give access to the truth unless it was prepared, accompanied, doubled,
and completed by a certain transformation of the subject; not of the
individual, but of the subject himself in his being as subject.

There is no doubt an enormous objection to everything I have been
saying, an objection to which it will be necessary to return, and which
is, of course, the gnosis." However, the gnosts, and the whole Gnostic
movement, is precisely a movement that overloads the act of knowledge
(connaissance)), to [ which] sovereignty is indeed granted in access to the
truth. This act of knowledge is overloaded with all the conditions and
structure of a spiritual act. The gnosis 1s, 1n short, that which tends to
transfer, to transpose, the forms and effects of spiritual experience 1nto

the act of knowledge itself. Schematically, let’s say that throughout the
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period we call Antiquity, and in quite different modalities, the philo-
sophical question of “how to have access to the truth” and the practice
of spirituality (of the necessary transformations in the very being of
the subject which will allow access to the truth), these two questions,
these two themes, were never separate. It 1s clear they were not separate
for the Pythagoreans. Neither were they separate for Socrates and Plato:
tl?e epimeleia heautou (care of the self) designates precisely the set of con-
ditions of spirituality, the set of transformations of the self, that are the
necessary conditions for having access to the truth. So, throughout
Antiquity (in the Pythagoreans, Plato, the Stoics, Cynics, Epicureans,
and Neo-Platonists), the philosophical theme (how to have access to
the truth?) and the question of spirituality (what transformations in
the being of the subject are necessary for access to the truth?) were
never separate. There 1s, of course, the exception, the major and funda-
mental exception: that of the one who is called “the” philosopher,>
because he was no doubt the only philosopher in Antiquity for whom
the question of spirituality was least important; the philosopher whom
we have recognized as the founder of philosophy in the modern sense of
the term: Aristotle. But as everyone knows, Aristotle is not the pinna-
de of Antiquity but its exception.

Now, leaping over several centuries, we can say that we enter the
modern age (I mean, the history of truth enters its modern period)
when it 1s assumed that what gives access to the truth, the condition for
the subject’s access to the truth, is knowledge (connaissance) and knowl-
edge alone. It seems to me that what I have called the “Cartesian
moment” takes on 1ts position and meaning at this point, without in
any way my wanting to say that it is a question of Descartes, that he was
its inventor or that he was the first to do this. I think the modern age of
the history of truth begins when knowledge itself and knowledge alone
gives access to the truth. That is to say, 1t i1s when the philosopher (or
the scientist, or simply someone who seeks the truth ) can recognize the
truth and have access to it in himself and solely through his activity of
knowing, without anything else being demanded of him and without
him having to change or alter his being as subject. Of course, this does
not mean that the truth is obtained without conditions. But these
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conditions are of two orders, neither of which fall under the conditions
of spirituality. On the one hand, there are the internal conditions of the
act of knowledge and of the rules it must obey to have access to the
truth: formal conditions, objective conditions, formal rules of method,
the structure of the object to be known.” However, in any case, the con-
ditions of the subject’s access to the truth are defined within knowledge.
The other conditions are extrinsic. These are conditions such as: “In
order to know the truth one must not be mad” (this is an important
moment in Descartes ).”* They are also cultural conditions: to have access
to the truth we must have studied, have an education, and operate
within a certain scientific consensus. And there are moral conditions: to
know the truth we must make an effort, we must not seek to decetve our
world, and the interests of financial reward, career, and status must be
combined in a way that is fully compatible with the norms of disinter-
ested research, etcetera. As you can see, these are all conditions that are
either intrinsic to knowledge or extrinsic to the act of knowledge, but
which do not concern the subject in his being; they only concern the
individual in his concrete existence, and not the structure of the subject
as such. At this point (that is, when we can say: “As such the subject 1s,
anyway, capable of truth”—with the two reservations of conditions
intrinsic to knowledge and conditions extrinsic to the individual*),
when the subject’s being is not put in question by the necessity of
having access to the truth, I think we have entered a different age of
the history of relations between subjectivity and truth. And the
consequence—or, if you like, the other aspect of this—1s that access to
truth, whose sole condition 1s henceforth knowledge, will find reward
and fulfillment in nothing else but the indefinite development of
knowledge. The point of enlightenment and fulfillment, the moment of
the subject’s transfiguration by the “rebound effect” on himself of the
truth he knows, and which passes through, permeates, and transfigures
his being, can no longer exist. We can no longer think that access to the

*The manuscript ( by which we designate the written notes Foucault used to support the delivery
of this course at the College de Erance ) allows this last point to be understood as extrinsic, that
is to say individual, conditions of knowledge.
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truth will complete in the subject, like a crowning or a reward, the work
or the sacrifice, the price paid to arrive at it. Knowledge will simply
open out onto the indefinite dimension of progress, the end of which is
unknown and the advantage of which will only ever be realized in the
course of history by the institutional accumulation of bodies of knowl-
edge, or the psychological or social benefits to be had from having dis-
covered the truth after having taken such pains to do so. As such

he.nccforth the truth cannot save the subject. If we define spirituality as,
Pemg the form of practices which postulate that, such as he is, the sub-

ject 1s. not capable of the truth, but that, such as it is, the truth can

transfigure and save the subject, then we can say that the modern age of
the relations between the subject and truth begin when it is postulated
that, such as he 1s, the subject 1s capable of truth, but that, such as it

is, the truth cannot save the subject. Okay, a short rest if you like. Five
minutes and then we will begin again.
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1974), 3 volumes.
1 Discourses, 11L1.18-19. . ’
1(9). ED:C:;ZUZRS(L: ug,elphi was the geographical center of the wnald ( §mihal/g¢z. t}?’e v«forl?n s
. ! he opposite sides of the Earth’s circum-
1), where the two cagles sent by Zeus from the opposit '
?ear:enc)e ‘:a:‘: together. Delphi became an important r.ehgxous center at the emli of tb;
ichth century B.C. (the sanctuary of Apollo from which Python del1yered orac! es) an
O imued to be 50 f the fourth century A.D., extending 1ts audience to the

¢ interest | have in myself comes

continued to be so until the end o
entire Roman world.

11. W. H. Roscher, “Weiteres itber die Bedeutung des Efggua] zu Delphi und die iibrigen
grammala Delphika,” Philologus 60,1901, pp. 81-101.

o gL o
d maxim is: eggud, para d'afe. See Plutarc : ;
" }/:izsfgzz) «Until I have learned it from these gentlemen, I won't be able to explain to you

the meaning of the precepts Nof too much §nd Know yosrse!f, and thc) tfzx:r:u; ;it:[?hv{l?;};

has stapped s Ty o g para S “
13. j).&ll)e:‘;;i:,t‘@:m'[hma de la propagunda delphique ( Paris: Klincksieck, 1954), ch. 3, “la
14. i?ﬁi;egiigigi;ssd:;%ﬁﬁ me, Eu‘thydemus, hl’;we Y::, ic;eyr been to Delphi?’

‘};S:rl: éﬁe;‘;’; rl?:ttllzzcizz‘zzv;rj‘:z:(:inel t};:\r;leev:}?e i::es‘zriptio;xz Know yourself?’

s statement in Dinner of the Seven Wise
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Yes.
‘Did you just 1dly glance at it, or did you pay attention to it and try to examine who you are?” ”
Xenophon, Memarabilia, IV.11.24.

15. For his lectures Foucault usually uses the Belles Lettres edition (otherwise called the Budé
edition ) that enables him to have the original Greek or Latin facing the translation. This
1s why for the important terms and passages he accompanies his reading with references to
the text in the original language. Moreover, when Foucault reads French translations in this
way, he does not always follow them to the letter, but adapts them to the demands of oral
style, multiplying logical connectors (“and,” “or,” “that is to say,” “well,” etc.) or giving
reminders of the preceding arguments. Usually we restore the original French translation
while indicating, in the text, significant additions (followed by “M.F.”) in brackets.

16. Plato, Apology, 29d.

17. Foucault here cuts a sentence from 30a: “If it seems clear that, despite what he says, he does
not possess virtue, I shall reproach him for attaching less value to what has the most value
and more value to what has the least.” Ibid.

18. Ibid., 30a.

19. “Itell you, being what I am, it is not to me that you do the most wrong if you condemn me
to death, but to yourselves,” Ibid., 30c.

20. Foucault refers here to a development of the exposition from 31a to 31c.

21. In 35e-37a, on being told of his condemnation to death, Socrates proposes an alternative
penalty Actually, in the kind of trial Socrates undergoes, there is no penalty fixed by law:
it is up to the judges to determine the penalty. The penalty demanded by the accusers (and
indicated in the charge ) was death, and the judges acknowledge that Socrates is guilty of
the misdeeds of which he is accused and therefore liable to incur this penalty, However, at
this moment of the trial, Socrates, recognized as guilty, must propose an alternative penalty.
It is only after this that the judges must [ix a punishment for the accused on the basis of
the penal proposals of the two parties. For further details see C. Mossé, Le Procés de Socrate
(Brussels: Ed. Complexe, 1996) as well as the lengthy introduction by L. Brisson to his
edition of the Apologie de Socrate (Paris: Garnier Flammarion, 1997).

22. Apology, 36b-d.

23, Thus alludes to the famous passage of 28d: “The true principle, Athenians, is this. Someone
who occupies a post (taxt), whether chosen by himself as most honorable or placed there by
a commander, has to my mind the duty to remain firmly in place whatever the risk, without
thought of death or danger, rather than sacrifice honor.” Epictetus praises steadfastness in
one’s post as the philosophical attitude par excellence. See, for example, Discourses, Lix.24,
and Iloodv.36 and 95, in which Epictetus alternates between the terms faxis and Bhéra. See
also the end of Seneca’s On the Firmness of the Wise Man, X1X.4: “Defend the post (locum )
that nature has assigned you. You ask what post? That of a man.”

24. Socrates warns the Athenians of what will happen if they condemn him to death: “You will
spend the rest of your life asleep.” Apology, 31a.

25. “If you put me to death you will not easily find another man . . . attached to you by the will
of the gods in order to stimulate you like a horsefly stimulates a horse.” Apology, 30e.

26. “Did Socrates manage to persuade all those who came to him to take care of themselves
(epimeleisthai heauton )?” Epictetus, Discourses, 11L1.19.

27. It is found in the Letter fo Menoeceus, 122, More exactly the text says: “For no-one is it ever
too early or too late for ensuring the soul’s health. .. So young and old should practice
philosophy” This quotation is taken up by Foucault in Michel Foucault, Histoire de fa sex-
ualité, vol. 3, Le Souci de soi (Paris: Gallimard, 1984), p. 60; English translation by Robert
Hurley, The Care of the Self (New York: Pantheon, 1985), p. 46.

28. Actually, the Greek text has “to kata psukhin hugratnon.” The verb therapeuein appears only
once in Epicurus, in Vatican Sayings, 55: “We should treat (therapeuteon) misfortunes with
the grateful memory of what we have lost and with the knowledge that what has come
about cannot be undone.”

29. The center of gravity for the whole of this theme is Epicurus’s phrase: “The discourse of
the philosopher who does not treat any human affection is empty Just as a doctor who does
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not get rid of bodily illnesses is useless, so alstg isa p]hll\(f)szl}‘)(hy‘nf l}:'do[ij r;;’tdiespx;:j ?ﬁ;mi
fecti ot ( ) slated by A.-J. Voelke 1 his
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i in J.-P. Migne, ed. Patrologie grecque et r S t
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icati Jeias ) and by knowledge from on high, 1t 15,
by lengthy application (makras epimeleias ) and by, e e
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li}:felc‘frsek?wf ”;(Eur life, the divine beauty will shine within you).” Gregory of Nyssa,
v Beatindini tio V1, 1 i 1. 44, p. 1272a.
tudinibus, Oratio V1, in Patrologie grecque, Vo
1?“ . { lev:;a Treatise on Virginity. See 1n the same book the parable of the lost drachma
O oo, XII illustrate the care of the self. See the lecture

{ culture of the self, see the lecture of 6 January,

Y0c-301¢, XI1), often cited by Foucault to 1 e < o
((Effecimolocgies of the Self” in Ethics: Subjectivity and Truth, PA 212/}}1‘]}65}‘ tc:ll.nxlq(\).lfetshcieﬂt;;n
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Dits et Ecrits, vol. 4, p. 787: “By tllth,we§hou : ,1th h
‘\:hc:: ‘nene thS‘swepl \2 away’ and cleared it by the ‘care’ (epimeleia) that one takes of one’s
life, the object appears in broad daylight.” 301c X1, 3.
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4. In an interview in Januvary 1984, Foucault notes that in this text by Gregory of Nyssa
(303¢-305¢, XIII) the care of the self is essenuially defined as “the renunciation of all
earthly attachments. It is the renunciation of all that may be love of self, of attachment to
an earthly self” (“L'’éthique du souci de soi comme pratique de Ia liberté,” in Dits et Ecrits,
vol. 4, p. 716; English translation by P. Aranov and D. McGrawth, “The Ethics of the
Concern for Self as a Practice of Freedom” in Ethics: Subjectivity and Truth, p. 288 ).

42. On the meaning of melefé, see the lecture of 3 March, second hour, and 17 March, first hour.

43. On the techniques of meditation, and the meditation on death in particular, see the lectures
of 27 February, second hour, 3 March, first hour, and 24 March, second hour.

44. On examination of conscience see the lecture of 24 March, second hour.

45. On the technique of sCreening representations, in Marcus Aurels in particular, and
in comparison with the examination of ideas in Cassian, see the lecture of 24 February,
first hour.

46. In “moral dandyism” we can see a reference to Baudelaire (see Foucault’s pages on “the atu-
tude of modernity” and the Baudelairean ethos in “What is Enlightenment?” in Ethics:
Subjectivity and Truth, pp- 310-12 { French version “Qu’est ce que les Lumierese™ in Dits er
Ecnifs, vol. 4, pp. 568-71) and in the “aesthetic stage” there 1s a dear allusion to
Kierkegaard’s existential triptych (aesthetic, ethical, and religious stages), the aesthetic
sphere (embodied by the Wandering Jew, Faust, and Don Juan) being that of the individ-
ual who exhausts the moments of an indefinite quest as so many fragile atoms of pleasure
(it is irony that allows transition to the ethical ). Foucault was a great reader of Kierkegaard,
although he hardly ever mentions this author, who nonetheless had for him an importance
as secret as 1t was decisive.

47. This thesis of the Hellenistic and Roman philosopher no longer linding the basis for the

free use of his moral and political action in the new sociopolitical conditions (as if the
Greek city-state had always been its natural ¢lement ), and finding in the self a last resort
into which to withdraw, became a fopos, if not unchallenged self evidence of the history
of philosophy (shared by Bréhier, Festugiére and others). During the second half of the
century, the articles on epigraphy and the teaching of a famous scientist with an interna-
tional audience, Louis Robert (“Opera minora selecta”. Epigraphie et antiquités grecques
[Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1989], vol. 6, p. 715) made this vision of the Greek lost in a world
which was too big and in which he was deprived of his city state outmoded (I owe all this
mformation to Paul Veyne). This thesis of the obliteration of the city -state in the
Hellenistic period is thus strongly challenged by, among others, Foucault in Le Soucs de soi
(The Care of the Self, part three, ch. 2, “The Political Game”, pp- 81-95, and see also
Pp- 41-43). For Foucault it is primarily a question of challenging the thesis of a breakup of
the political framework of the city-state in the Hellenistic monarchies (pp. 81-83) and
then of showing (and again in this course ) that the care of the self is basically defined as a
mode of living rather than as an individualistic resort (“The care of the self. .. appears
then as an intensification of social relations,” p- 53). P. Hadot, in Qu’est~e que la phifosophie
antigue? ( Paris: Gallimard, 1995), pp. 146-47, traces this prejudice of a disappearance of the
Greek city-state back to a work by G. Murcay, Four Stages of Greek Religion (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1912),

48. Descartes, Méditations sur la philosophie premiére (1641), in Euvres (Paris: Gallimard/
Bibliothéque de la Pléiade, 1952); English translation by John Cottingham, in Descartes,
Meditations on First Philosophy, ed. John Cottingham (Cambridge: Cambnidge University
Press, 1996).

49. Gnosticism represents an esoteric philosophico religious movement that developed 1n the
fiest centuries A.D. This extremely widespread movement, which is difficult to delimit and
define, was rejected both by the Church Fathers and by philosophy inspired by Platomism.
The “gnosis” (from the Greek gnésis: knowledge ) designates an esoteric knowledge that
offers salvation to whomever has access to it, and for the initiated it represents knowledge of
tis origin and destination as well as the secrets and mysteries of the higher world (bringing
the promise of a heavenly voyage ), uncovered on the basis of secret exegetical traditions. In
this sense of a salvationist, nitiatory, and symbolic knowledge, the “gnosis” covers a vast set
of Judeo-Christian speculations based on the Bible. The “Gnostic” movement, through the
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revelation of a supernatural knowledge, thus promises liberation of the soul and victory
over the evil cosmic power. For a lhterary reference see Michel Foucault, “La prose
d’Actéon” in Dits et Ecrits, vol. 1, p. 326. It 1s likely, as A. L Davidson has suggested to me,
that Foucault was familiar with the studies of H. C. Puech on this subject (See Sur ke
manichéisme et Autres Essais [Paris: Flammarion, 1979]).

“The” philosopher is how Aquinas designates Aristotle in his commentaries.

In the dassification of the conditions of knowledge that follow we find, like a muffled echo,
what Foucault called “procedures of limitation of discourse” in his inaugural lecture at the
Collége de France, L'Ordre du discours (Paris, Gallimard, 1971). However, in 1970 the fun-
damental element was discourse, as an anonymous and blank sheet, whereas everything
here is structured around the articulation of the “subject” and “truth.”

We can recognize here an echo of the famous analysis devoted to the Meditations in
Foucault's Histoire de la folte (Paris: Gallimard/Tel, 1972). In the exercise of doubt,
Descartes encounters the vertigo of madness as a reason for doubting, and he excludes it a
prior, refuses to countenance it, preferring the gentle ambiguities of the dream: “madness is
excluded by the doubting subject” (p. 7). Derrida immediately challenged this thesis in
“Cogito et Histotre de la folie” (in L’Ecriture et la Différence, Paris: Ed. du Seuil, 1967,
English translation by A. Bass, “Cogito and the History of Madness,” in Writing and
Difference, London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1978 ), which takes up a lecture delivered on
4 March 1963 at the Collége philosophique, showing that the peculiarity of the Cartesian
Cogito is precisely to take on the risk of a “fotal madness” by resorting to the hypothesis of
the evil genius (pp. 81-82; English translation pp. 52-53). We know that Foucault, openly
stung by this criticism, some years later published a masterly response, raising a specialist
quarrel to the level of an ontological debate through a rigorous textual explanation (“My
Body, This Paper, This Fire,” and “Réponse 4 Derrida,” mn Diis et Ecrits, vol. 2). Thus was
born what is called the “Foucault /Derrida polemic” about Descartes’ Meditations.
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6 JANUARY 1982

Second hour

Presence of conflicting requirements of spirituality: science and
theology before Descartes; classical and modem philosophy;
Marxism and psychoanalysis. ~ Analysis of a Lacedaemonian
maxim: the care of the self as statutory privilege. ~ First analysis
of Plato’s Alcibiades. ~ Alcibiades’ political expectations
and Socrates’ intervention. ~ The education of Alctbiades
compared with that of young Spartans and Persian
Princes. ~ Contextualization of the first appedrance of the
requirement of care of the self in Alcibiades: political expectation
and pedagogical deficiency; critical age; absence of political
knowledge (savoir ). ~ The indeterminate nature of the self
and its political implications.

1 WOI.JLD LIKE TO say two or three more words because, despite my
good intentions and a well-structured use of time, I have not entirely
kept within the hour as I hoped. So I will say a few more words on this
general theme of the relations between philosophy and spirituality and
the reasons for the gradual elimination of the notion of care of the self
from philosophical thought and concern. I was saying that it seemed to
me that at a certain moment (and when I say “moment,” there is
?bsolutdy no question of giving it a date and localizing or individualiz-
ing it around just one person ) the link was broken, detinitively I think,

between access to the truth, which becomes the autonomous development
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of knowledge ( connaissance ), and the requirement of the subject’s trans-
formation of himself and of his being.* When I say 1 think it was defin-
itively broken,” 1 don’t need to tell you that I don’t believe any such
thing, and that what is interesting 1s precisely that the links were not
broken abruptly as if by the slice of a knife.

Let’s consider things upstream first of all. The break does not occur
just like that. It does not take place on the day Descartes laid down

the rule of self-evidence or discovered the Cogito, etc. The work of

disconnecting, on the one hand, the principle of an access to truth

accomplished 1n terms of the knowing subject alone from, on the
of the subject’s work on himself, of his self-

other, the spiritual necessity
on of enlightenment and transfiguration

transformation and expectati
from the truth, was underway long before. The dissociation had begun

to take place long betore and a certain wedge had been inserted between
these two components. And of course, we should look for this
_in science? Not at all. We should look for it in theology (the
with Aquinas, the scholastics, etc., was able to

wedge . .

theology which, precisely,
be founded on Aristotle—remember what I was just saying—and which

will occupy the place we know it to have in Western reflection ). This

theology, by daiming, on the basis of Christianity of course, to be rational
a faith with a universal vocation, founded at the

ple of a knowing subject in general, of a knowing
subject who finds both his point of absolute fulfillment and highest
n in God, who 1s also his Creator and so his model.

between an omniscient God and subjects capable of

reflection founding

same time the princi

degree of perfectio
The correspondence
knowledge, conditional on faith of course, 1s undoubtedly one of the
main elements that led Western thought—or its principal forms of
reflection—and philosophical thought n particular, to extricate itself, to
free itself, and separate itself from the conditions of spirituality that had

previously accompanied 1t and for which the epimeleia heautou was the

that the link was broken “when Descartes said: philos-
and Kant completed this by saving: if knowledge has
f the knowing subject, that s to say in

*More prccisely, the manuscript states
ophy by itself is sufficient for knowledge,
limits, these limits exist entirely within the structure o
precisely what makes knowledge possible.”
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most general expression. I think we should be clear in our minds about
tlle major conflict running through Christianity from the end of the
flftl]. century—St. Augustine obviously—up to the seventeenth centu
Durins these twelve centuries the conflict was not between spiritualiry
.:md science, but between spirituality and theology. The best proof th?t,
it LEDLS between spirituality and science is the blossoming of practices
of splritual knowledge, the development of esoteric knowledge, th
whole idea—and it would be interesting to reinterpret the thin’le 0;
Faust along these lines'—that there cannot be knowledge without
profound modification in the subject’s being. That alchemy, for exa :
ple, end a whole stratum of knowledge, was at this time tli,ou ht torg~
obtainable only at the cost of a modification in the subjecf’s beine
dearly proves that there was no constitutive or structural oppositiof
between science and spirituality. The opposition was between theologi-
cail thought and the requirement of spirituality. Thus the disen emegl t
did not take place abruptly with the appearance of modern sciiie Tlllle
disengagement, the separation, was a slow process whose ori in. and
development should be located, rather, in theology. i
. Neither should we think that the break w;is' made, and made defini-
‘t‘lgelryt, at the mon’l,ent I hnve callefl, completely arbitrarily, the
‘ artesian mornent. Rather, it 1s very interesting to see how the ques-
tion of the relation between the conditions of spirituality and the qr b
lem of'the development of truth and the method for ariivin at iz s
posed in the seventeenth century. Take, for example, the very ignterestviviils
notion that 1s typical of the end of the sixteenth and the beginnin, ogf
the seventeenth century: the notion of “reform of the understandif ”
Take, precisely, the first nine paragraphs of Spinoza’s Treatise on %/ie
Correction of the Understanding.” You can see quite clearly there—and for
well—known reasons that we don’t need to emphasize—how in formu-
lating the problem of access to the truth Spinoza linked the problem t
a series of requirements concerning the subject’s very being: In wha(t)
aspects and how must I transform my being as subject? What conditions
must I 1mpose on my being as subject so as to have access to the
truth, and 'to what extent will this access to the truth give me what |
seek, that is to say the highest good, the sovereign good? This 1s a
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properly spiritual question, and the theme of the reform of the unde'r—
standing in the seventeenth century is, I think, entirely typical of the sall
very strict, close, and tight links between, let’s say, a philosophy of kI'IOWI—
edge and a spirituality of the subject’s transformation of his own being.

If we now consider things downstream, if we cross over to the other
side, starting with Kant, then here again we see that the structu.res of
spirituality have not disappeared either from phtlosophical reflection or
even, perhaps, from knowledge (savoir). There would be ... but then I
do not really want to outline it now, 1 just want to point out a few
things. Read again all of nineteenth century philosophy—well, almost
all: Hegel anyway, Schelling, Schopenhauer, Nietzsche, the Husserl of
the Krisis,> and Heidegger as well*—and you see precisely here also that
knowledge (connasssance), the activity of knowing, whether [1t] 1s dis-
credited, devalued, considered critically, or rather, as in Hegel, exalted,
is nonetheless still linked to the requirements of spirituality. In all these
philosophies, a certain structure of spirituality tries to 1ink. knoTﬂedge,
the activity of knowing, and the conditions and effects of this activity, to
a transformation in the subject’s being. The Phenomenology of Mind, after
all, has no other meaning.®> The entire history of mineteenth-century
philosophy can, I think, be thought of as a kind of pressure to tr?r to
rethink the structures of spirituality within a philosophy that, since
Cartesianism, or at any rate since seventeenth-century philosophy,
tried to get free from these self-same structures. Hence the hostility,
and what’s more the profound hostility, of all the “classical” type ‘of
philosophers—all those who invoke the tradition of Descartes, Leibniz,
etcetera—towards the philosophy of the nineteenth century that poses,
at least implicitly, the very old question of spirituality and which, with-
out saying so, rediscovers the care of the self. .

However, [ would say that this pressure, this resurgence, this reap-
pearance of the structures of spirituality is nonetheless quite not‘iceable
even within the field of knowledge (savoir) strictly speaking. If it 1s true,
as all scientists say, that we can recognize a false science by the fact that

access to it requires the subject’s conversion and that it promuses
enlightenment for the subject at the end of its development; if we can

recognize a false science by its structure of spirituality (which is
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self-evident; every scientist knows this), we should not forget that in
those forms of knowledge (savoir) that are not exactly sciences, and
which we should not seek to assimilate to the structure of science, there
is again the strong and dear presence of at least certain elements, certain
requirements of spirituality Obviously, I don’t need to draw you a
picture: you will have immediately identified forms of knowledge like
Marxism or psychoanalysis. It goes without saying that it would be
completely wrong to identify these with religion. This is meaningless
and contributes nothing. However, if you take each of them, you know
that in both Marxism and psychoanalysis, for completely different rea-
sons but with relatively homologous effects, the problem of what is at
stake in the subject’s being (of what the subject’s being must be for the
subject to have access to the truth) and, in return, the question of what
aspects of the subject may be transformed by virtue of his access to the
truth, well, these two questions, which are once again absolutely typical
of spirituality, are found again at the very heart of, or anyway, at the
source and outcome of both of these knowledges. I am not at all saying
that these are forms of spirituality, What I mean is that, taking a histor-
1cal view over some, or at least one or two millennia, you find again in
these forms of knowledge the questions, interrogations, and require-
ments which, it seems to me, are the very old and tundamental questions
of the epimeleia heautou, and so of spirituality as a condition of access to
the truth. What has happened, of course, is that neither of these two
forms of knowledge has openly considered this point of view clearly and
willingly. There has been an attempt to conceal the conditions of spiri-
tuality specific to these forms of knowledge within a number of social

forms. The idea of the effect of a dass position or of the party, of alle-

glance to a group or membership of a school, of initiation or of the

analyst’s training, etc., all refer back to these questions of the condition

of the subject’s preparation for access to the truth, but conceived of in

social terms, in terms of organization. They have not been thought of in

terms of the historical thrust of the existence of spirituality and its

requirements. Moreover, at the same time the price paid for transposing

or reducing these questions of “truth and the subject” to problems of

membership (of a group, a school, a party, a class, etc.), has been, of
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course, that the question of the relations between truth and the subject
has been forgotten.* The interest and force of Lacan’s analyses seems to
me to be due precisely to this: It seems to me that Lacan has been the only
one since Freud who has sought to refocus the question of psychoanalysis

on precisely this question of the relations between the subject and truth.®

That is to say, in terms which are of course absolutely foreign to the his-

torical tradition of this spirituality, whether of Socrates or Gregory of
Nyssa and everyone in between, in terms of psychoanalytic knowledge
itself, Lacan tried to pose what historically is the specifically spiritual
question: that of the price the subject must pay for saying the truth, and
of the effect on the subject of the fact that he has said, that he can and has
said the truth about himself. By restoring this question I think Lacan
actually reintroduced into psychoanalysis the oldest tradition, the oldest
questioning, and the oldest disquiet of the eptmeleia heautou, which was the
most general form of spirituality Of course, a question arises, which I will
not answer, of whether pysychoanalysis itself can, in its own terms, that is
to say in terms of the effects of knowledge (connaissance)), pose the question
of the relations of the subject to truth, which by definition—from the
point of view of spirituality, and anyway of the epz’me[e.z'a heautou—cannot
be posed in terms of knowledge (connaissance ).

That is what I wanted to say about this. Now let’s go on to a more
simple exercise. Let’s return to the texts. So, there 1s obviously no ques-
tion of me rewriting the entire history of the notion, practice, and rules
of the care of the self I have been referring to. This year, and once again
subject to my sloppy timekeeping and inability to keep to a timetable,
I will try to isolate three moments which seem to me to be interesting:

the Socratic-Platonic moment, the appearance of the epimeleia heautou m

philosophical reflection; second, the period of the golden age of the

culture of the self, of the cultivation of oneself, of the care of oneself,
which we can place in the first two centuries A.D.; and then, roughly, the
transition from pagan philosophical ascesis to Christian asceticism 1n

the fourth and fifth centuries.’

*The manuscript notes that the fact that for psvchoanalvsis this has “never been thought theo-
retically” has entailed “a positivism, a psychologism” with regard to this truth subject relation,
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’ The first moment: Socratic-Platonic. Basically, then, the text I would
like to refer to is the analysis, the theory itself of the care of the self; the
extended theory developed in the second part, the conclusion, of the dia-
logue called Alcibiades. Before reading some of this text, I would like to
recall two things. First, if it is true that the care of the self emerges 1n

- philosophical reflection with Socrates, and in the Alcibiades in particular
even so we should not forget that from its origin and throughout Greek’
culture the principle of “taking care of oneself’—as a rule and positive

requirement from which a great deal 1s expected—was not an instruction

 for philosophers, a philosopher’s interpellation of young people passing

in the street. It is not an mntellectual attitude; it is not advice given by wise

old men ¢ 1 inci
o overeager young people. No, the assertion, the principle “one

 ought to take care of oneself,” was an old maxim of Greek culture. In par-

ticular it was a Lacedaemonian maxim. In a2 text which, since it is from
Plutarch, is fairly late, but which refers to what is dlearly an ancestral and

- centuries-old saying, Plutarch reports a comment supposedly made by

Anaxandridas, a Lacedaemonian, a Spartan, who 1s asked one day: You

 Spartans really are a bit strange. You have a lot of land and your territory

is huge, or anyway substantial. Why don’t you cultivate it yourselves, why
do you entrust it to helots? And Anaxandridas is supposed to have
answered: Well, quite simply, so that we can take care of ourselves.® Of
course, when the Spartan says here: we have to take care of ourselves and
fo we do not have to cultivate our lands, it is quite clear that this has noth-
ing to do [with philosophy |. In these people, for whom philosophy, intel-

lectualism, etcetera, had no great positive value, taking care of themselves

was the affirmation of a form of existence linked to a privilege, and to a

- political privilege: If we have helots, if we do not cultivate our lands our-

selves, if we delegate all these material cares to others, it is so that we can
take care of ourselves. The social, economic and political privilege of this
dose-knit group of Spartan aristocrats was displayed in the form of: We
have to look after ourselves, and to be able to do that we have entrusted

our work “taks i
to others. You can see then that ‘taking care of oneself” is not at

: all philosophical but doubtless a fairly common principle linked, how-

ever, and we will find this again and again in the history of the epimeleia

heautou, to a privilege, which in this case is political, economic, and social
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So when Socrates takes up and formulates the question of the
epimeleia heautou, he does so on the basis of a tradition. Moreover, sparta
is referred to in the first major theory of the care of the self in the
Alctbiades. So, let’s move on now to this text, Alcibiades. Today, or next
week, I will come back to the problems, not of its authenticity, which are
more or less settled, but of its dating, which are very complicated.” But
it is no doubt better to study the text itself and see the questions as they
arise. I pass very quickly over the beginning of the dialogue of A]a'bz.'ades.
I note only that right at the start we see Socrates accosting Alcibiades
and remarking to him that until now he, Socrates, in contrast to
Alcibiades’ other lovers, has never approached Alcibiades, and that he
has only decided to do so today. He has made up his mind to do so
because he is aware that Alcibiades has something in mind." He has
something in mind, and Alcibiades 1s asked the old, classic question of
Greek education, which goes back to Homer, etcetera:”’ Suppose you
were offered the following choice, either to die today or to continue
leading a life in which you will have no glory; which would you prefer?
Well, [ Alcibiades replies]: I would rather die today than lead a lhife that
will bring me no more than what I have already. This 1s why Socrates
approaches Alcibiades. What 1s it that Alcibiades has already and in
comparison with which he wants something else? The particulars of
Alcibiades’ family, his status in the city, and his ancestral privileges
place him above others. He has, the text says, “one of the most enter-
prising families of the city”” On his father’s side—his father was a
Eupatrid—he has connections, friends, and wealthy and powertul rela-
tives. The same is true on the side of his mother, who was an
Alcmaeonid.” Moreover, although he had lost both of his parents, his
tutor was no nonentity, but Pericles. Pericles rules the roost in the aty,
even in Greece, and even in some barbarian countries.” Added to whach,
Alcibiades has a huge fortune. On the other hand, as everyone knows,
Alcibiades 1s beautitul. He 1s pursued by numerous lovers and has so
many and 1s so proud of his beauty and so arrogant that he has rejected
all of them, Socrates being the only one who continues to pursue him.
Why 1s he the only one? He is the only one precisely because Alcibiades,
by dint of having rejected all his lovers, has come of age. This 1s the
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famous critical age of boys I spoke about last year,” after which one can
no longer really love them. However, Socrates continues to take an inter-
est n Alcibiades. He continues to be interested in Alcibiades and even
decides to speak to him for the first time. Why? Because, as I said to you
2 moment ago, he has clearly understood that Alcibiades has in mind
something more than just benefiting from his connections, family, and
wealth for the rest of his life, and as for his beauty, this is fading.
Alcibiades does not want to be satisfied with this. He wants to turn to
the people and take the city’s destiny in hand: he wants to govern the
others. In short, [he] is someone who wants to transform his statutory
privilege and preeminence into political action, into his effective
government of others. It is inasmuch as this intention is taking shape, at
the point when Alcibiades—having taken advantage or refused to take
advantage of others with his beauty—is turning to the government of
others (after erds, the polis, the city-state ), that Socrates hears the voice
of the god who inspires him to speak to Alcibiades. He has something
to do: to transform statutory privilege and preeminence into the
government of others. It is clear in the Alcibiades that the question of the
care of the self arises at this point. The same thing can be found in what
Xenophon says about Socrates. For example, in book HI of the
Memorabilia, Xenophon cites a dialogue, a meeting between Socrates and
the young Charmides."® Charmides is also a young man on the thresh-
old of politics, no doubt a little older than the Alcibiades of Plato’s text
since he 1s already mature enough to participate in the Assembly and
give his views. Except that the Charmides who is heard in the Assembly,
who gives his views and whose views are listened to because they are
wise, 1s shy. He is shy, and although he is listened to and knows that
everyone listens to him when considering things in a small group, he
shrinks from speaking in public. And it is about this that Socrates says
to him: Even so, you should pay heed to yourself; apply your mind to
yourself, be aware of your qualities and in this way you will be able to

participate in political life. He does not use the expression eprmeleia

heautou or epimeler sautou, but the expression “apply vour mind.” Noin
prosekhei:” apply your mind to yourself, But the situation is the same. It
1s the same, but reversed: Charmides, who despite his wisdom dares not
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enter political activity, must be encouraged, Wherea§ with Alcibiades we
are dealing with a young man champing at the bit, Vf’hO only asl.c.s. to
enter politics and to transform his statutory advantages into real political
action. .

Now, asks Socrates, and this is where the part of .the dialogue I want
to study more closely begins, if you govern the cty, 1§ you are to be abl;
to govern it, you must confront two sorts of r1v:jtls.1 .On thé one han
there are the internal rivals you will come up against 1n the city, because
you are not the only one who wants to govern. And then, v?'hen you are
governing them, you will come up against t1.1e city’s enemies. You will
come up against Sparta and the Perstan Empire. Now, says.Socrates, you
know very well how it is with both the Laceda‘emomans and the
Persians: they outmatch Athens and you. In wealth first of all: Howe?rer
wealthy you may be, can you compare your wealth to that of the.: Per51.an
King? As for education, can you really compar.e your. educatl‘on.wnh
that of the Lacedaemonians and Persians? There is a brief description of
Spartan education, which is not put forward as a model but as a mark c;f
quality at least; an education that ensures firmness, greatness of so'u ,
courage, endurance, the taste for victory and honor, etcetera. Persian
education, and the passage here is interesting, also has greflt advantages.
In the education given to the King, from the earliest 3ge——?n short, from
when he is old enough to understand—the young prince 1s surrounded
by four teachers: one is the teacher of wisdom ( sapizziz), anot_her of
justice ( dikasosun), the third a master of temperance (s6phrosunt), and
the fourth a master of courage (andreia). With regard to the date of the
text, the first problem to reckon with 1s the fol‘lowing: on .the one,hal.nd,
as you know, fascination and interest in Sparta 1s constant ‘m Plato.s dia-
logues, starting with the Socratic dialogues; however, the interest 1n at?d
fascination with Persia is something which is thought to appear '1ate l'n
Plato and the Platonists [...*]. How then has Alcibiades been trained in
comparison with this education, whether Spartan or Persian? Well, says

Socrates, consider what has happened. After the death of ym’lr parent.s
you were entrusted to Pericles. For sure, Pericles “may lord it over his

i 1sm, 1 alf of Platonism at any rate” 1s audible.
*QOnly “ ... that we hear in late Platonism, in the second half of Pla y
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aty, Greece and some barbarian States.” However, in the event, he could
not educate his sons. He had two of them, both good for nothing.
Consequently you have come out badly. But one should not count on a
serious training from this direction. And then again, your tutor Pericles
entrusted you to an old slave (Zopyrus the Thracian) who was a
monument to ignorance and so had nothing to teach you. Under these
conditions, Socrates says to Alcibiades, you should make a little com-
parison: you want to enter political life, to take the destiny of the city in
hand, and you do not have the wealth of your rivals, and above all you
do not have their education. You should take a bit of a look at yourself,
you should know yourself. And we see appearing here, in fact, the
notion or principle of gnathi seauton (an explicit reference to the Delphic
principle).” However, it is interesting to see that this gnathi seauton,
appearing before any notion of care of the self, 1s given in a weak form.
It 1s simply a counsel of prudence. It does not appear with the strong
meaning it will have later. Socrates asks Alcibiades to reflect on himself
a little, to review his life and compare himself with his rivals. A counsel
of prudence: Think a bit about who you are in comparison with those
you want to confront and you will discover your inferiority.

His inferiority consists in this: You are not only not wealthy and have
not received any education, but also you cannot compensate for these
defects (of wealth and education) by the only thing which would enable
you to confront them without too much inferiority—a know-how
(savoir), a tekhnz.2° You do not have the fekhné that would enable you to
compensate for these initial inferiorities. Here Socrates demonstrates to
Alcibiades that he does not have the fek4né to enable him to govern the
aty-state well and be at least on an equal footing with his rivals.
Socrates demonstrates this to him through a process which is absolutely
dassical in all the Socratic dialogues: What is it to govern the city well;
in what does good government of the city consist; how do we recognize
1t? There is a long series of questions. We end up with this definition
advanced by Alcibiades: The city is well governed when harmony reigns
amongst 1ts citizens.” Alcibiades is asked: What is this harmony; in
what does it consist? Alcibiades cannot answer. The poor boy cannot

answer and then despairs. He says: “I no longer know what I am saying.
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Truly, it may well be that I have lived for a long time in a state of shameful
ignorance without even being aware of it.”* To this Socrates responds:
Don’t worry; if you were to discover your shameful ignorance and that
you do not even know what you are saying when you are fifty, it really
would be difficult for you to remedy it, because it would be very diffi-
cult to take care of yourself (to take pains with oneself: epimelethenai
sautou ). However, “here you are at the time of life when one ought to
be aware of it.”? I would like to stop for a moment on this first appear-
ance in philosophical discourse—subject once again to the dating of the
Alcibiades—of this formula “taking caring of oneself,” “taking pains with
oneseltf.”

First, as you can see, the need to be concerned about the self 1s linked
to the exercise of power. We have already come across this in the
Lacedaemonian or Spartan maxim of Anaxandridas. Except, however,
that in the apparently traditional formula—“We entrust our lands to our
helots so that we can take care of ourselves”—“taking care of oneself”
was the consequence of a statutory situation of power. Here, rather, you
see that the question of the care of oneself, the theme of the care of one-
self, does not appear as an aspect of statutory privilege. It appears rather
as a condition for Alcibiades to pass from his position of statutory priv-
ilege (grand, rich, traditional family, etcetera) to definite political
action, to actual government of the city-state. However, you can see that
“taking care of oneself” is entailed by and inferred from the individual’s
will to exercise political power over others. One cannot govern others,
one cannot govern others well, one cannot transform one’s privileges
into political action on others, into rational action, if one 1s not con-
cerned about oneself. Care of the self: the point at which the notion
emerges 1s here, between privilege and political action.

Second, you can see that this notion of care of the self, this need to be
concerned about oneself, is linked to the inadequacy of Alcibiades’ edu-
cation. But the target here is, of course, Athenian education itself, which
is wholly inadequate in two respects. It is inadequate in its specifically
pedagogical aspect (Alcibiades’ master was worthless, a slave, and an
ignorant slave, and the education of a young aristocrat destined for a

political career 1s too mmportant to be handed over to a family slave).
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There is also criticism of the other aspect, which is less immediately
dear but lurks throughout the beginning of the dialogue: the criticism
of love, of the erds of boys, which has not had the function for Alcibiades
1t should have had, since Alcibiades has been pursued by men who really
only want his body, who do not want to take care of him—the theme
reappears a bit later—and who therefore do not encourage Alcibiades to
take care of himself. Furthermore, the best proof of their lack of interest
in Alcibiades himself, of their lack of concern that he should be con-
cerned about himself, is that they abandon him to do what he wants as
soon as he loses his desirable youth. The need for the care of the self is
thus inscribed not only within the political project, but also within the
pedagogical lack.

Third, something as important as and immediately connected to the
former feature is the idea that it would be too late to rectify matters if
Alcibiades were fifty. This was not the age for taking care of oneself. One
must learn to take care of oneself at the critical age when one leaves the
hands of the pedagogues and enters political activity. To a certain extent,
this text contradicts or raises a problem with regard to another text I
read to you a short while ago, the Apology, in which Socrates, defending
himself in front of his judges, says: But the job I have followed in Athens
was an important one. It was entrusted to me by the gods and consisted
in 'placing myself in the street and stopping everyone, young and old,
ctizens and noncitizens, to tell them to take care of themselves, Here,
the epimeleia heautou appears as a general function of the whole of life,
whereas in the Alcibiades it appears as a necessary moment of the young
man’s training. A very important question, a major debate and a turn-
ing point in the care of the self, arises when the care of the self in
Epicurean and Stoic philosophy becomes a permanent obligation for
every individual throughout his life. But in this, if you like, early
Socratic-Platonic form, the care of the self is, rather, an activity, a neces-
sity for young people, within a relationship between them and their
master, or them and their lover, or them and their master and lover.
This 1s the third point, the third characteristic of the care of the self.

Fourth, and finally, the need to take care of the self does not appear
to be urgent when Alcibiades formulates his political projects, but only
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when he sees that he is unaware of . . . what? Well, that he is unaware of
the object itself, of the nature of the object he has to take care of. He
knows that he wants to take care of the city-state. His status justifies
him doing this. But he does not know how to take care of the city-state;
he does not know in what the purpose and end of his political activity
will consist (the well-being of the citizens, their mutual harmony). He
does not know the object of good government, and that 1s why he must
pay attention to himself.

So, two questions arise at this point, two questions to be resolved
that are directly linked to each other. We must take care of the self. But
this raises the question: What, then, is this self with which we must be
concerned when we are told that we must care about the self? I refer you
to the passage that I will comment upon at greater length next time, but
which is very important. The dialogue of Alcibiades has a subtitle, but
one which was added much later, in the Alexandrian period I think,
but I am not sure and will have to check for next time. This subtitle 1s
“of human nature.” * Now when you consider the development of the
whole last part of the text—which begins at the passage | pointed out to
you—you see that the question Socrates poses and attempts to resolve is
not: You must take care of yourself now you are a man, and so I ask, what
is a man? Socrates asks a much more precise, interesting, and difficult
question, which 1s: You must take care of yourself; but what is this “one-
self” (auto to auto),® since it is your self you must take care of?
Consequently the question does not concern the nature of man but what
we—that is us today, since the word is not in the Greek text—will call the
question of the subject. What is this subject, what is this point towards
which this reflexive activity, this reflected activity, which turns the indi-
vidual back to himself, must be directed? The first question, then, 1s
what 1s this self?

The second question to be resolved 1s: If we develop this care of the
self properly, if we take 1t seriously, how will it be able to lead us, and
how will it lead Alcibiades to what he wants, that is to say to knowledge
of the tekhné he needs to be able to govern others, the art.that will enable

him to govern well? In short, what 1s at stake in the whole of the second

part, of the end of the dialogue, 1s this: “oneself,” in the expression

g

S I

6 January 1982: Second hour 39

“caring .about oneself,” must be given a definition which entails, opens
?1p, or gives access to a knowledge necessary for good government. What
1s Ef.t stake 1n the dialogue, then, is this: What is this self I must take care
of 1‘n order to be able to take care of the others I must govern properly?
This circle, [which goes] from the self as an object of care to knowledge
of government as the government of others, is, I think, at the heart of the
e.nd of this dialogue. Anyway, the question of “caring about oneself”
first emerges in ancient philosophy on the back of this question. So,

thank you, and next week we will begin again at 9:15. I will try to
conclude this reading of the dialogue.
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11. Foucault is thinking here of Achilles’ double destiny: “For my mother Thetis the goddess of
the silver feet tells me /1 carry two sorts of destiny toward the day of my death. Either,/f
1 stay here and Light beside the city of the Trojans,/ my return home is gone, but my glory
shall be everlasting; /but if I return home to the beloved land of my fathers, /the excellence
of my glory is gone, but there will be a long life /left for me, and my end in death will not
come to me quickly” Homer, The Hliad, translation by Richmond Lattimore ( Chcago:
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1961) Book IX, 410-16, p. 209; i
s gl > P- 209; French translation by P. Mazon, Iliade (Paris: Les Belles
12. Alcibiades, 104a.
3. ‘Thdlr:ughf his Sayhcr Cl"inias, A].cibiades' was a member of the genos of the “Eupatrids” (i
e :1‘231 gog fathers”),a fmlly c?f anstocrats and big landowners who dominated Athe.:s‘
Estmdsmy) bz]m the arcl-}llaliaal]:lnod.f His mother (daughter of Megadcles, a victim of
rac ongs to the ily of Alcmaeonids, wh doub :
decisive role in the political hi F classt LR
A politi 1story of classical Athens.
15. '21';1} aglr‘c;ge:r:) 801f 'the rctr.itisal ag;1 .olf boys was broached by Foucault in the lecture of
! 81 in particular, which was devoted to the structuring of th i
;;);L ;)ef aphr?dL;lm (Apﬁ}naﬁ)‘]e f(:f socio-sexual isomorphism and p:inl:iilz of :cig’]ilt?; ap::lc :ﬁ;
m raised within this fra; rk Y
. ﬁemphon’ O Hllvﬁx-newo by the love of young boys from good families.
17. More precisely, the Greek text has: “alla diatei
> ly, > : at / o n.” 1bi
:g TXLS i e 11934214 be:mou mallon pros o seauts prosekhein.” Ibid.
. “Ah, naive child, beli i i 1
J et eve me and the words inscribed at Delphi: ‘Know yourself.”
20. Ind. 125d.
21, Ibid. 126c.
22. Ibid. 127d.
23. Ibid. 127e.
24. Plato, Apology, 30a.

25. 1 1 1 7
5 ?;cordllzsg(zt]r)llogenesf?ﬁ;t%us, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, 111.57-62, the catalogue of
ologer of Tiberius and philosopher at Nero’s court in G
rasyl rrolc e s the first
;ci;)eptsht.hi division of Plato’s dialogues into tetralogies and for eacehlzisialcgm:rzi)?;) 2
, which usually corresponds to the name of Socrates’ principal inter]ocutorf;l)ut it ma;

be that this way of designating the dial 1
oo % of des ]f;;ct mi tt:r . 1alogues goes back to Plato himself—and a second title

26. The expression is found in Alcibiades, 120h.
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First hour

Contexts of appearance of the Socratic requirement of care of the
self: the political ability of young men from good families; the
(academic and erotic) limits of Athenian pedagogy; the ignorance
of whick one is unaware. ~ Practices of transformation of the self in
archaic Greece. ~ Preparation for dreaming and testing techniques in
Pythagoreanism. ~ Techniques of the self in Plato’s Phaedo. ~ Their
importance in Hellenistic philosophy. ~ The question of the being
of the self one must take care of in the Alcibiades. ~ Definition of
the self as soul. ~ Definition of the soul as subject of action. ~ The
care of the self in relation to dietetics, economics, and erotics. ~ The

need for a master of the care.

LAST WEEK WE BEGAN reading Plato’s dialogue, the Alcbiades.
I would like to begin this reading without going into the question, to
which we will have to return, if not of the authenticity of this dialogue,
of which there is hardly any doubt, then at least of its date. We halted at
the appearance of the expression that I would like to study this year in
its full extension and development: “caring about oneself’ (heautou
epimeleisthar). You no doubt recall the context in which this expression
appears. In the dialogues of Plato’s youth—those called the Socratic
dialogues—there is a very familiar context of a political and social milieu
comprising the small world of young aristocrats whose status makes

them leading figures in the city-state and who are destined to exercise a
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certain power over their city-state, over their fellow citizens. They are
young men who from an early age are consumed by the ambition to pre-
vail over others, their rivals within as well as outside the city-state—in
short, to enter active, authoritarian and triumphant politics. However,
the problem is whether the authority initially conferred on them by
birth, membership of the aristocratic world, and great wealth—as was
the case with Alcibiades—also gives them the ability to govern properly
It is 2 world, then, in which relations between the status of the “preem-
inent” and the ability to govern are problematized: the need to take care
of oneself insofar as one has to govern others. This is the first circle, the
first contextual element.

The second element, linked of course to the first, is the problem of
pedagogy. This is the criticism of the two forms of pedagogy familiar to
us from the Socratic dialogues. There 1s criticism, of course, of education,
of educational practice in Athens, which s compared extremely unfa-
vorably with Spartan education, with its unremitting severity and
strong integration within collective rules. Athenian education is also
compared unfavorably—and this 1s stranger and less frequent 1n the
Socratic dialogues, more typical of the last Platonic texts—with oriental
wisdom, with the wisdom of the Persians who can at least give their
young princes the four necessary masters who can teach them the four
fundamental virtues. This is one aspect of the criticism of pedagogical
practices. The other aspect concerns, of course, the way in which love
between men and boys takes place and develops. The love of boys
Athens cannot fulfill the task of instruction that would be able to justify
it and give it a foundation.' Adults, men, pursue young people 1n the
bloom of their youth. However, they abandon them precisely at that
critical age when, having left childhood behind and got away from the
guidance and lessons of their schoolmasters, they need a guide to train
them for this other, new thing for which they have received absolutely
no training from their teacher: the practice of politics. As a result of this
double failing of pedagogy—academic and amorous—it is necessary to
take care of the self. In this case the question of “taking care of oneself”
(of the epimeleia heautou) 1s no longer linked to the question of “govern-

ing others” but, it you like, to the question of “being governed.” Actually,
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you can see that the two things are connected: taking care of oneself in
order to be able to govern, and taking care of the self inasmuch as one has
not been governed sufficiently and properly. “Governing,” “being gov-
erned,” and “taking care of the self” form a sequence, a series, whose
long al?d complex history extends up to the establishment of pastoral
power 1n the Christian Church in the third and fourth centuries.”

The third element of the context in which the question, imperative, or
prescription to “take care of yourself” appears is of course ignorance, and
f)nce again we are famihar with this from the Socratic dialogues. It is an
1ignorance that 1s both ignorance of things one should know and igno-
rance of oneself, inasmuch as one does not even know that one is 1gnorant
of these things. Alcibiades, you recall, thought 1t would be easy to answer
Socrates’ question and to define the nature of good government of the city-
.state. He even thought he could define good government by designating
it as that which ensures harmony between citizens. And he does not even
know what harmony 1s, demonstrating both that he did not know and
“‘ras unaware that he did not know. So you can see that these three ques-
tions of the exercise of political power, pedagogy, and ignorance that is
unaware of itself form a familiar context in the Socratic dialogues.

H.owever, since 1t is precisely the emergence, the appearance of the
r.cqulrement “to care about oneself” that we are considering, I would
like to point out that there is something strange about the exposition of
the text of the Alcibrades in which this requirement is introduced at 127e.
The exposition is quite simple. It is already outlined in the general
context I have been talking about: Socrates shows Alcibiades that he
fioes not know what harmony is and that he is not even aware of his

ignorance of what it 1s to govern well. So Socrates demonstrates this to
Alcibiades, and Alcibiades immediately despairs. Socrates then consoles
h.im, saying: But this is not serious, do not panic, after all you are not
hifty, you are young and so you have time. But time for what? At this
point we could say that the answer that could come, the answer we
would expect—the answer Protagoras would no doubt give*—~would be
tbis: Okay, you are ignorant, but you are voung and not fifty, so you have
time to learn how to govern the city, to prevail over your adversaries, to

convince the people and learn the rhetoric needed to exercise this power,
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etcetera. But it is precisely this that Socrates does not tsay. Socrates1 says:
You are ignorant; but you are young and so y?u have time, not tc‘)‘1 earn,
but to take care of yourself. It 1s here, 1 think, 1n the gap berWéen . ez;m—f
ing,” which would be the usual result expected ”from this k;n o
reasoning, and the necessity to “take care of the self, .between p;: ag;g‘y
understood as apprenticeship and this other .form of culture, of pas }(:ta
(we will return at length to this later ), which rexfolves around w at
could be called the culture of the self, the forma‘tlon of t?le~ self, ;he
Selbstbildung as the Germans would say,’ 1t 1s 1n thl.S gap,‘thls interp a?t
this proximity that a number of problems.rush n whlch'c?ncel"n, ‘1
seems to me, the whole interplay between philosophy and spirituality in
ient world. .
theBa;Cg:i of all, a comment. I told you that this expre'ss.ion “caring for
the self” emerges and appears in Plato w%th the Alcibiades, but once
again the question of the dialogue’s date will have to be posed. A‘s yot}
will soon see when 1 come back to it at greater 1engt.h, the question ?
the nature of this caring about oneself is posed explicitly z}nc;i‘ syst,ematfl;
cally in this dialogue. The question has two parFs: what is “one’s sel
andl what is “taking care of”7 We truly have the first, and‘ we cou‘ldleve’n
say the only, comprehensive theory of the care of t}.le self inall of P :.t; s
te;as. We may regard it as the first major theoretical emergenceko t :
epimeleia heautou. Even so, we should not forget and must :flways 'eep in
mind the fact that this requirement to care for Fhe self, thl? PI‘&CUCC—*(TI‘
rather, the set of practices in which the care of the s‘elf will appear-—lcsi
actually rooted 1n very old practices, n \-fvays'of a.ctlng ar.ld tyl};es ;m
modalities of experience that constituted its historical b‘asm We. efore
Plato and even Socrates. That the truth cannf)t be atf;amed w?thoutha
certain practice, or set of fully specitied practices, wblch trznsfor? f; ii
subject’s mode of being, change 1ts given mode of bemg, an. modt )
by transfiguring 1, 152 prephilosophica] therr{e which gave rise ;o;lz; y
more or less ritualized procedures. Well before Plato, the Alcibia es;
and Socrates, there was, if you like, an entire technolf)gy of theﬁ. self
related to knowledge ( savoir), whether this involved par'txculAaSr bOdk?z o
knowledge (connaissances) or overall access to truth itself.” The 1dea

[ i 1 s
that one must put a technology of the self to work 1n order to have acces
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to the truth is shown in Ancient Greece, and what’s more in many, if not
all, cwvilizations, by a number of practices, which T will just list and
recall in a completely schematic way.® First, rites of purification: You
cannot have access to the gods, you cannot make sacrifices, you cannot
hear the oracle and understand what he says, and vou cannot benefit

from a dream which will enlighten you through ambiguous but

decipherable signs, without first being purified. The practice of purifi-
cation as a necessary prelminary rite, not only before contact with the
gods, but also [with] the truth they may vouchsafe us, is an extremely
common theme, well-known and attested for a long time in Classical
Greece and even in Hellenistic Greece and throughout the Roman
world. Without purification there can be no relationship with the truth
possessed by the gods. There are other techniques (and I cite them
somewhat randomly without in any way undertaking a systematic
study ). There are techni ques for concentrating the soul. The soul is some-
thing mobile. The soul, the breath, is something that can be disturbed
and over which the outside can exercise a hold. One must avoid dispersal
of the soul, the breath, the pneuma. One must avoid exposing it to exter-

nal danger and something or someone having a hold over it. One must

~ avoid its dispersal at the moment of death. One must therefore concen-

trate the pneuma, the soul, gather it up, condense it, and unite it in itself
in order to give 1t a mode of existence, a solidity, which will enable it to
last, to endure, and hold out throughout life and not be scattered when
death comes. Another technique, another procedure falling under these
technologies of the self, is the technique of withdrawal (retraite ), for
which there is a word, which as you know will have a prominent future
n all of Western spirituality: anakharesis (withdrawal or disengagement

from the world ). Withdrawal is understood in these archaic techniques of

the self as a particular way of detaching yourself and absenting yourself
from the world in which you happen to be, but doing so “on the spot”:
somehow breaking contact with the external world, no longer feeling
sensations, no longer being disturbed by everything taking place around

the self, acting as if you no longer see, and actually no longer seeing what

15 there before your eyes. It is, if you like, a technique of visible absence.

- You are always there, visible to the eves of others. But you are absent,
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clsewhere. A fourth example, and these are only examples, is the practice
of endurance, which is linked, moreover, to the concentration of the soul
and to withdrawal (anak/zc’)résis) into oneself, and which enables one
either to bear painful and hard ordeals or to resist temptations one may
be offered.

This whole set of practices then, and still many others, existed 1m

ancient Greek civilization. We find traces of them for a long time

afterwards. Moreover, most of them were already integrated within
the well-known spiritual, religious, or philosophical movement of
Pythagoreanism with its ascetic components. I will consider just two
examples of these components of the technology of the self n
Pythagoreanism.” I take these examples because they too will be popular
for a long time, and are still attested in the Roman period of the first
and second centuries A.D., having spread in the meanwhile into many
other phﬂosophical schools. There is, for example, the purifying prepa-
ration for the dream. Since dreaming while you sleep is, for the
Pythagoreans, to be in contact with a divine world, which 1s the world
of immortality, beyond death, and also the world of truth, you must
prepare yourself for the dream.? Before sleep, then, you must engage ma
number of ritual practices that will purify the soul and thus enable 1t to
enter into contact with this divine world and understand its meanings,
the more or less ambiguous messages and truths it reveals. Among these
techniques are those of listening to music, inhaling perfumes, and also,
of course, examination of conscience.’ Reviewing the whole of one’s day,
recalling the faults you have committed, and thus purging and purifying
yourself of them by this act of memory, is a practice whose paternity was
always attributed to Pythagoras.‘o Whether or not he really was the first

to instigate it is not important. It is anyway an important Pythagorean
liar with. I will take also another

practice whose diffusion you are fami
example from the many examples of the technology of the self, of the
techniques of the self we can find in the Pythagoreans: the techniques of
testing. That 1s to say you try something,
lity to resist it. These were also very ancient
Jong time and are still attested quite late. As
from Plutarch (at the end of the first and

situation and test your ab1

practices. They lasted for a

an example, consider a text
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ﬁ;:oengn;ll:f c;lf the second century). In the dialogue on Socrafes’
Do c,learl :Z Orl::counts,f or rather, he gets one of his interlocutors,
e s dear y. pokesman for the F‘ythagoreans, to recount the following
e tiringa;;.yy.(;ll start t‘he morning with a series of lengthy, difficult
: sical exercises, which give you an appetite. Havin ’
3;: dy(::itl})la:rzes:lnmptuous t;?blef served with extraor]zlinarily richgd?sc})::
Sl vich (;).st attractive food. You place yourself before them, gaze
o an,d Conrtr:l t1tate. ]‘;l};en'you cal'] the slaves. You give this food to the
P yourself with th.elr extremely frugal food." We will no
b ave t‘o come l?ack to all this to examine its developments.™
&Chni:\:efcc);r;;l thlsdout in ord.er tc‘) show you that a whole series of
o rfl ;1;3 :,lry S;)::}tlhlr;i ];lke the care of the self is generally
: e Pythagoreans, even before the emer-
f;zlcleg hzfs tt:min n::o}:ll. oi lepz’melez’a heautou in Plato’s philosoprl’:ii:l
o fy g within this general context of techniques of the self, we
ot forget that there are many traces of these techniques even in

Plat. A .
ato, even if 1t 1s true—as I will try to show—that Plato brings the

; whole of the care of the self back to the form of knowledge and self-

gk;(})l\::?:ggei.t l:)nrde)gafnp.]e, t.he technique of concentrating the soul, of
. ringing it together, 1s very clearly attested. In the
o }f’ 01; example, ‘1t 1s said that one must accustom the soul to gather
: eru icnr ! Zlnf: all points of th-e body, to concentrate itself on itself and

N itself as much as possible.” Also in the Phaedo it is said th
philosopher must “take the soul in hand™" [.-.*] The practiée (tf atc;he
. seclu-

 sion, of dar.zaHz&rEsis, of withdrawing into oneself, which is basicall
ex . .y v . ’ C

- expressed 1n immobility, is also attested in the Phaedo.'s Immobility };

] o

the soul and : i
e soul the b?dy. of the body which resists, and of the soul which
of m - .
doe hc‘)ve, which 1s fixed, as it were, on itself, on its own axis, and
nothi 1 1 ’
och 111(g dcan turn away from itself. This is the famous image of
crates evoked in the S 7
yymposium. As you k dur
e e . . y now, durtng the war
ocral able to remain alone, immobile, standing with his feet in

Onl and th ilo 3 i 5 s, Within
Y € |... phll SOph as guxde or as therapy for the soul the integr’ation ithi

philosophical practice, of this techni : 1
e choque of gathering together, concentrating and tightening of
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the snow, impervious to everything going on around him.'® Plato refers
to all these practices of endurance and resistance to temptation. In the
Symposium there is also the image of Socrates successtully controlling Ius
desire while lying with Alcibiades.”

The dissemination of these techniques of the self within Platonic
thought was, I think, only the first stage in a set of shifts, reactivations,
organizations, and reorganizations of these techniques in what becomes
the great culture of the self in the Hellenistic and Roman period. Of
course, it goes without saying that these kinds of techniques are also
found in the Neo-Platonists and Neo-Pythagoreans. But you find them
in the Epicureans as well. You find them in the Stoics, transposed and
rethought differently, as we will see. If you take, for example, immobility
of thought, the immobility of thought undisturbed by either external
excitation, ensuring securias, or internal excitation, ensuring franquillitas
(to take up Roman Stoic terms),” then this immobilization of
thought is quite clearly the transposition and reelaboration of the
practices I have been talking about within a technology of the self
whose general expressions are clearly different. The notion of with-
drawal, for example. The theory of this kind of withdrawal, already
called anakhoresis, by which the individual withdraws into himself and
cuts himself off from the external world, 1s found again:in Roman
Stoicism. In Marcus Aurelius in particular, there is a long passage which I
will try to explain and the explicit theme of which 1s the anakhoresis eis
heauton (the withdrawal [anachorése] into oneself, withdrawal into and
towards the self).”® In the Stoics also there is a series of techniques
for the purification of representations, for checking phantasiai as they
appear, enabling one to recognize those that are pure and those that are
impure, those to be admitted and those to be dismissed. Behind all of
this there is then a great arborescence, if you like, which may be inter-

preted as a continuous development, but in which there are a number of
" important moments attesting to transfers and overall reorganizations. It
seems to me that Plato, the Platonic moment, and particularly the
Alcibiades bear witness to one of these moments in the progressive reor-
ganization of this old technology of the self, which goes back
well beyond both Plato and Socrates. It seems to me that these old
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technologies of the self underwent fairly profound reorganization in
Plato, in the Alibiades, or somewhere between Socrates and Plato. At
any rate, the question of the epimeleia heautou (of care of the self) in
philosophical thought takes up elements—at a completely different level
for completely different purposes, and with partially different forms;
that were previously found in these techniques I have been talkin
about. i
.So, having said that about the first appearance of these elements in
p'h]losophy and at the same time their technical continuity, I would
like to return to the text of Alibiades itself and in partia;lar to the
passage (127¢) where it is said: One must care about oneself. One must
care about oneself, but . . . and this is why I emphasize this text: Socrates
has scarcely said “One must care about oneself’ than he is seized by a
doubt. He halts for a moment and says: It’s all very well to take careyof
onesellf, but there is a grave danger of going wrong. We risk not reall
?mowmg what we should do when we want to take care of ourselves anc}ir
stead of blindly obeying the principle “we care about ourselves:’ we
should ask: # estr to hautou epimeleisthai (what is it to take care of one-
se]f?):zo After all, Socrates says, we know quite well, or more or less
what 1t means to take care of our shoes. There 1s an art for this, the cob—’
bler’s art. The cobbler knows perfectly well what it means to take care
of them. We also know perfectly well what it means to take care of our
.feet. The doctor (or the gymnastics teacher ) advises you about this and
is the specialist in this matter. But who knows exactly what “taking care
of o.ne’s self” 1s? The text then naturally divides into two parts, on the
basis of two questions. First, in the imperative “one must take’ care of
the self,” what is this thing, this object, this self to which one must
atFend? Secondly, there is the care in “care of the self.” What form should
tl?Js care t.ake, in what must it consist, given that what is at stake in the
dialogue is that I must be concerned about myself so as to be able to
govern others and the city-state? The care of myself must therefore
be such that it also provides me with the art (the fehhne, the know-
how ) which will enable me to govern others well. In short, the succession
of the two questions—what is the self and what 1s the care?—involve

. .
esponding to one and the same demand: one’s self and the care of the

——
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can derive the knowledge

self must be given a definition from which we
required for governing others. This is what is at stake in the second half,
the second part of the dialogue beginning at 127e. This is what 1 should
xamine. First of all, the question: What is one’s self that we

now like to e
of? Secondly: What is this attending to, this care, this

must take care
epz’meleia?

First question: What is one’s self? We should note straightaway how

the question is posed. It is posed in an interesting way because, naturally—
with regard to this question «ywhat is one’s self?”—there is once again

reference to the Delphic oracle, to Pythia, and to what she says, namely,

that one must know oneself (gnonai heauton).” This is the second

reference to the oracle 1n the text, or rather to the precept given to those

who consult the oracle at Delphi. You may recall that the first time was
ades and said to him: All

when Socrates was conversing with Alcibs
ou will have to outmatch

right, very well, you want to govern Athens; y
your rivals within the city itself and you will also have to fight or com-
e with the Lacedaemonians and Persians. Do yo
g enough, that you have the capabilities, wealth, and education
? Since Alcibiades was not very sure of being able to give a
wer—or whether he should give a positive of negative
s—Socrates said to him: But at least pay some attention,
you are, look at the education you have received, you

pet
stron,
required
positive ans
answer to thi
reflect a bit on what

would do well to know yourself a little (a reference, which 1s expliat,

eauton).** However, you can see that this first

moreover, to the gnothi s
art of the text I analyzed last week, 1s, [ would

reference, which is in the p

say, weak and fleeting. The gnathi seauton 15 called upon merely to encour-

more seriously on what he is, what he is

age Alcibiades to reflect little
capable of doing, and the formidable tasks awaiting him when he will
he gnothi seauton appear in a com-

have to govern the city. Now we see t

pletely different way and at a completely different level. Actually, we
now know that one should take care of oneself and the question now
concerns the nature of “oneself.” What 1s the heautou in the expression

epz’meleist/zai heautou? One should gnonai heauton, the text says.

I think we should be dear about this second use of, this second refer-
n of Socrates

ence to, the Delphic oradle. It is certainly not a quest1o

u really think youare '

—
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saying: Okay, you must know what you are, your abilities, your passions
whethef y(.)u are mortal or immortal, etcetera. It is certainly not this. In’
;1 :;:iizkita;)ss ;11 ur:;th?f:clloglcal :;n'd formal question, but one that is,
o absolu ty’h. Ilament ! in the de\-felopment of the text: one
et kow a ' this heauton is, what this “oneself” is. Not, then:
nd of animal are you, what is your nature, how are you com-

p.osed?” but: “[ What 1s] this relation, what is designated b tl')xr' f(;m
tive pro.noun heauton, what 1s this element which is the sa}.;ne 10s reb eC};
the‘t subject side and the object side?” You have to take care of :u Oif‘
It 15 you wh'o takes care; and then you take care of something zvhize i;
the s:me. t-}nng as yourselt, [the same thing] as the subject who “takes
care,” this 1s your .se]f as object. Moreover, the text says it very clearly: we
mu‘st know what is auto to auro.” What is this identical element rZ;e t
as it were on bf)tl} sides of the care: subject of the care and olf'ect lcl>f
the care? What is it? This is then a methodological question conc:trning

- the meaning of what is designated by the reflexive form of the verb

“taking care of oneself.” This second reference to the precept “one m

k}xow on.eselP’ 1s quite different from the simple counsel of prud -
given a bit t?arlier when Alcibiades was told: Pay some attentioi to our
bad educatlo‘n and all your inabilities. What then is this /Ieautoz o
rather, what is referred to by this heauton? 1 will go immediately to’t}:
answ?r. The answer, as you know, is given a hundred times in
Plato’s dialogues: “psubhes epimeléteon” (one must take care of one’s

soul )2 it e oud S
)% 1t 1s said, at the start of an exposition to which I will return. In

* this th b1 1
: e Alcibiades corresponds exactly with a series of other expressions

found 1 g
5 helsewhere, as 1n the Apology for example, when Socrates says
. o ..
; t € encourages his fellow citizens, and everyone he meets, to care
N TS S 5 ’
r their soul (psukh#) in order to perfect it.> We also find the expr
es-

sion 1 1
3 n the Cratylus, where, with regard to the theories of Heraclitus

and th ) . .
the universal flux, 1t is said that we should not entrust the

; .tlzerapeuez'n bfzuton kat fen psukhen” (the concern of taking care, of attend-
: mg t?‘ one.self, to one’s soul) to the power of names: the heauton /psukhin
cupling 1s clear here.” In the Phaedo there is the famous passage: 1f

O 1s lnlIII()Ir.al t]le]l fplﬂlel as dell 1 1t needs ]la‘ \' atten
the St u] 5 (24 a ( d t ou i d

to it, it n 7
i, eeds your zeal and care, etcetera).”” So, when the Alcibiades
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reaches the expression, «What is this ‘oneself’ one must care for?—Well,
it is the soul,” it matches up with many things, many themes which are
found in many other Platonic texts. However, even so, I think the way
definition of the Aeauton as the soul, the way

in which we arrive at this
1s quite different from what 1s

in which this soul 1s concerved of here,
in fact, when it is sad in the Alcibiades, “that

> it might be

found elsewhere. Because,
which one must take care of is one’s soul, one’s own soul,’
thought that this 1s basically very close to what is said in The Republic.
The Alcibiades could be the reverse form, so to speak, of The Republi,
- which the interlocutors, wondering what justice is and what it 1s for
an individual to be just, are quickly talked into not being able to give an

answer and, passing from justice writ small in the individual, refer to

the large letters of the city-state so as better to decipher what justice
might be: to know what justice 15 1n the individual’s soul, let’s see what
it 1s in the cit)hstate.28 Okay, it might be thought that the approach
taken by the Alcibiades 1s 1n some way the same, but turned around;
¢ to find out what it is to govern well and the

that 1is to say, in tryin
the interlocutors

nature of good harmony and just government in the aty,
ire about the nature of the soul and look for the

analogon and model of the city in the individual soul. After all, the hier-
archies and functions of the soul might be able to enlighten us on this

of the Alcibiades inqu

question concerning the art of governing.

Now, this is not at all how things take place in the dialogue. We must
examine how, through their discussion, Socrates and Alcibiades arrive at
this (both obvious but even so possibly paradoxical ) definition of one’s
self as soul. Significantly, the analysis that takes us from the question,
“What is myself?” to the answer, “I am my soul,” begins with a small
group of question:
way.?® What does it mean when

The answer given 1s: we mean t

we say: “Socrates speaks to Alcibiades™?
hat Socrates makes use of language. Ths

very simple example is at the same time very revealing. The question

posed is the question of the subject.
what does that mean, says Socrates; that is to say, what subject do we

presuppose when we evoke this activity of speech, which is the speech

activity of Socrates towards Alcibiades? Consequently 1t involves

s which I will summarize, more or less, in the following

“Socrates speaks to Alcibiades,”

-
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dravsfmg the dividing line within a spoken action that will make i
possible to isolate and distinguish the subject of the action from t::l "
of elenients (words, sounds etc.) that constitute the action itselfe Sec;
o':na'ble it t(.) be carried out. In short, it involves revealing the suby a]?
its irreduability. This kind of dividing line between the action a]ilCt }lin
?ub]ect, which the Socratic question introduces, is utilized and an 1'f ;
n a num.ber' of easy and obvious cases which make it possible to cllbiitlie
gush, within an action, between the subject of the action and all tllril~
insFrument:s, tools, and technical means he may put to work. In this )
1t 15 easy to establish, for example, that in the cobbler’s eirt the e
tools, such as the leather knife, on the one hand, and then the erson
“.rho uses these tools on the other. However, what appears to bperson
simple in the case of, if you like, “instrumentally mediated” actionz o
also appl}t when we are investigating an action that takes place ; rﬁ?y
;he body itself, rather than an instrumental activity. For\ex}:lmplew i:rhlaI:
t l;;we do 1:vhen we move our hand.s to manipulate something?, Well,
e flre the hands and then there is the person who uses the hands;
there 1s the part, the subject, who makes use of the hands. What do N
do when we look at someone? We use our eyes, that is to .say there i:vz
part that uses the eyes. When the body does something there is generall
a part that.us.es the body. But what is this part that uses the bod };
Obviously, it is not the body itself: the body cannot make use of itse)if
Can we say that man, understood as a combination of soul and bod .
uses the body? Certainly not. Because the body, even as a simpl art
even supposing it to be alongside the soul, as auxiliary, cannotf;)Z vlz:;rt,
uses the body. What, then, is the only element that realiy uses the ‘bodzlt
its parts aild organs, and which consequently uses tools and finally | i’
guage? It is and can only be the soul. So, the subject of all these by dé'l;]“
mstrumental, and linguistic actions is the soul: the soul inasmuchoas1 iz
:{ses language, tools, and the body Thus we have arrived at the soul.
owever, you see that the soul we have arrived at through this bizarre
teasoning around “uses” (I will return shortly to this question of th
meaning of “uses” ) has nothing to do with, for example, the soul whi he
as prisoiler of the body, must be set free, as in the P/zaedo;(’ it has nothl'c ,
to do with the soul as a pair of winged horses which miist be led in tliif
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right direction, as in the Phaedrus?' and it is not the soul structured
according to a hierarchy of levels which must be harmonized, as in The
Republic? 1t 1s only the soul as such which is the subject of the action;
the soul as such uses the body, its organs and its tools etcetera. The
French word 1 employ here, “se serpir” [“use” 1n English——G.B.], 15
actually the translation of a very important Greek verb with many
meanings. This 1s the verb khrésthai, with the substantive khrésis. These
two words are difficult and have had a lengthy and very important his-
torical destiny. Khresthai (khraomar: “1 use”) actually designates several
kinds of relationships one can have with something or with oneself. Of
course, khraomai means: I use, | utilize (an instrument, a tool ), etcetera.
But equally khraomai may designate my behavior or my attitude. For
example, in the expression ubrishhas hhesthai, the meaning is: behaving
violently (as when we say, “using violence” when “using” does not at all
mean utilizing, but rather behaving violently). So khraomai s also a
certain attitude. Khrésthai also designates a certain type of relationship
with other people. When one says, for example, theoss khresthat (using
the gods), this does not mean that one utilizes the gods for any end
whatever. It means having appropriate and legitimate relationships with
the gods. It means honoring the gods, worshipping them, and doing
what one should with them. The expression hippd khresthai (using a
horse ) does not mean doing what one likes with a horse. It means han-
dling it properly and using it in accordance with the rules of the art
entailed by the yoked team or the cavalry. Khraomai, khrsthai also
designate a certain attitude towards oneself. In the expression epithumi-
ais hhrésthai, the meaning is not “to use one’s passions for something”
but quite simply “to give way to one’s passions.” Orgé khresthai, 1s not
“to use anger” but “to give way to anger,” “to behave angrily.” So you see
that when Plato (or Socrates ) employs this notion of khrésthai/khresis in
order to identify what this keauton is (and what is subject to it) in the
expression “taking care of oneself,” in actual fact he does not want to
designate an instrumental relationship of the soul to the rest of the
world or to the body, but rather the subject’s singular, transcendent
position, as it were, with regard to what surrounds him, to the objects
available to him, but also to other people with whom he has a relationship,

L
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to his body itself, and finally to himself. We can say that when Plato
employs'this notion of khrésis in order to seek the self one must take
care of, it 1s not at all the soul-substance he discovers, but rather the
soul-subject.

This ‘notion of khresis recurs throughout the history of the care of the
self.and its forms.* The notion of khrzsis will be especially important in the
S.tons. It will even be at the center, I think, of the entire theory and prac-
tice of the care of the self in Epictetus.”® Taking care of oneself will l‘l))fs_ to
ta].ce care of the self insofar as it is the “subject of” a certain number of
things: the subject of instrumental action, of relationships with other
peop'le, of behavior and attitudes in general, and the subject also of
mlatlonsl.lips to oneself. It 1s insofar as one is this subject who uses, who
bas certain attitudes, and who has certain relationships etcetera, thz;t one
must take care of oneself. It is a question of taking care of oneself as subject
of th’e erélsis (with all the word’s polysemy: subject of actions, behav]ior
relationships, attitudes ). It seems to me that the outcome of the argument’
of the Alcbiades on the question “what is oneself and what meanin
should be given to oneself when we say that one should take care of thi:g
selfp” 15 the soul as subject and not at all the soul as substanée.

Having reached this point, as a corollary, or a consequence, we can
note.three small reflections in the text, which may seem seconciary and
relatlvely‘marginal to the structure of the argument, but which I believe
are very important historically. In fact, when care of the self becomes
concerned with the soul as subject, it can be distinguished from three
other types of activity which, at first glance at least, may seem to
be forms of care of the self: the activities of the doctor, the head of the
household, and the lover.>

First, the doctor. Can we not say that the doctor takes care of himself
whex.l,'because he 1s 1ll, he applies to himself his knowledge of the art of
fnedlcme and his ability to make diagnoses, offer medication, and cure
illnesses? The answer is, of course, no. What is it in fact he ,takes care
of when he examines himself, diagnoses himself, and sets himself a

regimen? He does not take care of himself in the meaning we have just

" . Lo
The manuscript notes here that it “is found in Aristotle.”
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as soul, as soul-subject. He takes care of his body, that
uses. It is to his body that he attends, not
tion then is that the tekhné of the doctor
he tekhne that enables the

given to “himself”
is to say of the very thing he
to himself. The first distinc
who applies his knowledge to himself and t
individual to take care of himself, that 1s to say
ffer as to their ends, objects, and natures.

Second distinction: Can we say that a good family father, a good head
of the household, or a good landowner takes care of himself when he
takes care of his goods and wealth, takes care that his property thrives,
and takes care of his family, etcetera? The same argument applies and
there is no need to take it further: he takes care of his goods and of what

belongs to him, but not of himself.

Finally, third, can we say th
Alcibiades himself? Actually, their behavior, their conduct proves that

they do not care for Alcibiades but merely fo
m as soon as he is no longer absolutely destrable.

to take care of his soul as

subject, must di

at Alcibiades’ suitors take care of

since they abandon hi
To take care of Alcibiades himself, in the strict sense, would mean there-

fore attending to his soul rather tha
it is subject of action and makes more or less good use of his body and
etcetera. You see, then, that the fact that
Socrates waits until Alcibiades has come of age and has lost his most
dazzling youth before speaking to him shows that, unlike Alcibiades’
other suitors and lovers, Socrates cares for Alcibiades himself, for his
soul, for his soul as subject of action. More precis
ades will be concerned about himself.

about the way 1n which Aletbi
This, I think, is what we should hold onto and what defines the

master’s position in the epimeleia heautou
shall see, the care of the self is actually some
through the relationship to someone else who 1s the master.
not care for the self except by way of the master; there is no care of the
self without the presence of a master. However, the master’s position 15
defined by that which he cares about, which is the care the person
he guides may have for himself. Unlike the doctor or the family head, heis

not concerned about the body
he is not concerned with teaching aptitudes or

its aptitudes and capabilities,

thing that always has to go

35 One can-

or about property. Unlike the teacher,

r his body and its beauty,

n his body, to his soul inasmuch as -

ely, Socrates cares .

(care of the self). For, as we

abilities to the person

-—
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il:efucl’cti}el:r ?e cioes not seek to teach. him how to speak or how to prevail
e Ca;eefcet;?a. ;l'lhe master lﬁ the person who cares about the
e C:rr' mfls f, anc.l vs'rho finds 1n his love for his disciple the
. . mg or the disciple’s care for himself. By loving the bo
restedly, he is then the source and model for the care the boy musz

- have for hi j if
: or himself as subject. So, if I have stressed these three short

::13;‘1(5‘ abcimlt1 the doctor, the head of the family, and the lover, if I hav
phasized these three little passa 1 ’ ;
a Al ges whose role in the text 1 !
trans.ltlonal, it 1s because I think they allude to problems thaltS vr:liell;nliy
ve . . e
ry important in the history of the care of the self and of its techniques

First, we wi 1
» we will see that the question regularly arises of the relation

" betw .
een care of the self and medicine, treatment of the body and

Zimpeln——lec;’s say between care of the self and dietetics. And if in this
ato clearly shows the radical difference of kind distinguishing

' dietetd : .
the etfcs fl‘Ol’l.‘_l c:lare of the self, in the history of the care of the self we se
- them increasingly intertwined—for a n ;
umber of reasons, which I wi
% N : ,which I will ¢
: t; an:]lfy%e to such an extent that dietetics is a major form of the care r);
e . - - O
: self in the Hellenistic and especially the Roman pertod of the first

and second centuri
nturies A.D. At any rate, as the general regimen of the

 existy
existence of the body and the soul, dietetics will become one of the

cructal forms of the care of the self.

Second, a L 1
» another regular question will be that of the relation between

the care of the self and social activity, between care of the self and

I:l:dprlvate duties of the family head, of the husband, of the son, of th
ofthow:lc;r, of the master of slaves, etcetera, that is to say, betvve;n ca .
- . . ’ re

e self and all those activities that Greek thought grouped togethe

T

as “« MU
economic.” Is the care of the self compatible or incompatible with all

th . . .
ese duties? This again will be a fundamental question and the different

 philosophical schools will answer it in different ways. Roughly speaki
. 1ng,

the Epicur 1
picureans tend to favor separating economic obligations as much as

_ possible from the urgency of care of the self. In the Stoics, rather, there

is an intrica 1
i te connection between care of the self and the economic
which they try to make as strong as possible ’

Finally, the question of the relation between care of the self and the

I . . )
; ove relationship will endure for centuries: Must the care of the self,
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which takes shape and can only take shape by reference to the Other,

also go through the love relationship? Here we will see a lengthy labor, . . o
. { Greek. Hellenistic, and Roman ! 1. On pec.lerasry as eduFat?ou, see the o!d clartfications of H. L Marrou in his Histoire de
on the scale of the whole history o (A== * . léducation dans I’Antiguité (Paris: Seuil, 1948) part one, ch. IIL English translation by
civilization, which gmdua]]y separates care of the self from the CI‘O'UC, 169.51(;:3mb, A History of Education in Antiguity (London and New York: Sheed and Ward,
and which lets the erotic fall on the side of a strange, dubious, dlStllﬂzll;lg; . Foucault describes the establishment of a “pastoral power” by the Christian Church (as
. - as care of the £ renewal-transformation of the Jewish pastoral theme) for the first time in the 1978 Collége
and POSSlbl)’ CVCTL blameWOI’thy practice to R SS . h - de France course (lecture of 22 Februfry). There 1s a)clarification and synthesis in a lectuée
self becomes a major theme of this same culture. So, separation of t f; E S of 12(7)% ;03,,,,,;; e }:""g"[“;"'"f TOZMSSL . Dcaritiquc ‘gm Political Re[ason” in Foucault, Pﬂwg’
. 0 . -303; French translation . uzat, “ ‘Omnes et smgulatim”: vers une critique de
erotic and care of the self; PrOblem of the relation [_between] 'care ¢ - lp;praison politique,” in Difs et Em't);, vol. 4, pp. 145-47 and Fouciy:llt studies the strucgure of
the self and the economic, with opposed solutions in the Stoics and E the relationship between the spiritual guide and the person guided more precisely and
. . . ther. between dietetics and care . deeply in the 1980 course, but not so much in terms of “pastoral power” than of the rela-
Epicureans; and intricate connection, ra ’ - *] " ¢ tionship lmklgg”:he sué)c;relct to “ltruth acts” (see the cours}:‘. summary, ;"lju gvuvtlzrnement d};as
. : s tion{...7|. i vivants,” in Dirs et ts, vol. 4, pp. 125-29; English trans, Robert Hurley “On the

of the self: these will be the three major GG [ Government of the Living” in Foumuyl)trj Ethics: Subject;‘llrﬂy and Truth, pp. 87—92).6)7

. Born at Abdera early in the fifth century B.C., Protagoras was a well-known Sophist in

Athens in the middle of the century Plato puts him in the famous dialogue named after him
in which Protagoras claims to be able to teach virtue, for which he demands payment.
However, the following account given by Foucault—concerning apprenticeship in the rhetor-
ical techniques of persuasion and domination—suggests rather Gorgias’ reply in Plato’s
dialogue of this name (452¢).

4. Bildung is education, apprenticeship, formation ( Sefbstbiidung: “self- formation”). The notion
was especially widespread through the category of the Bildungsroman (the novel of appren-
ticeship, the model for which remains Goethe’s The Apprenticeship of Wilhelm Meister).

5. On the notion of “technology of the self” (or “technique of the self”) as a specific historical
domain to be explored, and on processes of subjectivation as irreducible to a symbolic game,
see “On the Genealogy of Fthics: An Overview of Work in Progress,” in Ethics: Subjectivity
and Truth, p. 277 (French translation by G. Barbedette and F. Durand-Bogaert, “A propos
de Ta généalogie de I'éthique: une aper¢u du travail en cours,” in Diis et Ecrits, vol. 4,
pp- 627-28), and for a definition, “Usage des plaisirs et techniques de soi,” in Dits er Ecrits,
vol. 4, p. 545; English translation by Robert Hurley, “Introduction” to The Use of Pleasure
(New York: Pantheon, 1985), p. 10: “reflected and voluntary practices by which men not
only fix rules of conduct for themselves but seek to transform themselves, to change
themselves in their particular being, and to make their life an oeuvre” (translation slightly
medified; G. B.).

- 6. The history of techniques of the self in Ancient Greece was broadly investigated before

- Foucault’s studies of the eighties. For a long time its focal point was the exegesis of a text by

' Empedocles on Pythagoras, who was presented as a “man of rare knowledge (savorrs), more
than anyone else the master of all kinds of wise works, who acquired an immense wealth of

knowledge (connaissances), for when he flexed the full strength of his mind, he saw every-

thing in detail without effort, for ten and twenty human generations.” Porphyry, Vie de

Fythagore, translation E. des Places (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1982) 30, p. 50. First

L. Gernet, in Anthropologic de la Grice antigue (Paris: Maspero, 1968;) English translation by

- B. Nagy, The Anthropology of Ancient Greece |Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1981), and then J.-P. Vernant, in Myth et Pensée chez les Grees (Paris:

Maspero, 1965 ); English translation Myt and Thought Among the Greeks [London: RKP,

1983]), saw a dear reference in this text to a spiritual technique consisting in the control of

F breathing to allow the soul’s concentration so as to free it from the body for journeys in the

beyond. M. Detienne also mentions these techniques in a chapter of Maitres de la vérité dans

la Gréce ancien (Paris: Maspero, 1967), pp. 132-33 (English translation Janet Lloyd, The

Masters of Truth in Archaic Greece [New York: Zone Books, 1999}, p. 123). See also

Detienne’s La Notion de daimon dans le pythagorisme ancien (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1963),

[
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* All that is audible is “and vou can see that these problems of the rela[lgn’,])etween the care of
the self and medicine, family management, private interests and the erotic.
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pp- 79-85. But E. R. Dodds preceded all of these n 1959, in his book, The Greeks and the
Irvational ( Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1973 ); see the chapter
«The Greek Shamans and the Origin of Puritanism.” Later, H. Joly, Le Renversement platoni-
cien Logos-Epistemé-Polis (Panis: Vrin, 1974), studied the resurgence of these spiritual prac-
rices in Platonic discourse and the Socratic mave, and finally we know that P. Hadot
considers these techniques of the self to be an ¢ssential grid for reading ancient philosophy
(see Exercices spirituals et Philosophie antique (English translation Philosophy as a Way of Life:
Spiritual Exercises from Socrates io Foucault).

. The organization of the first Pythagorean groups and their spiritual practices are known to

us almost solely through later writings such as the Life of Pythagoras by Porphyry or the Life
of Pythagoras by lambhichus, which are from the third and fourth centuries. In The Republic,
Plato culogizes the Pythagorean mode of life in 600 B.C., but only formally. See W. Burkert,
Weisheit und Wissenschaft. Studien zu Pythagoras, Philolaus, und Platon (Nuremberg: H. Karl,
1962 ); English translation by Edwin L. Milnar, Lore and Science in Ancient Pythagoreanism
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1972, edition revised by Burkert ).

. Foucault refers here to descriptions of the early Pythagorean sect: “Considering that one

begins to take care of men through sensation, by getting them to see beautiful forms and
figures and hear beautiful rhythms and melodies, [Pythagoras] began education with
music, with certain melodies and thythms, thanks to which he brought about cures in the
character and passions of men, restored harmony to the soul’s faculties, as they originally
were, and invented means of controlling or getting id of diseases of the body and the
soul . .. In the evening, when his companions were getting ready for sleep, he relieved them
of the cares and turmoil of the day and he purified their agitated mind, giving them 2
peaceful sleep, full of beautiful and sometimes even prophetic dreams.” Jamblichus, Life of
Pythagoras, 64-65. On the importance of the dream in the early Pythagorean sect, see
M. Detienne, La Notion de daimon, pp. 44-45. See also the lecture of 24 March, second hour.
See the lecture of 27 January, second hour, and of 24 March, second hour.

For the examination of the Pythagorean evening, see the lecture of 24 March, second hour.
Plutarch, Socrates” Daemon, 585a. Foucault takes up this example again in a lecture of
October 1982 at the University of Vermont, “Technologies of the Self” in Ethics: subjectivity
and truth, p. 240; Erench translation by F. Durant-Bogaert, “Les techniques de so1,” in Difs
et Ecrits, vol. 4, p. 801. See also, Le Souci de sof, p. 75 (The Care of the Self, p. 59).

 The examination of testing techniques will be taken up in the lecture of 17 March, first

hour.

One must “separate the soul from the body as much as possible, accustom it to draw back
and concentrate itself on itselt by withdrawing from all points of the body.” Plato, Phaedo,
67¢. In the manuscript Foucault notes that these techniques may act “against the disper-
sion that dissipates the soul” and he refers to another passage in the Phaedo (70a) con-

cerning the fear expressed by Cebes of the soul’s dissipation.

. “Once philosophy has taken in hand the souls in this condition, it gently persuades it.”

Phaedo, 83a.

“[Philosophy | undertakes to release them ... by persuading them [the souls] to detach
themselves ( anakharen) from the objects of the senses except where necessary.” Ibid.
Foucault here confuses two scenes recounted by Alcibiades in the Sympasium. The first,
220a-220b, is Socrates insensitive to the cold of winter: “He, rather, on this occasion went
out wearing only the same coat he usually wore, and in his bare feet walked more easily on
the ice than the others wearing shoes.” The second, which immediately follows this,
220¢-220d, is of Socrates standing motionless, deep in thought, for a whole day and night.
This is the passage 217d-210d.

This couple is found in Seneca, who sees the fulfiliment of the philosophical life in these
two conditions (along with magnitudo, greatness of soul ). See, for example: “What 1s happt-
ness? It 1s a state of peace and constant tranquility (securitas et perpetua tranguillitas ).” Letters,
XCIL3. On the importance and definition of these conditions in Seneca, see 1. Hadot,
Seneca und die griechisch-romische Tradition der Seelenleitung (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1969,)
pp. 126-37. Tranguillitas, as entirely positive internal calm, as opposed to securitas, as armor
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of protection directed towa ior, 1
of pr rds the exterior, is Seneca’ ical 1 i
Cashined by Drneis (o T, 15 Seneca’s theoretical innovation,
19. Marcus Aurelius, Meditations, TV.3.
22?. fgx{cault Fefers here to the text’s angument from 127¢ to 120a.
N cept, is it 1
s aosdn anlfvaqr t,hmg to know oneself (gnénas heauton)? And was the pers h
s on Pytho's temple just anybody?” Alcbrades, 129a perenwhe it

22. “Ah, naive child, beli ; 1 1
b , believe me and the words inscribed at

23. Ibid., 120b.
24. Ibid., 132¢.
25. Plato, Apology, 29e.

. Thaps it 1s not ve o et avi fan § S 1
26. “Perh, ps it t Ty s nsibl o leave onesel d one oul (/uzutan kai ten /lautau pqulen

[llfltlpellt’iﬂ) to the Fic f a; S W CO te
goud oftices of n: me: 1 i 1
y / ith mple confidence in them and their

27. Phaedo, 108c.

28. ¢ i
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Second hour

%ﬂﬂ Determination of care of the self as self-knowledge in the Alcibiades:
conflict between the two requirements in Plato’s work. ~ The
metaphor of the eye: source of vision and divine element. ~ End of
the dialogue: the concern for justice. ~ Problems of the dialogue’s
authenticity and its general relation to Platonism. ~ Care of the
self in the Alcibiades in its relation to political action, pedagogy,
and the erotics of bays. ~ Anticipation in the Alcibiades of the
Sate of care of the self in Platonism. ~ Neo-Platonist descendants
of Alcibiades. ~ The paradox of Platonism.

-1

[IS THERE] ANOTHER ROOM you can use? Yes? And are those
people there because they cannot get into the other room or because
they prefer to be there? I am sorry that the condttions are so bad, I can
do nothing about it and as far as possible I would like to avoid you
suffering too much.' Okay, earlier, while talking about these techniques
of the self and their existence prior to Platonic reflection on the
epimeleia heautou, it came to mind, and | forgot to mention it to you, that
there is a text, one of the rare texts it seems to me, one of the few stud-
tes in which these problems are touched on in terms of Platonic
philosophy: Henri Joly’s Le Renversement platonicien Logos-Epistem-Polis.
There are a dozen pages on this prior existence of techniques of the self,

which he attributes to the “shamanistic structure.” We may argue with

the word, but it is not important.” He insists on the prior existence of a
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number of these techniques in archaic Greek culture. ( techniques. (.)f
breathing and of the body, etcetera ). You can look at this.”> Anyway, 1t 15
a text that has given me some 1deas and so | was wrong not to have
referred to it earlier. Okay, a third remark, also on method. I am not
unhappy with this arrangement of two hours. I don’t know wh?.t you
think about it, but it at least allows us to go more slowly. Obviously,
eventually I would very much like to use part at least of t.he second hour
for discussion with you, to answer questions or things like th'at. At the
same time I must confess that I am a bit skeptical, because it 1s difficult
to have a discussion with such a large audience. I don’? knf)w. If you
really think it 1s possible and that we can do it seriously, 1t’.s fine by me.
In a part of the hour 1 am happy to try to answer any f;{uestlons you may
have. Well, you will tell me shortly We could do 1t ?n the'Greek way:
draw lots and extract twenty or thirty auditors each time w1th. whom to
have a small seminar ... Now I would like to finish our reading of the
Alcibiades. Once again, for me it 1s a sort of introduct.ion .to what I would
like to speak to you about this year. Because my pro].ect 1s not to t‘ake‘up
the question of every aspect of the care of the self in 1?1ato, whu.:h' 1sa
very important question since it is referred to not only in the.A]czbzades,
although only the Alubiades gives its complete theory. Neither do I
intend to reconstitute the continuous history of the care of the _self, from
its Socratic-Platonic expressions up to Christianity. This reac.hng of Fhe
Alcibiades is the introduction as 1t were, a reference pont 1n da.ssmal
philosophy, after which I will go on to Hellenistic and Roman phﬂos;)(—l
phy (in the imperial period). It just picks out a lanflmz-irk, then. I wou
now like to finish reading this text and then to indicate some of the
problems, some of its specific features; some of the feature.s, rather,
which will be found again later and which will allow the question of .the
care of the self to be set out 1n its historical dimension. So, the. first
question dealt with in the second part of the Alcibiades was: What 1s the
self we must take care of? .
The second part, the second detailed exposit.ion of t.he subject, tl.le
second question of the second part—the whole dlalogue' 1s stltuctured n
a way which is at once simple, clear, and perfectly legible—is: In what

1 i 1 1 1 comes at
must this care consist? What 1s this caring? The answer

.,...1
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once, immediately. We do not even have to adopt the somewhat subtle
and curious approach we took with regard to the soul, when, on the
basis of this notion of khrésis / bhresthai, etcetera, we discovered that it was
the soul one had to take care of. No. In what does taking care of the self
consist? Well, quite simply, it consists in knowing oneself. And here, for
the third time in the text, there is again reference to the gnothi seauton, to
the Delphic precept. But the significance, the meaning of this third ref-
erence, is completely different from the first two. You recall that the first
was simply a counsel of prudence: Tell me, Alcibiades, you have many
great ambitions, but attend a little to what you are, do you think you are
able to fulfill them? This first reference was, if you like, introductory, an
encouragement to the epimeleia heautou: by taking a bit of a look at him-
self and by grasping his own inadequacies, Alcibiades was encouraged to
take care of himself." The second occurrence of the gnithi seauton came
immediately after the injunction to take care of himself, but in the form
of a methodological question as it were: What is the self one must take
care of, what does this keauton mean, to what does it refer? This was the
second time the Delphic precept was quoted.> Now, finally, the third
occurrence of the gndthi seauton is when the question is what “taking care
of the self” must consist in.® And this time we have, if you like, the gnothi
sequton 1n all its splendor and fullness: Care of the self must consist in
knowledge of the self; gniths seauton in its full meaning. This 1s, of course,
one of the decisive moments of the text, one of the constitutive
moments, | think, [of] Platonism, and precisely one of those fundamen-
tal episodes in the history of the technologies of the self, in this long his-
tory of the care of the self, and it will be very important, or in any case
have considerable effects, throughout Greek, Hellenistic, and Roman
cavilization. [ More] precisely, as I reminded you earlier, in texts like the
Phaedo, Symposium, and so on, there are a number of allusions to practices
which do not appear to fall purely and simply under the “know your-
self’: practices of the concentration of thought on itself, of the consoli-
dation of the soul around its axis, of withdrawal into the self, of
endurance, and so on. At first sight at least, these ways of caring about
oneself cannot be purely and simply, or directly, assimilated to self-
knowledge. In fact, it seems to me that by taking over and reintegrating
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a number of these prior, archaic, preexisting techniques, the whole
movement of Platonic thought with regard to the care of the self 1s one
of organizing them around and subordinating them to the great princi-
ple of “know yourself.” It 1s 1n order to know oneself that one must
withdraw into the self; it is in order to know oneself that one must
detach oneself from sensations which are the source of illusions; it 1s 1n
order to know oneself that one must establish one’s soul in an immobile
fixity which is not open to external events, etcetera. It is both 1n order
to know oneself and inasmuch as one knows oneself that all this must
and can be done. It seems to me then that there is a general reorganiza-
tion of all these techniques around the prescription “know yourself.”
Anyway, we can say that in this text, in which there is no mention of all
these prior techniques of the self, as soon as the space of the care of the
self is opened up and the self is defined as the soul, the entire space thus
opened up is taken over by the principle of “know yourself.” We can say
that there is a forced takeover by the gnothi seauton in the space opened
up by the care of the self. Obviously, “forced takeover” is a little
metaphorical. You recall that last week 1 referred to—and this 1s basi-
cally what 1 will try to speak about this year—the difficult and histori-
cally long-lasting problematic relations between the gnothi seauton
(knowledge of the self) and the care of the self. It seemed to me that
modern philosophy—for reasons which I tried to identify in what I
called, as a bit of a joke although it 1s not funny, the “Cartesian
moment”—was led to put all the emphasis on the gnothi seauton and so
to forget, to leave in the dark, and to marginalize somewhat, this question
of the care of the self. So this year 1 would like again to bring out the care
of the self from behind the privileged status accorded for so long to the
gnothi seauton (knowledge of the self). To bring out the care of the self in
this way 1s not to say that the gnathi seauton did not exist, had no impor-
tance, or had only a subordinate role. Actually, what I would like to say
(and we have a superb example of it here) is that the gnothi seauton
(“know yourself”) and the epimeleia heautou (care of the self) are
entangled. Throughout the text you can see two things entangled: by
reminding him that he would do well to take a look at himself,
Alcibiades 1s led to say: “Yes, it 1s true, 1 should care about myself”; then,
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?vhen Socrates has laid down this principle and Alcibiades has accepted
it, [the problem] 1s posed anew: “We must know this self we must take
c?.re (,)P,; and then now, a third time, when we consider what caring con-
sists in, we find again the gnithi seauton. There is a dynamic entanglement
a rectprocal call for the gnoth seauton and for the epimeleia heautou (knowl:
edg? of the self and care of the self ). This tangle, this reciprocal appeal, is
I thmk, typical of Plato. We find it again throughout the history of Grf;ek’
Hc]]'emstic, and Roman thought, obviously with different balances and’
rdatl?ns, with different emphases on one or the other, and with a differ-
ent dlst.ribution of the moments of self-knowledge and care of the self in
Fhe various systems of thought encountered. But it is this tangle that is
important, I believe, and neither of the two elements should be neglected
to the advantage of the other.

Let us return then to our text and to the triumphant reappearance of
the gnithi seauton for the third time: To care for the self is to know one-
sejlf. Here again we find a text with a number of echoes in Plato’s other
dialogues, especially the later ones: the well-known and often employed
n.letaphor of the eye.” If we want to know how the soul can know itself
since we know now that the soul must know itself, then we take the,
.example of the eye. Under what conditions and how can the ejré see
itself? Well, when it sees the mmage of itself sent back to it by a mirror.
However, the mirror is not the only reflecting surface for an eye that
wants to look at itself. After all, when someone’s eye looks at itself in the
eye .of someone else, when an eye looks at itself in another eye absolutely
fmnlar to 1tself, what does it see 1n the other’s eye? It sees tself. So, an
1dent.ical nature is the condition for an individual to know what h; 1s
jl'he. identical nature 1s, if you like, the reflecting surface in which thf;
individual can recognize himself and know what he is. Second, when the
eye perc'eives itself in this way in the other’s eye, does it see itself in
the eye in general or is it not, rather, in that particular part of the eye
tl'le pupil, the part in which and by which the act of vision itself is car—’
.rled out? In actual fact, the eye does not see itself in the eye. The eye sees

itself 1n the source of vision. That is to say, the act of vision, which allows
the eye to grasp itself, can only be carried out in another act of vision
the act we find in the other’s eye. Okay, what does this well~known'
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comparison say when applied to the soul? It says that the soul will only
see itself by focusing its gaze on an element having the same nature as
itself, and more precisely, by looking at the element of the same nature
as itself, by turning towards and fixing its gaze on that which 1s the very
source of the soul’s nature, that is to say, of thought and knowledge (o
phronein, to eidenai).® The soul will be able to see itself by turning round
towards the part that ensures thought and knowledge. What is this ele-
ment? Well, it is the divine element. So it is by turning round towards
the divine that the soul will be able to grasp itself. A problem arises
here which I am, of course, unable to resolve, but which is interesting,
as you will see, for its echoes in the history of thought, and which con-
cerns a passage whose authenticity has been challenged. It begins with
Socrates’ reply: “Just as true mirrors are clearer, purer and brighter than
the mirror of the eye, so God (ko theos) 1s purer and brighter than the
best part of our soul.” Alcibiades replies: “It really does seem so
Socrates.” Socrates then says: “It 1s God, then, that we must look at: for
whoever wishes to judge the quality of the soul, he is the best mirror of
human things themselves, we can best see and know ourselves in him.”
“Yes” says Alcibiades.” You see that this passage says that the best mir-
rors are those that are purer and brighter than the eye itself. Similarly,
cince we see ourselves better when the mirror is brighter than our own
eye, we will see our soul better if we look at it, not in a soul similar to
our own, with the same brightness, but if we look at it in a brighter and
purer element, that is to say in God. In fact, this passage 1s only cited in
a text of Eusebius of Caesarea ( Préparation évangélique),' and because of
this it is suspected of having been introduced by a Neo-Platonist, or
Christian, or Platonist-Christian tradition. In any case, whether this
text really is Plato’s or was introduced afterwards and much later, and
even if it takes to extremes what is thought to be Plato’s own philoso-
phy, 1t nevertheless seems to me that the general development of the text
is quite clear independently of this passage, and even if one omits it. It
makes knowledge of the divine the condition of knowledge of the self. If
we suppress this passage, leaving the rest of the dialogue so that we are

more or less sure of its authenticity, then we have this principle: To care

for the self one must know oneself; to know oneself one must look at

T

AP i S

T B a1

™p——

13 January 1982: Second hour 71

oneself in an element that is the same as the self; in this element one
ml:lSt look at that which is the very source of thought and knowledge;
this source 1s the divine element. To see oneself one must therefore look,
at oneself in the divine element: One must know the divine in order to
see oneself.
' So, on this basis I think we can quickly deduce the end of the text as
it unfolds. In opening onto this knowledge of the divine, the movement
by which we know ourselves, in our care for ourselves, enables the soul
to achieve wisdom. The soul will be endowed with wisdom (saphrosuné)
as soon as 1t 1s 1n contact with the divine, when it has grasped it and
been able to think and know the divine as the source of thought and
knowledge. When the soul is endowed with sophrosune 1t will be able to
turn back towards the world down here. It will be able to distinguish
good from evil, the true from the false. At this point the soul will be
'tlble o conduct itself properly, and being able to conduct itself properly
it will be able to govern the city. I summarize very briefly a slightly
lfmger text, but I want to arrive quickly at the last, or rather the penul-
timate Teply of the text in an interesting reflection found at 135e.
I'-Iav.mg come back down, and supported by knowledge of the self,
which is knowledge of the divine, and which is the rule for conducting,
oneself properly, we now know that we will be able to govern and that
whoever has made this movement of ascent and descent will be well
qualified to govern his city-state. Then Alcibiades makes a promise.
What does he promise at the end of this dialogue in which he has been
encouraged so insistently to take care of himself? What does he promise
Socrates? He says the following, which 1s precisely the penultimate
reply, the last given by Alcibiades, which is then followed by a reflection
of Socrates: Anyway, it's decided, I will begin straightaway to
epimelesthai—to “apply myself” to, to “be concerned with” ... myself?
No: “with justice (dikaiosunés).” This may seem paradoxical given that
th.e whole dialogue, or anyway the second part of the dialogue, is concerned
Wlt.:}l the care of the self and the need to take care of the self. Then, at the
pomf: at which the dialogue comes to an end, Alcibiades, who has been
conxilnced, promuses to concern himself with justice. But you see that
precisely, there 1s no difference. Or rather, this was the point of the’
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dialogue and the effect of its movement: to convince Alcibiades that he
must take care of himself; to define for him that which he must take care
of; to explain to him how he must care for his soul by looking towards
the divine in which the source of wisdom is found, [so that] when he
looks towards himself he will discover the divine and, as a result, will
discover the very essence of wisdom (dikafosune ), or, conversely, when he
looks in the direction of the essence of wisdom (dikaiosunz)" he will at
the same time see the divine element in which he knows himself and
sees himself, since the divine reflects what I am in the element of the
identical. Consequently, taking care of oneself and being concerned with
justice amount to the same thing, and the dialogue’s game—starting
from the question “how can 1 become a good governor?”-——consists n

leading Alcibiades to the precept “take care of yourself” and, by devel-

oping what this precept must be, what meaning 1t must be given, we dis-
out justice. And that 1s

cover that “taking care of oneself” is to care ab

what Alcibiades commits himself to at the end of the dialogue. Ths,
then, 1s how the text unfolds.

On this basis 1 think we can now make some more general reflections.

Let us start by speaking a little about the dialogue and the problem it
raises, since at several points I have referred to either the authenticity of
a passage or of the dialogue itself, which at one time some considered to
be inauthentic. Actually, I do not think there is a single expert who
really, seriously questions its authenticity” However, a number of ques-
tions about its date remain. There is a very good article on this by
Raymond Weil in L’information littéraire, which makes, 1 think, a closely
argued assessment, a darification, of the questions concerning this text
and its dating.” Because, certainly, many elements of the text suggest it
was written early: the Socratic elements of the first dialogues are very

clear in the type of problems posed. 1 indicated them earlier: the ques-

tion of the young aristocrat who wants to govern, the inadequacy of ped-
agogy, the role to be played by the love of boys, etcetera, the dialogue’s
approach with its somewhat plodding questions: all this indicates both

the sociopolitical context of the Socratic dialogues and the method of

the aporetic dialogues which do not reach a conclusion. Now, on the
a2 number of elements in the dialogue, external elements,

other side,

R ._.,.,'\.q;

g

13 January 1982: Second hour 73

which I am not 1n a position to judge, seem to suggest a much later date
I take them directly from Raymond Weil’s article. For example, as you.
know, at a‘ certain point there is the allusion to the we,alth of
La.cedaemoma, of Sparta, when Socrates tells Alcibiades: You know you
will have to deal with strong opposition; the Lacedaemonians };re
wealthier than you. It seems that reference to Sparta being wealthier
than At.hens only makes sense after the Peloponnesian War, and after an
economic development of Sparta that certainly did not take place at the

G . o
imme of the first Platonic dialogues. A second, somewhat extreme

_ element, if you like, is the interest in Persia. There are references to

?ersm 1n Plato, but in his later work. There is no other example of this
in the early dialogues. However, it is above all the internal examination

of the dialogue that interests me with regard to its dating. On the one

?mnd, there is the fact that the beginning of the dialogue is completely
in the style' of t‘he Socratic dialogues: questions concerning what it is to
~ govern, on justice, and then of the nature of happiness in the city. And

all these dialogues, as you well know, generally end with questions

; without a definite outcome, or at least without a posttive answer. But

here, after this lengthy marking time, there is suddenly a conception of

- knowledge of the self as recognition of the divine. This analysis, which

fo 5 . - . . .
unds dikaiosune with a kind of unproblematic self-evidence, is not gen-

erally the style of the early dialogues. Then there are a number of other

com
ponents. As you know, the theory of the four virtues, which is

- attributed to the Persians, 1s the theory of the four virtues of established

Plz%tomsm. Similarly, the metaphor of the mirror, of the soul that looks
at 1tself in the mirror of the divine, belongs to late Platonism. The idea
of the soul as agent, or rather as subject, the 1dea of Ahresis, much more
tha'n as a substance imprisoned in the body, etcetera, is an element
which 1s found again in Aristotle and would seem to indicate a quite

astonishing inflection of Platonism if it dates from the earliest period. In

- short, we have a text which 1s chronologically odd and seems to strad-

dle, as it wer i 1
5 ere, Plato’s entire work: the youthtul references and style are

- dearly and undeniably present, and then, on the other hand, the pres-

ence of the themes and forms of established Platonism are also quite

 apparent. I think the hypothesis of some people—and it seems to me
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that this is what Weil proposes, with some resewatio?s—i.s that nylaybe
there was a kind of rewriting of the dialogue at some tlme‘m Plato’s old
age, or even after Plato’s death: two elemenf:s, t.wo strata in the te'xt;’,l a;
it were, are joined together; two strata, which 1ntera?t and are Stlt.C he
together at a certain point in the dialogue. Anway, smc‘e I have neit ecr1
the competence nor the intention to discuss thl'S, what 1ntf:rests me End
what I find quite fascinating in this dialogue, 1s that basically we n
here in outline an entire account of Plato’s philosophy, fron? Socratic
questioning to what appear to be elements quite close to the fmal’Plato
or even to Neo-Platonism. This is why the presence and perhaps inser-
tion of the concocted passage, quoted by Eusebius of Caesarea., does not
seem out of place within this great movement of the trajectory of
Platonism itself, which is not present in all of its components, but .whose
basic drift is at least indicated. That is the first reason why this text
seems to me to be interesting,.

Then, on the basis of this overall trajectory, it seems to me that we can
isolate a number of components which no longer raise the spe.c1f1cally
Platonic question of the epimeleia heautou, but that of the Pure .hlstory of
this notion, of its practices and philosophical elaboration 1n Gr.eek,
Hellenistic, and Roman thought. To start with, a numb.er. of que.stlons
appear quite clearly in this text: 1ts relatlo'nshlp to p?htlcal ac}:mn,lto
pedagogy, and to the erotics of boys. In thel%’ formulatlo.n and the so }1—
tions given to them in the text, these questions are typ.lcal of Socra;xc—
Platonic thought, of course, but they are found agam. more or less
continuously in the history of Greco-Roman thought? right up to.the
Second and Third centuries A.D., with only slightly different solutions
or formulations of the problems. ‘

First: the relationship to political action. You remember that m
Socrates, in the dialogue of the Alcibiades, 1t 1s quite .dear that the care of
the self is an imperative addressed to those who wish to govern” othfers
and as an answer to the question, “how can one gov.er‘n well?” Being
concerned about the self is a privilege of governors, or 1F 1S alsoAa duty of
governors because they have to govern. It will be very mteresting to see
how this demand for care of the self is, as it were, generalized as a

. . “ »
i ! ” iately I put “everyone” i
requirement “for everyone, but immediately I p

TR AL NPT e

- win - -

s L I

13 January 1982: Second hour 75

inverted commas. There is a generalization of this imperative—I will try
to show this next week—but a generalization that is nevertheless very
partial and with regard to which two considerable limitations must be
taken into account. The first is, of course, that to take care of the self one
must have the ability, time, and culture, etcetera, to do so. It is an
actwity of the elite. And even if the Stoics and Cynics say to people, to
everyone, “take care of yourself,” in actual fact it could only become a
practice among and for those with a certain cultural, economic, and
social capability. Second, we should also remember that there is a second
principle of limitation to this generalization. This is that the effect,
meaning, and aim of taking care of oneself is to distinguish the individ-
ual who takes care of himself from the crowd, from the majority, from
the Aoi pollor™ who are, precisely, the people absorbed in everyday life.
There will be an ethical divide then, which is entailed as a consequence
of the principle “take care of yourself,” [which in turn—second divide—]

can only be carried out by a moral elite and those with the ability to

save themselves. The intersection of these two divisions—the de facto

division of a cultivated elite and the division imposed or obtained as a

result of the practice of the care of the self—thus constitute considerable

limitations on this generalization which is nevertheless demanded,

expressed, and proclaimed by later philosophers.

Second: You see that Socrates and Plato directly link the care of the
self to the question of pedagogy. Concern about the self is needed
because education is madequate. Later we will see a second shift con-
cerned with age rather than generality. One must take care of oneself, not
when one 1s young and because Athenian education is madequate, but
one must take care of the self anyway, because this care cannot be pro-
vided by any education. And one must take care of the self throughout
one’s life with the crucial, decisive age being maturity. The privileged
age at which care of the self is necessary will no longer be the end of ado-
lescence, but the development of maturity. As a result, it is not entry
into adult and civic life that paves the way for the care of the self, as it
was for the adolescent. The young man will not take care of himself in
order to become the citizen, or rather the leader who is needed. The

adult must take care of himself . . . to prepare for what? For his old age;
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in order to prepare for the fulfillment of life in that age—old age—when
life itself will be fulfilled and suspended, as 1t were. Care of the self as
preparation for old age 1s very dearly distinguished from care of the self
as an educational substitute or complement for the preparation for life.

And finally (1 indicated this earlier and won’t return to it): the rela-
tionship to the erotics of boys. Here again, the link was very clear in
Plato. Gradually this link 1s broken and the erotics of boys disappears,
or tends to disappear, the technique and culture of the self in the
Hellenistic and Roman epoch, but with notable exceptions and a series
of delays and difficulties. When you read the third or fourth satire of
Persius, you see that his master Cornutus is definitely referred to as a
lover,”® and the correspondence between Fronto and Marcus Aurelius
is the correspondence between lovers and their loved ones.'® So the
problem will be much more long-lasting and difficult.

Let’s say then, that these themes (the relationship to the erotic, to
pedagogy, and to politics ) are always present, but with a series of shifts
which constitute the history of the care of the self in post-classical
civilization. If we can say that the problems raised by the Alcibiades ini-
tiate a very long history, the dialogue also dearly reveals what the specif-
ically Platonic or Neo-Platonist solution to these problems will be in
this period. To that extent the Alcibiades does not attest to or anticipate
the general history of the care of the self, but only the strictly Platonic
form it takes. Actually, it seems to me that what characterizes the care of
the self in the Platonic and Neo-Platonist tradition 1s, first of all, that
the care of the self finds its form and realization in self-knowledge as, if
not the only then at least the absolutely highest form of, the care of the
self. Secondly, the fact that self-knowledge, as the major and sovereign
expression of the care of the self, gives access to truth, and to truth m
general, is also typical of the Platonic and Neo-Platonic movement. And
finally, that access to the truth enables one to see at the same time what
is divine in the self is also typical of the Platonic and Neo-Platonist form
of the care of the self. Knowing oneself, knowing the divine, and seeing
the divine in oneself are, I think, fundamental in the Platonic and Neo-
Platonist form of the care of the self. These elements—or at least this

organization and distribution of these elements—are not found in the
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other Epicurean, Stoic, and even Pythagorean forms |of the care of the
self], notwithstanding any later interactions which take place between
the Neo-Pythagorean and Neo-Platonist movements.
Anyway, I think this enables us to understand a number of the
aspects c?f the great “paradox of Platonism” in the history of thought
and not just in the history of ancient thought, but also in the history o;
Eu.rollnean thought until at least the seventeenth century. The paradox is
t]n‘s: 1‘11 a way Platonism has been the leaven, and we can even say the
pr1nc1l?a] leaven, of a variety of spiritual movements, inasmuch as
Platonism conceived knowledge and access to the truth only on the basis
of a knowledge of the self, which was a recognition of the divine in one-
self. From that moment you can see that for Platonism, knowledge and
access to the truth could only take place on condition of a spiritual
movement of the soul with regard to itself and the divine: with regard to
the divi1'1e because it was connected to itself, and with regard to itself
becaus.e 1t was connected to the divine. For Platonism, this condition of
a ‘relatlonship with the self and the divine, with the self as divine and
with the divine as self, was one of the conditions of access to the truth
T(? that extent we can see how it continued to be the leaven, the soil the.
dimate, and the environment for a series of spirttual movements at, the
heart or pinnacle of which were all the Gnostic movements. However, at
the same time you can see how Platonism could provide the climate ’for
the' c.levelopment of what could be called a “rationality” And inasmuch
asitis .meaning]ess to contrast spirituality and rationality, as if they were
two things at the same level, I would say, rather, that Platonism was the
constant climate in which a movement of knowledge (connaissance)
de?fe.loped, a movement of pure knowledge without any condition of
spirituality, precisely because the distinctive feature of Platonism is to
show how the work of the self on itself, the care one must have for one-
self if 9ne wants access to the truth, consists in knowing oneself, that is
to say in knowing the truth. To that extent, knowledge of the self and
knowledge of the truth (the activity of knowledge, the movement and
method of knowledge in general) absorb, as it were, or reabsorb
the requirements of spirituality. So it seems to me that Platonism
plays this double game throughout ancient culture and European
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usly and repeatedly raising the question of the
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1. The Collége de France made a second room available to the public, outside the main lecture
theater where Foucault taught, to which Foucault’s voice was directly relayed by a system of
microphones.

2. It is precisely because of the strict definition of shamanism as a “social phenomenon fun-
damentally connected to hunting civilizations” that P. Hadot refuses to refer to it in this
context.” See P. Hadot, Qu 'est-ce que la philosophie antigue?, p. 279.

3. H.Joly, Le Renversement platonicien Logos-Episteme-Polis, ch. 1II: “L’archaisme du connaitre et
le puritanisme,” pp. 64-70: “La pureté de la connaissance.”

4. Alcibiades, 124b; see the lecture ©6 January, second hour.

5. Alcibiades, 129a; see this lecture, first hour.

6. “But, in the name of the gods, are we sure we have really understood the just precept of
Delphi which we have just recalled?” Alcbiades, 132¢.

7. See one of the last developments of the Alcsbiades, 132d-133c.

8. Alcbiades, 133c.

9. Alcbiades, 133¢ | not included in the English, Loeb, edition—C‘B.].

10. Eusebtus of Caesarea, La Préparation évangéligue, translation. G. Favrelle (Paris: Ed. du Cerf,
1982), book X1, ch. 27, pp- 178-91.

1. In both of these references to dikarosune Foucault no
he wishes to say “justice” rather than “wisdom.”

12. The debate on the authenticity of the Alvbiades was launched at the beginning of the
nineteenth century by the German scholar Schletermacher, who considered it to be a
school text drafted by a member of the Acadenmy. The debate has continued without end
since then. Undoubtedly the major French commentators with whom Foucault may have
been familiar (M. Croiser, L. Robin, V. Goldschmidt, R. Weil) acknowledged its authen-
ticity, but many Anglo-Saxon or German experts continued to raise doubts, still in
Foucault’s time. Today, eminent French specialists (like L. Brisson, J. Brunschwig, and
M. Dixsaut ) still question its authenticity, while others (J.-F. Pradeau) resolutely defend
it. For a complete picture of the places and an exhaustive picture of the positions taken, see
J.-F. Pradeau’s introduction and appendix 1 to his edition of Albiades (Paris: Garnier-
Flammarion, 1999), pp. 24-29 and 219-20.

B. R. Weil, “La place du Premier Alksbiade dans Peeuvre de Platon,” L’Information littéraire 16
(1964), pp. 74-84.

1. The literal meaning of this expression is “the several” or “the many,” and since Plato it des-
ignates the majority as opposed to the competent and scientific elite. (For an exemplary
use of this expression in Plato, see Crito, 44b-49c, where Socrates shows that the dommant
optnion is worthless in questions of ethical choice.)

15. In fact it is the fifth satire. Foucault is thioking especially of verses 36-37 and 40-41:
“I placed myself in your hands, Cornutus; you took up my tender years in your Socratic
bosom . .. With you, I remember, did I pass long days, with you pluck for feasting the early
hours of night.” Persius, Satire V, 36-7 and 40-1, in Juvenal and Perstus, Safrres, translation

G. G. Ramsey (London and New York: Loeb Classical Library), 1918, p-373.
16. On this correspondence, see the lecture of 27 January, second hour.

doubt means to say sophrosune, unless
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First hour

The care of the self from Alcibiades to the first two centuries
A.D.: general evolution. ~ Lexical study around the epimeleia. ~
A constellation of expressions. ~ Generalization of the care of
the self: principle that it is coextensive with the whole of
life. ~ Reading of texts: Epicurus, Musonius Rufus, Seneca,
Epictetus, Philo of Alexandria, Lucian. ~ Ethical consequences of
this generalization: care of the self as axis of training and
correction; convergence of medical and philosophical activity

(common concepts and therapeutic objective ).

I WOULD LIKE NOW to take some different chronological reference
points and move to the period covering more or less the first and
second centuries A.D.. let’s say, taking some political reference
points, the period going from the establishment of the Augustinian, or
Julian-Claudian dynasty, up to the end of the Antonines,' or again,
taking some philosophical reference points—or at any rate reference
pomts in the domain I want to study—let’s say that I will go from the
period of Roman Stoicism in its prime, with Musonius Rufus, up to
Marcus Aurelius, that is to say the period of the renaissance of the clas-
sical culture of Hellenism, just before the spread of Christianity and the
appearance of the first great Christian thinkers: Tertullian and Clement
of Alexandria.” This, then, is the period I want to select because it seems

to me to be a genuine golden age in the history of care of the self, that 1s,
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of care of the self as a notion, practice, and institution. How, briefly,

might we describe this golden age?
You recall that in the Alcibiades there were, 1t seems to me,

s which determined both the raison d’étre and form of care of the
of application of care of

three con-
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self. One of these conditions concerned the field
the sel: Who must take care of themselves? On this the Alcibiades was
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d this in other texts of Plato, or even in other

not saying that we fin
Socratic dialogues, but those who must take care of themselves in this

text are Alcibiades and those like him, young aristocrats whose status
determines that one day they will have to run the city-state. The second
obviously linked to the first, is that care of the self has an

determination,
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ed. Finally, the third limitation, which
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activity of knowledge alone. We can, if you like, identify four families of
expressions,
Some do, in fact, refer to cognitive activities, to attending to, looking
at and the possible perception of oneself: paying attention to the self
(prosekhein ton noiin);® turning round to look at the self (in Plutarch, for
example, there is an analysis of the need to close the windows and doors
which open onto the court outside, and to turn round to look towards
the inside of one’s house and of oneself ); examining oneself (one must
examine oneself: skepteon sauton).” But with regard to the care of the self
there is also a vocabulary referring not merely to this sort of conversion
of looking, to this necessary watchfulness over the self, but also to an
overall movement of existence, which is encouraged and called upon to
pivot on itself, as it were, and to direct wtself or turn round towards the
self. Turning round towards the self: this is the famous convertere, the
famous metanoia about which we will have to speak again.® There are a
series of expressions: withdrawing into the self, retiring into the self,% or
again, descending to the depths of oneself. There are expressions that
refer to the activity, to the attitude which consists in gathering oneself
around oneself, in collecting oneself in the self, or again in establishing
or installing oneself in the self as in a place of refuge, a well-fortified
citadel, a fortress protected by walls, etcetera.” A third group of expres-
sions contains those which refer to particular activities and conduct con-
cerning the self. Some are quite directly inspired by a medical vocabulary:

one must treat oneself, cure oneself, conduct amputations on oneself,

~ lance one’s own abscesses, etcetera." There are also expressions which

still refer to activities one engages in with regard to oneself, but which
are, rather, of a legal kind: you must, “lay claim to yourself,” as Seneca

~ says in his first letter to Lucilius.” That is to say: One must lay down

this legal claim, assert the rights one has over oneself, over the self cur-
rently weighed down by debts and obligations from which one must
detach oneself, or over the self that is enslaved. Thus one must free one-
self; one must emancipate oneself. There are also expressions that desig-

nate religious kinds of activity with regard to the self: One must hold

- one’s self sacred, honor oneself, respect oneself, feel shame in front of

oneself.” Finally,

the fourth nebula or group of expressions contains
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erotic, and for politics: it is the moment at which the young man 1s no
longer in the hands of teachers and ceases to be the object of erotic
desire, and at which he must enter life and exercise his power, his active
power.”® Everyone knows that in every soctety the adolescent’s entry
into life, his transition to the phase we ourselves call “adult,” poses
problems, and that most societies strongly ritualize this difficult and
dangerous passage from adolescence to adulthood. What seems to me to
be interesting, and what no doubt deserves some investigation, is basi-
cally that in Greece, or anyway in Athens, because in Sparta it must have
been different, it seems that one always suffered from and complained
about the lack of a strong, well-regulated, and effective institution of
passage for adolescents at the moment of their entry into adult life.”
The criticism that Athenian education could not ensure the passage
from adolescence to adulthood, that it could not ensure and codify this
entry into adult life, seems to me to be a constant feature of Greek phi-
losophy. We can even say that it was here—with regard to this problem,
in this institutional gap, in this educational deficit, in the politically and
erotically disturbed moment of the end of adolescence and entry into
adult life—that philosophical discourse, or at least the Socratic-Platonic
form of philosophical discourse, took shape. Let’s not return to this
point that I have mentioned several times."®
One thing 1s certain at any rate, which 1s that after Plato, and of
course up to the period I am talking about, the need to take care of the
self 1s not asserted at this point of life, at this disturbed and critical stage
of the end of adolescence. Henceforth, the care of the self is a require-
ment that is not linked solely to the critical pedagogical moment
between adolescence and adulthood. The care of the self is an obligation
that should last for the whole of one’s life. And we don’t have to wait for
the first and second centuries for this to be asserted. In Epicurus, at the
start of his Letter to Menoeceus, vou can read: “We must not hesitate to
practice philosophy when we are young or grow weary of 1t when we are
old. It is never too early or too late for taking care of one’s soul. Who
says that it 1s not yet time or that there is no longer time to practice phi-
losophy, is like someone who says that it 1s not yet time or that there is

no longer time for happiness. We must therefore practice philosophy
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when we are young and when we are old, the latter [the old, then: M.F.]
to grow young again in contact with good things, through the memory
of days gone by, and the former [the young: M.E.] 1n order to be, how-
ever young, as steadfast as an old man in facing the future.”™ You an
see that this text 1s actually very dense and includes a series of compo-
nents that should be looked at closely. I would like to emphasize just
some of them here. There 1s, of course, the identification of “practicing
philosophy” with “taking care of the soul”; you can see that the objec-
tive of this activity of practicing philosophy, of taking care of our soul,
1s to arrive at happiness; and you can see that the activity of taking care
of our soul should be practiced at every moment of our life, when we are
young and when we are old, but with very different functions in each
case, however. When young, we have to prepare ourselves for life—this is
the famous paraskheut to which I will return later and which 1s so impor-
tant for both the Epicureans and the Stoics’—we have to arm ourselves,
to be equipped for life. On the other hand, to practice philosophy in old
age 1s to grow young again. That 1s to say, it 1s to turn time around, or at
any rate to tear ourselves free from time thanks to an activity of memo-
rization that, in the case of the Epicureans, is the remembering of past
moments. All this, in fact, puts us at the very heart of this activity,‘d
this practice of the care of the self, but I will come back to the compe-
nents of this text. You see, then, that for Epicurus we must practice
philosophy all the time; we must constantly take care of the self.

If we now consider the Stoic texts we find the same thing. From hun
dreds of them I will just quote Musonius Rufus who says that we can
save ourselves by constantly treating ourselves (aei therapeuontes)”
Taking care of the self 1s therefore a lifetime’s occupation, for the whole
of life. In fact, when you see how the care of the self, the practice of the
self, 1s practiced in the period I am talking about, you realize that it
really 1s an activity for the whole of life. We can even say that 1t is
an adult activity and that far from adolescence being the focal point and

the privileged temporal axis in the care of the self, 1t 1s, rather., the middleof

adult life. And, as you will see, it 1s perhaps even the end of adult life

rather than the end of adolescence. At any rate, we are no longer n the

world of those ambitious and eager young people who sought to exercise
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power in Athens of the fifth and fourth centuries B.c. We are dealing,
rather, with a whole little world, or a large world, of young men, or fully
mature men, or men whom we would consider to be old, who teach
themselves, spur each other on and train themselves, either alone or
wllectively, in the practice of the self.

Some examples. In practices of an individual kind, consider the
relations between Seneca and Serenus. Serenus consults Seneca at the
beginning of De Tranquillitate Animi in which he writes—or is supposed
[to have written], or probably wrote—a letter to Seneca in which he
describes the state of his soul, asks Seneca to give him advice, to make a
diagnosis and play, so to speak, the role of doctor of the soul for him.?
S0 who was this Serenus then, to whom the De Constantia was also
dedicated and probably De Ono,” as far as we know??' He was certainly
not an adolescent of the Alcibiades type. He was a young provincial
(fmm a family of notables, distant relatives of Seneca ) who had come to
Rome and begun a career in politics and even as a courtier. He had
advanced Nero’s relations with I no longer know which one of his
mistresses, it doesn’t matter.” It is more or less in this period that
Serenus, already advanced in life and having already made his choices
and begun a career, addresses himself to Seneca. Still in this domain of
individual relationships, and still with Seneca, consider Lucilius, with
whom Seneca engages in a lengthy correspondence from 62 A.D., and to
whom Seneca also addresses and dedicates his Natural Questions. Who is
Lucilius? He is a man twelve years younger than Seneca.’® If we think
about it, Seneca is sixty when he retires and begins this correspondence
and writing Natural Questions.”
forty or fifty Anyway, he was procurator in Sicily at the time of the

So Lucilius must have been about

correspondence. For Seneca, the purpose of the correspondence 1s to
get Lucihus to develop from, let’s say, a somewhat lax and poorly
theorized Epicureanism, towards strict Stoicism. Okay, you will tell me
lhat, all the same, Seneca 1s a very particular case: this is a case of a
strictly individual practice on the one hand, and of high political
responsibility on the other, and after all he definitely did not have the
time, leisure, or desire to address himself to all young people and tell
them what to do.
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However, if you take Epictetus who, unlike Seneca, is a teacher .by
profession, then he really does have a school. He opens a school which
is called “school” and in which he has students. And, of course, among
his students there are a number, no doubt a considerable number, of

young people who come to be trained. The training function of

Epictetus’s school is indicated, it is demonstrated, in many places in the
Discourses collected by Arrian.”® For example, he attacks those young

people who have led their family to believe that they were training at a

good philosophical school but who in fact think only of returning home

in order to shine and occupy important positions. There 1s also crltlasl;n
of all those students who arrive full of zeal and who then leave ht e
school after a while, put off by a training that does not teach them how

to be successful and which demands too much of them from the moral

point of view. The rules on how one should conduct oneself when one

has been sent on an errand in town also concern these young people.

This scems to indicate that it was not just a matter of delicate young

people, but that they were kept under a firm hand and in a kind of fairly

well-disciplined boarding school. So it is quite true that Epictetus

addressed himself to these young people. It should ‘not be thought that
the care of the self, as principal axis of the art of life, was reserved for

adults. But alongside thus, intertwined with this training of young peo-
ple, we can say that in Epictetus’s school there is also what could be

called, employing an unjust metaphor no doubt, an open shop: 'an open
shop for adults. And in fact adults come to his school to hea-lr his teac.h—
ing for one day, for a few days or for some time. Here also, in the social

1 inspector
world evoked in the Discourses, you see, for example, a town msp

passing through, a sort of tax procurer if you like. He is an Epicurean

who comes to consult Epictetus and ask him questio-ns. There is a man
sent to Rome by his town who, passing through Asia Minor to Ro‘;ne,
stops to ask Epictetus questions and get advice on how hed.can esdz
accomplish his mission. Moreover, Eplctetfxs by no 13'1eans‘ isTegar

this clientele, or these adult interlocutors, since he advxses' his ox.rvn stu-
dents, young people therefore, to find prominent people 1n thefr t;own
and to shake them up a bit by saying: Tell me then, how do you hive? Do

8 . 529
you really take proper care of yourselvesf

e
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We could of course cite the well-known activity of Cynic orators who,
in public places, at the corner of the street, or sometimes at solemn
festivals, address the public 1n general, a public obviously made up of
both young and old. In the noble, solemn genre of these diatribes or pub-

- lic discourses there were, of course, the great texts of Dio Chrysostom of
Prusa,*® several of which are devoted to these problems of ascests, with-
drawal into oneself, of the anakhsresis eis heauton, etcetera.>!

Finally, I will take one last example of this problem of, if you like, the
adult’s insertion within the practice of the self. This concerns an impor-
tant but enigmatic and little known group that we know about only
through a text of Philo of Alexandria: the famous Therapeutae, about
whom I will say more later. For the moment, let us leave aside the prob-
lem of who they are and what they do, etcetera. In any case, it is what we
can call an ascetic group from around Alexandria, at least one of whose
objectives is, as the text says, the epimeleia fes psukhes. What they want to

~ do is take care of the soul. Now, a passage from Philo’s De Vita contem-

plativa, which is where he speaks about them, says this about these
Therapeutae: “Their desire for mmmortality and a blessed life leads them
to think that they have already ended their mortal life [T will come
back to this important passage later, with regard to old age; MLE.], they
leave their possessions to their sons, their daughters, or other close rel-
atives; they willingly give them their inheritance in advance, and those
with no family give everything to their companions or friends.”> You
can see that we are dealing here with a world that is completely different
from, and even the reverse of, the world of the Alibiades. In the Alcibiades,

~ the young man who took care of himself was someone who had not been

~ sufficiently well brought up by his parents or, in the case of Alcibiades,

by his tutor, Pericles. It was with regard to this that when he was young
he came to question, or at any rate let himself be stopped and ques-
tioned by, Socrates. Now, rather, it is people who already have children,
sons and daughters, a whole family, and at a given moment, feeling that

their mortal hife has ended, depart and concern themselves with their

- soul. One takes care of one’s soul not at the beginning, but at the end of

~ one’s hife. At any rate, let’s say that rather than the transition to adult-

hood, 1t 1s much more adult life itself, or perhaps even the passage from
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adult life to old age, which 1s now the center of gravity, the sensitive
point of the practice of the self. .
As a final confirmation I will take an amusing text by Lucian. You
know that at the end of the second century Luctan wrote a series of
satires, let’s say ironic texts, which are very interesting for the subject I
want to talk about. There is the text, which was translated into French
and published twelve years ago, sadly under very poor.conditions, with
the title Philosophes a [ ‘encan,” although actually the title n?eans some-
thing quite different, namely the market of lives* (that is to say, of
modes of life) promoted by different philosophers and put o'n offer to
people, set out at the market as it were, each philosophér see}cmg to sell
his own mode of life by recruiting students. There 1s this text and
another, which is also interesting, called Hermotimus, in which there is a
discussion between two individuals, which naturally 1s presented ironi-
cally™ It is very funny and should be read a bit in the way we see Woody
Allen’s films set in the New York psychoanalytic milieu: 1n a rathe.r
similar way, Lucian presents the relationship people have with the1‘r
philosophy master and their relationship to their own ?ear?h for happi-
ness through the care of the self. Hermotimus 1s walking in the street.
He is, of course, mumbling to himself the lessons he has learned from h%s
master and he is approached by Lycinus, who asks him what he 1
doing—he has either left his master or is going to him, I no l‘onger
remember, but it doesn’t matter.’® How long have you been going to

your master? Lycinus asks Hermotimus, who answers:

Twenty years now.
} ) ;
For twenty years, you must have given him a lot of moneyr

But of course. I have given him a lot of money.

But won’t this apprenticeship in philosophy, in the art of living
and happiness soon be at an end?

Oh yes, Hermotimus answers, of course, it won't be long! I reckon

to have finished in another twenty years.

A bit further on in the text, Hermotimus explains that he beg.an to
study philosophy when he was forty. We know that he has been gong to

Ul s el
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his philosophy master for twenty vears, and so at sixty he is exactly
midway in his journey. I do not know if any references or correlations
have been established between this text and other philosophical texts,
but you recall that the Pythagoreans divided human life into four peri-
ods of twenty years: in the Pythagorean tradition, you are a child for the
first twenty years, an adolescent from twenty to forty, young from forty
to sixty, and an old man after sixty”” You see that Hermotimus is exactly
sixty years old, at the cusp. He has had his youth: the twenty years dur-
ing which he learned philosophy. There are only twenty years left to con-
tinue studying philosophy-—the twenty years left for him to live, which
still separate him from death. When he discovers that Hermotimus
began when he was forty, Lycinus—the skeptic, the character around
whom and from whom the ironic gaze is focused on Hermotimus and all
this practice of the self—says: But this is fine, I am forty, exactly at the
age to begin my training. He addresses Hermotimus, saying: Be my
guide and lead me by the hand.*®
Okay, I think this recentering, or decentering, of the care of the self
from adolescence to maturity, or the end of maturity, will have a number
of important consequences. First, when the care of the self becomes this
adult activity, its critical function obviously becomes more pronoﬁnced,
and increasingly so. The function of the practice of the self will be as
much correction as training. Or again: the practice of the self will become
increasingly a critical activity with regard to oneself, one’s cultural world,
and the lives led by others. Of course, this is not at all to say that the
practice of the self only has a critical role. The training component
remains and is always present, but it is fundamentally linked to the prac-
tice of criticism. We can say, 1f you like, that in the Alzbrades, as in other
Socratic dialogues, the frame of reference of the need to be concerned
about the self 1s the individual’s state of ignorance. We discover that
Alcibiades 1s ignorant about what he wants to do, that is to say, how to
act 1 order to govern the city-state well, and we realize that he is
unaware of his ignorance. Inasmuch as this implies a criticism of teach-
ing, it was above all to show Alcibiades that he had learned nothing at all
and that what he thought he had learned was only hot air. In the practice

; of the self that develops during the Hellenistic and Roman period,
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however, there 1s a training aspect that is fundamentally linked to the
individual’s preparation. But this is not a professional kind of prepara-
tion or preparation for social activity: it is not a question of training the
individual to become a good governor, as in the Alibiades, but rather of
traiming him, independently of any professional specification, to with-
stand 1n the right way all the possible accidents, misfortunes, disgrace,
and setbacks that may befall him. Consequently it involves constructing
an surance mechanism. It does not involve inculcating a technical and
protessional knowledge linked to a particular type of activity. This train-
ing, this protective armature with regard to the rest of the world and any
accidents and events which may occur, 1s what the Greeks call the
paraskheué and which 1s roughly translated by Seneca as instructio.’® The
instructio 1s the 1individual’s armature for dealing with events rather than
training for a definite professional goal. So, there 1s this training aspect of
the practice of the self in the first and second centuries.

However, this training aspect cannot be entirely dissociated from a
corrective aspect, which becomes, I think, increasingly important. The
practice of the self 1s no longer imposed simply against a background of
1gnorance, and of 1gnorance unaware of itself, as in the case of Alcibiades.
The practice of the self 1s established against a background of errors,
bad habits, and an established and deeply ingrained deformation and
dependence that must be shaken off. What clearly 1s crucial is that the
practice of the self develops more on the axis of correction-liberation
than on that of training-knowledge. For an example of this I refer you to
letter 50 from Seneca to Lucilius, where he says: We should not think
that the evil that afflicts us comes from outside; it 1s not external to us
(extrinsecus ) but within us (intra nos est). Or again, a bit further on: “i
viscertbus ipsis sedet” (the evil is therefore in our vitals ). [... *] In this
practice of ourselves we must work to expel and expurgate this evil
within us, to master it, throw it off and free ourselves from it. He adds:
Of course, 1t 1s much easier to cure this evil if we get hold of it when it
1s still young and tender and not yet deeply ingrained. But you can see

in any case that the practice of the self has to correct and not train, or

* At this point the manuscript has simply: “One must seek a master.”
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not only train: above all it has to correct an evil that is already there. We
must treat ourselves already when we are young. And a doctor obviously
has greater chance of success if he is called in at the start of the illness
rather than at its end." Anyway, it is always possible to be corrected,
even if we were not corrected in our youth. Even if we are hardened,
there are means by which we can recover, correct ourselves, and become
again what we should have been but never were.” To become again what
we never were 1s, I think, one of the most fundamental elements, one of
the most fundamental themes of this practice of the self. Seneca refers to
what happens to physical elements, to physical bodies. He says:
However bent, even thick beams can be straightened; even more so, the
human mind, which 1s pliable, can also be put right.” In any case, he
says, the bona mens (the noble soul ) never comes before the mala mens,
before, as it were, the soul’s imperfection.” The soul’s nobility can only
ever come after the soul’s imperfection. We are, he says in the same let-
ter, pracoccupati: we are already possessed by something at the very
moment we undertake to do good.”® Here he rediscovers an expression
that was an important element of the Cynic vocabulary. He says:
“Virtutes discere vitia dediscere est (learning virtue is unlearning vices).”¢
This notion of unlearning was crucial for the Cynics" and reappears in
the Stoics. Now this 1dea of an unlearning which must begin anyway,
even if the practice of the self is got under way 1n youth, this critical
reformation, this reform of the self whose criterion is a nature—but a
nature that was never given and has never appeared as such in the
human individual, whatever his age—all naturally takes on the appear-
ance of a stripping away of previous education, established habits, and
the environment. First of all there is a stripping away of everything that
may have taken place in early childhood. Here we find the repeatedly
voiced, well-known criticism of the first education, of the famous nurs-
ery tales that already obliterate and deform the child’s mind. There is
Cicero’s famous text in the Tusculan Disputations: “As soon as we are
born and admitted into our families we find ourselves in an entirely dis-
torted milieu in which the perversion of judgment is so complete that
we can say we took 1n error with our nursemaid’s milk.”*® Then there

15 criticism of early childhood and the conditions under which it

T:k :
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develops. There is also criticism of the family milieu, not only of its
educational effects, but also of the set of values it transmits and lays
down, a criticism of what we in our terms would call the “family 1deology”
{ am thinking of Seneca’s letter to Lucilius in which he says: Find a safe
place and try to return to yourself, “I am well aware that your parents
wished you things very different from these; my wishes for you are also
quite the opposite of those of your pareats; 1 desire for you a general
contempt for everything that your parents wished for you 1n abun-
dance.”* Consequently, the care of the self must completely reverse the
system of values conveyed and laid down by the family. Third and finally,
and 1 will not stress this since it is well known, the entire critique of
pedagogical training, the training given by the masters of what we
will call primary education, is above all a critique of the teachers of
thetoric. Here we meet again—and again, this 1s known so 1 do not stress
it—the great polemic between philosophical practice and teaching on
the one hand, and the teaching of rhetoric [on the other].* See, for
example, the amusing teasing by Epictetus of the young student of
rhetoric.”® The physical portrait of the young student of rhetoric is itself
interesting, because it clearly shows you and situates the major point of
conflict between the philosophical practice of the self and rhetorical
teaching;: the young student of thetoric arrives all made up and adorned
with his hair elaborately dressed, showing by this that the teaching of
rhetoric is a teaching of embellishment, pretence, and seduction. It 1s not
a matter of taking care of oneself but of pleasing others. It is precisely on
this point that Epictetus questions the student, saying to him: Fine, you
are all dolled up; you thought to take care of yourself. But reflect a little:
What is it to take care of oneself? We can see the analogy, which was
probably quite explicit and recognizable for readers or auditors of the
time, the resumption, the echo of the question posed by the Alctbiades:
You must take care of yourself, how can you do this and what 1s your

self? And we come back to: It 1s to take care of one’s soul and not to take

* In the manuseript Foucault illustrates this polemic by taking the paradoxical example of Dio
of Prusa, who beygan his life as a rhetor with attacks directed against Musunius and ended his

life as a philosopher, praising philosophy.
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care of one’s body. So, the first consequence of the chronological shift of
th‘e care of the self from the end of adolescence to adulthood was this
critical function of the care of the self.

The second consequence will be a very dear and pronounced drawing
together of the practice of the self and medicine.’' You can see that when
Fhe major function, or one of the major functions of the practice of the self
15 to co'rrect, restore, and reestablish a condition that may never have actu-
ally existed, but whose nature is indicated by the principle, we are close to
a medical type of practice. Of course, philosophy was always thought to
have a privileged relationship with medicine and we do not have to wait
until the first and second centuries A.D. to see its appearance. It is already
very clear in Plato.” It 1s even dearer in the post-Platonic tradition: the
ontﬁ's Philosophetn of Epicurus is the kat'alétheian hugiainein (that is treating,
cur1.ng according to the truth);” and in the Stoics, starting with’
Posu.lonius,s“ the relationship between medicine and philosophy—more
precxs'ely, the identification of philosophical practice as a sort of medical
practice—is very clear. Musonius says: We call on the philosopher as we
.cal.l on the doctor 1n cases of illness.” The philosopher’s action on the soul
1s 1n every respect analogous to the doctor’s action on the body. We could
also quote Plutarch saying that medicine and philosophy have, or more
pre?lsely are, mia khora (a single region, a single country).”® Okay* This
anae‘:nt, traditional, well-established, and always repeated bond between
medicine and care of the self is shown in different ways.

It 1s shown first of all, of course, by the identity of the conceptual
framework, of the conceptual structure of medicine and philosophy. At
the center there 1is, of course, the notion of pathos, which 1s unders/tood
by both the Epicureans and the Stoics as passion and as 1llness, with the
wh?le series of analogies that follow from this, and about which the
Stoics were more prolix and, as usual, more systematic than the others.
They describe the development of a passion as the development of an 1ll-
ness. The first stage 1s what in Greek they called the euemptasia ( the pro-

clivitas), that is to say the constitution that predisposes to illness.”” Then

X ¢ manuscript adds here, giving as backing—see wupra—-Seneca’s letter 50: “Qur cure s all
the more difficult, because we do not know thar we are sick.”
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comes the pathos strictly speaking, an irrational impulse of the soul,
which Cicero translates into Latin as pertubatio and Seneca as affectus.
Aftter the pathos, the illness strictly speaking, there is the noséma, which
is the transition to the chronic state of the lness: this is the transition
to the hexis, which Seneca calls the morbus. Then comes the arrdstema,
which Cicero translates as aegrotatio, that is to say, a permanent condi-
tion of illness, which may manifest itself in one way or another but
which keeps the individual constantly ill. Finally, in the last stage, there
is the vice (kakia), the aegrotatio inveterata says Cicero, or the vitium
malum (the pesz‘is)58 says Seneca, which is when the individual 1s com-
pletely warped, gripped by, and lost within a passion that completely
possesses him. So there is this system of analogies, which 1 skip over
quickly because it 1s well known.

No doubt more interesting is the fact that the practice of the selfas it
is defined, set out, and prescribed by phi]osophy is itself concerved of as
a medical operation at the center of which we find the fundamental
notion of therapeuein. Therapeuein means in Greek three things.

Therapeuein means, of course, to perform a medical action whose purpose
is to cure or to treat. However, therapeuein is also the activity of the ser-
vant who obeys and serves his master. Finally, therapeuein is to worship
(rendre un culte). Now, therapeuein heauton®® means at the same time to
give medical care to oneself, to be one’s own servant, and to devote one-
self to oneself. There are, of course, a number of variations of all of this,

and I will try to come back to some of them.

However, let us take for example the fundamental text of Philo of k

Alexandria concerning the Therapeutae, those people who at a certamn
point withdrew and established a community near Alexandria, the rule
of which I will come back to later, and who Philo says call themselves
Therapeutae. Why, Philo says, do they call themselves Therapeutae?

Because, he says, they treat the soul as doctors treat the body. -

Their practice is therapeutike, he says, as the doctors’ practice is iaktrike®
Like some Greek authors, but not all, Philo distinguishes between ther-

apeutic and iatric activity, the former being precisely a broader, more

spiritual, and less directly physical form of caring activity than that of

doctors, for which they reserve the adjective fatrike (iatric practice is

oy
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;l)pphed to the b'ody). And, he says, they call themselves the Therapeutae
;cause they wish to treat the soul in the same way as doctors treat
:}z e body, a.lnd also because they prac'tice the worship of Being (o on:
e.rapeuousz' to on). They look after Being and they look after their soul
Itis b).f doing these two things at once, in the correlation betwe e
of Being and care of the soul, that they can be callec; ) “Cal:e
Theraq)e.utae.”61 I will, of course, come back to this, because all tht .
themes in Philo of Alexandria are very important. I,just want to 1 :e
cate Fbe d.ose correlation that emerges between practice of the so(;]":m;
Z:jl;:: mn what 1s clearly a re].igious practice. In this ncreasingly insis-
. pronounced correlation between philosophy and medicin
practice of the soul and medicine of the body, I think we can see th .
elem.ents, to which I draw particular attenéion because th oncen
precisely the practice. e
Farst, there is the appearance of the idea of 2 group of people joini
togeth‘er to practice the care of the self, or of a school Ic))f ph'll ml]r':g
established in reality as a clinic for the soul: it is a place oi 1 Osopf .
you'rself or to which you send your friends, etcetera Yoz *ogo t;) ",
per.loc.l to be treated for the evils and passions from ;vhich LoI:e u;fr .
This s exac‘tly what Epictetus says about his philosophy sychojl :Ir.
.concenjes of it as a hospital or dlinic of the soul. See discourse 21 in b - k I:
in which he strongly reproaches students who have only come ™
woulc? say, to get “some philosophy,” to learn to argue and thez zs twef
sy]logléms, etcetera:®> You have come for this and not for your cu o
expectlr?g .to be treated ( therapeuthesomenor).®® You haven’t };ome f re;}llmt
Now tl?ls 1s what you should be doing. You should remember t}(zr .
are ba'sma]ly here to be cured. Before you throw yourself into 1 N )fou
sylloglsr.ns, “cure your wounds, stop the flow of your humors, a egr:allng
your mmd.”o“. Again, in discourse 23 in book II1, he says ;v; -
dearllyf What 1s a philosophy school? A philosophy e is an z'arl:o're
(adinic). You should not walk out of the philosophy school in pleas:lroen

~ but in pain. Because you do not come to the philosophy school because

you are well and in good health. One comes with a dislocated shoulder

ano W. .] W- a
ther lth an abSCeSS, a thl d lt}l a ﬁstula, and another haS

: headache.®®
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me problems with the tape recorder
stop. There are two or three
I will come back [to them].
then of the

Okay, 1 think there are so )
requiring urgent attention. So I w.111.
things I still want to say about medicine,
And I will talk a bit about the problem of old age and

generalization of the imperative of the care of the self.
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1. In 27 B.C. Octavian Caesar promoted a new division of power (the Principate ) and adopted
the title Augustus. He died in April 14 A.D., leaving power to his son-in-law Tiberius
(from the Claudian family ) who initiated the dynasty of the Julian-Claudians, which ruled
until the death of Nero in 68. The Antonines succeeded the Flavians, reigning from 96 to
192 (assassination of Commodus), and their rule was marked by the figures of Trajan,
Hadrian, and Marcus Aurelius. This period, selected by Foucault, covers what historians
identsfy as the High Empire.

. Musonius Rufus, whose moral preaching is known to us due to its preservation by
Stobaeus 1n his Flort/egium, was a Roman knight from Tuscany who lived as a Cynic, and
whose teaching dominated Rome at the beginning of the Flavians’ rule. Epictetus, who fol-
lowed his courses, preserves a lively and often- evoked memory of him in his Discourses. He
is especially known for his sermons on practices of concrete existence (how to eat, dress,
sleep, etcetera ). Foucault resorts extensively to his imprecations on marriage in Le Souci de
sof, pp. 177-80, 187-88, 197-98, and 201-202 (The Care of the Self, pp. 150-53, 159-60,
168-69 and 172-73 ). Marcus Aurelius was born in 121 and succeeded Hadrian in 138, It
seems that his Meditations were written at the end of his life (at least starting from 170).
He died in 180. The first major work by Tertullian (155¢-225¢), his Apology, 1s trom 197,
Clement of Alexandria (150¢-220c ) wrote his treatises on spiritual direction ('the trilogy,
The Protreptic, The Instructor, and The Stromata [or The Miscellanies|) at the beginning of the
third century

. See the lecture of 3 March, second hour, for a stronger conceptual distinction between mele-
tan, as an exercise in thought, and gumnazein, as an exercise in real Life.

4. “...even the wealthiest cannot hold aloof from husbandry For the pursuit (epimeleia) of it 1s
in some sense a luxury as well as a means of increasing one’s estate and of training the body in
all that a free man should be able to do.” Xenophon, Feonomigue, translations by P. Chantraine
(Paris: Belles Lettres, 1949 ) vol. 1, p. 5%; English translation by E.C. Marchant, (Economicus, in
Xenophon, vol. 4 (Cambridge, MSS. and London: Loeb Classical Library, 1979), pp- 400-401.

5. See the exemplary use of this expression in Plato: “you must now examine yourself with
even more attention ( mallon prosekhon ton noun kai efs sequton apoblepsas),” Charmides, 160d;
“before all else we must attend to ourselves (prosekteon ton noun Kemin autois),” Meno, 96d.

6. Plutarch, On Curiosity, 515¢. Foucault analyses this passage in detail in the lecture of
10 February, first hour.

7. On the theme of turning to look towards the self, sce the lecture of 10 February, first hour.

8. On conversion and the Greek and Christian meanings of mefanoia, see the lecture of
10 February, first hour.

9. On withdrawal or disengagement (anakharesis), see the lecture ot12 January, first hour, and
of 10 February, first hour.

10. “Remember that your inner gurde becomes tmpregnable when it withdraws into itself and
1s content not to do what it does not wish to. .. The intelligence free from passions is a
citadel. Man has no stronger place into which to withdraw and henceforth be impregnable.”
Marcus Aurelius, Meditations, VIIL48; “Philosophy raises an impregnable wall around us
that Fortune artacks with its thousand engines without gaining entrance. The soul detached
from external things holds an unassailable position, defending itseif in the fortress it has
constructed.” Seneca, Letters, 82.5. The same image is found in Epictetus, Drscourses, IV.1.86,
but reversed, since 1t 1s a question, rather, of capturing the internal fortress.

1. See Le Souci de soi, pp. 69-74 ( The Care of the Self, pp. 54-58 ) with references especially to
Epictetus and Seneca.

12. First sentence of the first of Seneca’s letters to Lucilius: “vindrca ¢ 162" Letters, 1.1,

13. One thinks especially here of Marcus Aurelius, “venerate your faculty of opinion”
(fen hupoleptiken dunamin sebe), Meditations, 111.9, and “revere (#ima) what is highest in
yourselt,” V.21.

14. See Seneca’s letters to Lucilius, nos. X XII1.3-6 and LXI1.4.
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16. See the lecture of 6 January, second hour.
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faithfully the master’s words (see the Discourses, which are a unique testimony of
Epictetus’s oral teaching ). According to Simplicius, Arrian is the author of the Encheiridion,
which is an anthology of his master’s best talks. Later, the man who wanted to be the
Xenophon of his time became a moneylender and consul under Hadrian, before settling in
Athens as a notable.

29. Foucault takes up these examples again within the framework of a systematic analysis of
texts in the lecture of 27 January, first hour.

30. Dio of Prusa (40-120 ) called “Chrysostom”- “golden mouth”—came from one of the most

important families of Prusa and began a brilliant career as rhetor under Vespasian (a
Sophistic period according to Von Arnim, who follows Themistius ) before having to go
into exile under Domitian. He then adopted the Cynic mode of life, wandering from town
to town and exhorting his contemporaries to morality with long sermons, which have sur-
vived. See the full note by Paolo Desideri on Dio in R. Goulet, ed., Dictionnaire des
philosophes antiques ( Paris: CNRS Editions, 1994) vol. 11, pp. 841-56.

31. See discourse 30, Perr anahhoresess (On retirement), in Dio Chrysostom, Discourses, transla-
tion J. W. Cohoon (Cambridge, Mass. and London: Loeb Classical Library, 1956 ) vol. 11,
PP- 246-69. This discourse 1s studied in detail in Foucault’s dossicrs. Foucault secs in this
discourse the concept of withdrawal from the world organized in terms of the need for a
permanent justification (logon apadidonar) of what one is doing.

32. Philo of Alexandnia, De Vita Contemplativa ( On the Contemplative Life), 473M, §13.

33. Lucien, Philosophes @ Pencan, translation T. Beaupére (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1967 );
English translation by H.W, Fowler and F.G. Fowler, Lucian, as Sale of Creeds, in The Works
of Lucian of Samosata, ( Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1905), vol. 1.

34. “Bion prasis”: the market of modes of life, of kinds and styles of life.

35. For a recent French version see Lucien, Hemmotime, translation. J P. Dumont (Paris: PUF,
1993). The original Greek (with an English translation by K. Kilburn ) is found in Lucian,
Hermotomus, in Works ( Cambridge, Mass. and London: Locb Classical Library, 1959), vol. IV.

36. He is going: “I guess by your book and the pace you are going at that you are on your way

to lecture, and a little late.” Lucien, Hermotime, p.11; English translation by H.W. Fowler and
F.G. Fowler, Lucian, Hermatimus, or the Rival Philosophies, \n The Works of Lucian of Samosata
(Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1905 ), vol. IL.

37. “He divides man’s life in this way: ‘A child for twenty vears, a youth for twenty vears, a
young man for twenty vears, and an old man for twenty years."” Diogenes Laertius,
“Pythagoras,” in Lives of Eminent Philosophers, VIIL10.

38. “H: ‘Oh, I was about your age when I started on philosophy; T was forty; and vou must be
about that’ L: ‘Just that; so take and lead me on the same way' " Hermotime, p. 25
( Hermotimus, p- 48). On this text, see Le Souci de sof, pp- 64-65 (The Care of the Self,
PP- 49-50).

39. For this term, see the Leters, X XIV.5; LXI.4; C1X.8; and CXHIL38 ( quoting Posidonius ).

40. “Why do we deceive ourselves? Qur evil does not come from outside (non est extrinsecus
malum nostrum ), it is inside us (intra nos est), its seat is deep within our entrails (in viscerbus
ipsis sedet); and the reason why it is so difficult for us to attain health is that we do not
know we are ill.” Seneca, Letters, L.4.

41. “The doctor...would have less to do if the vice was voung. Tender young souls would
obediently follow the way of reason that he would show them.” Ibid.

42. “There is work to do (faborandum est) and, to tell the truth, even the work is not great, if
only, as I said, we begin to torm and correct our souls before they are hardened by bad ten
dencies. But I do not despair even of a hardened sinner. There is nothing that persistent
hard work, sustained and intelligent zeal, will not overcome.” Ibid., 1.5-6.

43, “. .. however much the timber may be bent, you can make it straight again; heat puts
right curved beams, and we change their natural structure to fashion them for our needs.
How much more easily does the soul permit itself to be shaped, pliable as it is and
more yielding than any liquid! For what else is the soul bur air in a certain state? Now, you
see that air 1s more adaptable than any other matter, in

other.” Ibid., L.6.

proportion as it is rarer than any
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ad neminem ante bona mens vt quam serio : .
q usly ill, so one neglects philosophy sa long as one is not too unh Tak
{ unhappy. Take a rich man

with a large income or hage I: i
' ge lands . . . if he loses hi 1
wth a la e lands e loses his fortun h 1 i
Wir“ ;fkexl;:)pll:yl more readily; if now his wife, his son uerol:is tr:tel?itrhdhe Wd}: o b
il mal 5)' 1 0§opher come, he will call him in” (translated in C S
I ons scr:s ];mpn‘e romain | Paris: Hachette 1881}, p. 244) m (constant Marcha, Les
. e should not accuse philosoph f y ol '
A philosophers of trespass when they di
er one should blame them if, after having abolished all fz:}:::':sthm;ttszs o hezllt}t
s not thin

44. “Wisdom never comes to anyone before a sick mind (
mala).” Ibid., L.7.
45. “It is the evil mind that gets first hold

46, Ibd.
47. Foucault here refers to a quotation of Antisthenes given by Diogenes Laertius: “Being

asked what learning is the most necessary, he replied, ‘How to get rid of having anything to
» « A ptisthenes,” in Lives of Eminent Philosophers, 1,

on all of us (emnes praeoccupati sumus ).” Ibid., L7

g T

unlearn’ (to periairein ton apomanthanein ).
VI.7.»By quickly mastering the fiivision be.v.we’en useful and useless knowledge one avoic!s they should seek renown, as in 2 §; :
learning the latter so as to avoid gnleamng it later. More generally, however the Cymc L LA R (i Lin::e " al single territory common to all (en mia khira koinds), b
theme of a mode of life kata phusin implies that one anlearns customs and other contents of i Adoice about Keeping Well 122& pleasant and the necessary in their discussions.” Pl t 3 ]:7
the paideia ( for the opposition of nature and the law, see the statements by Antisthenes and 3 57. Foucault merely mgeats l:ler ih .” Plutarch,
Diogenes in Lives of Eminent Philosvph;rs, VL1 and 70«71). As M. O. Goulet-Caze notes on ] romische Tradition der Sce]enli'm ¢ tanle d”‘“ﬁ" up by 1. Hadot in Seneca und die grieschisch
this subject: “Cyrus, a typically Af;tlsgheuian hero, grves a first answer: ‘The most neces- . p- 145. He takes up ti\e sam:a gg, Part II, §2: “Die Grade der seelischen Krankheitercx "
sary knowledge 15 ¢hat which consists in unlearming vl ” L'Ascése cynique. Un commentaire i p- 54). The main Latin texts lstlncuons in Le Souci de soi, p. 70 (The Care of the S 1'
de Diogine Laérce VI 70-71 (Paris: Vrin, 1986) p. 143; quotation of Stobaeus II, 31, 34. ] are: Cicero, Tuseulan Dis um:se by L Hadot to find translations of Greek noso; h?ﬁ
?—e;()em speaks of dediscere: “Give your eyes time to unlearn ( sine dediscere octlos tuos).” Leiters, 3 XCIV. However, this pa t’; g‘r“clpa}:l('w:/:r?(‘i 23]; 231’1 3‘_‘d 29, and Seneca, Letters LX.%?:/'P a:;
IX.2. of ]. Pigeaud’s thesi h was undoubtedly inspired by th b e
48. Cicero, Tusculan Disputations, 1112, dition "iiz;-p;:’z:;;,{i Ml;f.ddxe de { iame. Etude sur la relation ?18 [xzr:fzt;;a;;;:; at:ns; time
49. Foucault is referring to letter 32. Foucault uses here an old French translation by Pintreal, - 58. “They [his natural inZlin:t’; que (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1981 ) s fa fra-
revised by [3 Fontaine, reproductd in (szwresb camp?étes de Seéneque ‘le Rhf'losaphz, éd. : reached as far as them and ]O(?lsllgm},msm'red' at least so long as corruption ( pestis) has
M. Nisard ( Firmin Didot, 1869), p. 583 (following references are to this edition ). philosophy will succeed in rcstzrit: Cr;!: n sgch cases not even the use of the full fom: z:t
o - . be . g them.”
SC:. l;,puz:t;:, .D;norur‘ses, Ilé.x. T C e Se s 59. Thf_ striking reference here is to Marcus Aur:ll?eca, ‘fem’rs', XCIv.s.,
R0 uct de $0h, pp- 0-74 (The Care of the Self, pp- 51> ) .. . writes that one must “surround it with si 1us who, with regard to the inner daemon,
52. The lounding text for this complementary relationship between medicine and phllosophy (therapeucin) consists in e Smcilre service ( gnésios therapeuein). This Service,
. : < trom all passion.” Meditations, I1.13. Th .
, IL13. The expression

6 ﬁ;{l:éar:: }:/zc;raper;eir; 15 also found in Epictetus, Discourses, Lxix.5
X oice of these philosophers is i edi :
The choice sop 15 immediately revealed by thei :
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Al ]att:ry E:]lctlce (pammp ratriken) is superior to that 'genera]] fo e?‘fse (he
o ) - v treat bodies, but the other al ”y o On the
) [onm,,P]am,e e also treats souls,” Philo, On the
1, “[H thev are called Th it 1 |
they crapeutae| it is also because t 1
?:Z()rdm‘g to nature and the' sacred laws in the worsl;]i 0?‘;3)' 'have /:ece’ved » education
uperior to the good.” Ibid., 1.2. P 20 (faengpeousifo on), which
62, Eglctetus, Discourses, 11.xx1.12-22
63. Ihid., H.xv. '
64. lbid., H.xxii.

65. lbld‘, ILxx111.30. Foucau iscusses 15 te re
) th xt 1n Le Soucs de sot, P 71 ( e Cal qff/le St’y

is undoubtedly the Ancrent Medicine from the Hippocratic corpus: “There are, however, cer-
tain physicians and scientists who say that it would be impossible for anyone to know
medicine who does not know what man consists of, this knowledge being essential for him
who is to give his patients correct rmedical treatment. The question that they raise, however,
is a matter for philosophy” Hippocrates, Ancient Medicine XX, 10 W.H.S. Jones, Philosophy
and Medicine in Ancient Greece (\Ballimm‘e:]ohns Hopkins Press, 1946), p- 84. For the study
of this relationship in Plato and in ancient Greek culture gcnerally, Foucault read the chap-
ter “Greeck Medicine as Paideia” in W, Jacger's Paideia, vol. 111 (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1945), as well as: R. Joly, “Platon et la médecine,” Bulletin de I'Association Guillaume Budé,
pp. 435-5% P.-M. Schuhl, “Platon et 1a médecine,” Revue des études grecques 83 1960,
pp- 73-79; J. Jouanna, “Ia Collection hippocratique et Platon,” Revue des études grecques 90
(1977), pp- 15-28. For a recent symhesis, see B. Vitrac, Médecine et Philosophie au temps
d’Hippacrate ( Saint- Dems: Presses aniversitaires de Vincennes, 1989).

53. “It 15 not the pretcnded but the real pursuit of philosophy (ontos pln'/ompllein) that 1
neededs for we do not need to seem o enjoy good health but to enjoy it in truth
(kat’alétheran hugiaiein).” Epicurus, The Vatican Sayings, LIV.

54. The essential text on this point 1s Galen’s presentation of the functions of the hegemonthon
(the ruling part of the soul) in Posidonius in his De Placitis Hippocratis el Platonis (see
Posidonius, 1. The Fragments, ed. L. Edelstein and L G. Kidd [Cambridg;c: Cambridge
Ulniversity Press., 1972} ). Against Chrysippus, Posidonius maintains the relative indepen-
dence of the soul’s irrational (irascible and lustful) functions. Thus, more than just a cor-
rect judgment 15 needed to master the passions pertaining to the body and its equilibria:a
whole therapeutics and dietetics 1 requircd in order o dissolve the passions, not just a cor-
rection of thought. See the pages of A. J. Voelke, L'Idée de volonté dans le stoicisme (Paris:
PUF, 1973) pp- 121-30, and E. R Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational, pp- 239-40, hailing
in DPosidonius a return to Plato’s moral realism. For a more general presentation of
Posidonius, see M. Laffranque, Poseidonois J'Apamée (Panis: PUF, 1964), especia]ly the
chapter on “L’an[hmpologie," Pp- 36G-448.

55. This thesis 1s not found in the work of Musonius, but Foucault was probably thinking of
the discourse XX V1l of Dio Chrysostom of Prusa on the appeal to the philosopher: “Most

pcople hate philosophers as they hate doctors; just as one does not buy cures except when
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The privileged status of old age (positive goal and ideal point of
existence ). ~ Generalzation of the principle of care of the self
(with universal vocation ) and connection with sectarian
phenomena. ~ Social spectrum involved: from the popular religious
milieu to Roman aristocratic networks of friendship. ~ Two
other examples: Epicurean circles and the Therapeutae
group. ~ Rejection of the paradigm of the law. ~ Structural
principle of double articulation: universality of appeal and rarity

of election. ~ The form of salvation. KM%

" 1HAVE TRIED TO 1dentify two consequences of the chronological shift

of the practice of the self from the end of adolescence to maturity and
adult life. One concerns the critical function of this practice of the self,
which will be added to and overlay the function of training. The second
concerns its closeness to medicine, with the following closely connected
consequence, about which I have not spoken but to which we will
return. In Plato, the art of the body was quite dlearly distinguished from
“the art of the soul. You remember that in the Alibiades it was on the

! ~basts of this analysis, or distinction rather, that the soul was identified

as the object of the care of the self. [Later], on the contrary, the body
‘will be restored. In the Epicureans, for obvious reasons, and in the

Stoics, for whom there is a profound connection between problems of

the soul’s tension and the body’s health,' the body reemerges very clearly
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as an object of concern so that caring for the self involves taking care of

both one’s soul and one’s body. This is obvious in Seneca’s letters, which :

are already rather hypochondriac.” Then this hypochondria breaks out
very clearly in people like Marcus Aurelius, Fronto,” and especially
Alius Aristides, etcetera.” We will come back to all this. One of the
effects of this drawing together of medicine and the care of the self is,
I think, that one has to deal with an intertwining of the mental and the
physical, which becomes the center of this care.

Finally, the third consequence of this chronological shift is obviously

the new importance and value given to old age. Of course, old age had al

traditional and recognized value in ancient culture, but it is a value that
I would say 1s, as it were, limited, offset, and partial. Old age means wis-
dom, but it also means weakness. Old age means acquired experience,
but 1t also means the inability to be active in everyday life and even in
political life. Old age enables one to give advice, but 1t is also a condition

of weakness in which one is dependent upon others: one gives the young

advice, but they are the ones who defend the town and the old, and it is

the young who work to provide the old with the necessities of life,
etcetera. So, traditionally, old age has an ambiguous or limited value.
Let’s say, roughly, that in traditional Greek culture old age 1s no doubt
honorable, but 1t is certainly not desirable. One cannot want to become
old, even 1if Sophocles’ famous statement that he was glad finally to be
old, since it freed him from the sexual appetite, is quoted and will

continue to be quoted for a long time.”> However, it 1s quoted precisely-
because it 1s, as 1t were, exceptional: he is the one person who wanted to
become old, or who at any rate was delighted to be old, because of

this liberation, and it 1s precisely Sophocles’ statement that will be
frequently employed later. But now that the care of the self must be

practiced throughout life, but especially in adult life, now that the care of i

the self assumes its full dimensions and effects when one 1s fully adult,

we see that the moment of the successful outcome and of the highest ‘
form of the care of the self, the moment of its reward, 1s precisely i old -

age. Of course, with Christianity and the promise of the hereafter, there
will be a different system. But here, in this system that comes up
against the problem of death, to which we will have to return, old age
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 constitutes the positive moment, the moment of fulfillment, the peak of

this lengthy practice that the individual has pursued or had to submit
to throughout his life. Freed from all physical desires and free from all
the political ambitions he has renounced, with all the experience he has

‘been able to acquire, the old man will be the person who is sovereign

over himself and who can be entirely satisfied with himself. The old man
has a definition in this history and in this form of the practice of the self:
he is the one who can finally take pleasure in himself, be satisfied with
himself, put all his joy and satisfaction in himself, without expecting
pleasure, joy, or satisfaction from anything else, neither from physical
pleasures, of which he is no longer capable, nor the pleasures of ambi-
tion, which he has given up. The old man then is someone who delights
in himself, and the point at which old age arrives, if well-prepared by a

long practice of the self, is the point at which, Seneca says, the self finally

arrives at itself, at which one returns to one’s self, and at which one has
a perfect and complete relationship to the self of both mastery and

satisfaction.

As a result of this, if old age really is this desirable point, then 1t is
understandable (first consequence) that old age should not be seen

merely as a limit in life, any more than it is to be seen as a phase of

~diminished life. Old age should be considered, rather, as a goal, and as a

positive goal of existence. We should strive towards old age and not
resign ourselves to having it come upon us one day Old age, with its
own forms and values, should orientate the whole course of life. I think

there is a letter by Seneca on this that is very important and typical. It
| is typical because it begins with what is apparently a rather incidental,

or anyway enigmatic criticism of those, he says, who adopt a particular

E ~mode of life for each age of life.® Seneca here refers to the traditional and

important theme in Greek and Roman ethics that life is divided up into

different ages, each having a particular corresponding mode of life. This
‘division was made differently according to the different schools and

cosmo-anthropological speculations. I have referred to the Pythagorean
division between childhood, adolescence, youth, and old age, etcetera
(there were other modes). But what is interesting is the importance

accorded to these different phases and their specific forms of life on the
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one hand, and, [on the other,] the importance, from the ethical point of
view, attached to a good correlation between the mode of life chosen by
the individual, the way in which he lived his life, and the time of life he
had reached. A young man should live as a young man, a mature man as

a mature man, and an old man as an old man. Now, Seneca says, quite

probably thinking of this kind of division, I cannot agree with those

who cut up their lives and who do not have the same way of living at one

age and another. In place of this dividing up Seneca proposes a sort of :

unity—a dynamic unity, as it were: the unity of a continuous movement
striving towards old age. He employs a number of typical expressions in
which he says: Act as if you were pursued, you should live as fast as you
can, throughout your life you should feel as if there were enemies at your
back, people pursuing you.” These enemies are the accidents and
mishaps of life. Above all they are the passions and disorders these
accidents may produce in you, precisely insofar as you are young or adult
and still hope for something, insofar as you are attached to pleasure and

covet power or money. These are the enemies pursuing you. So, you must
flee from these pursuing enemies, and you must flee as quickly as possible.

Hasten towards the place that offers you a safe shelter. And this place

that offers you a safe shelter is old age. That 1s to say, old age no longer

appears as the ambiguous end of life, but rather as a focal point of life,a

positive focal point towards which we should strive. Using an expression

that is not found in Seneca and which goes a bit beyond what he says, we :
could say, if you like: we should now “live to be old.” We should live to

be old, for in old age we will find tranquility, shelter, and enjoyment of
the self.

The second consequence is that this old age at which one must aim is 1n
fact, of course, the chronological old age, which most of the ancients

recognized as appearing at sixty—and furthermore, it 1s roughly at this

age that Seneca retires and decides to take full possession of himself. But
it is not just this chronological old age of the sixtieth year. It 1s also an
ideal old age; an old age we produce, as it were, which we practice. With
regard to our life, and this 1s the central point of this new ethics of old
age, we should place ourselves in a condition such that we live 1t as if it

is already over. In fact, even if we are still young, even if we are adult and
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still active, with regard to all that we do and all that we are we should
have the attitude, behavior, detachment, and accomplishment of some-
one who has already completed his life. We must live expecting nothing
more from our life and, just as the old man is someone who expects
nothing more from his life, we must expect nothing from it even when
we are young. We must complete our life before our death. The expres-

ston 1s found 1n Seneca’s letter 32: “consummare vitam ante mortem.” We

must complete our life before our death, we must fulfill our life before
the moment of death arrives, we must achieve perfect satiety of our-
selves. “Summa tus satietas”: perfect, complete satiety of yourself.® This 1s
the point towards which Seneca wants Lucilius to hasten. You can see

- that this idea that we must organize our life in order to be old, that
| we must hasten towards our old age, and that even if we are young we
 should constitute ourselves in relation to our life as if we are old, raises
_ aseries of important questions to which we will return. First of all there
: 1s, of course, the question of the death exercise (meditation on death as
- practice of death): living our life as if on its final day.® There is the prob-

lem of the type of satisfaction and pleasure we can have with ourselves.

There is the problem, which is very important of course, of the relation-

 ship between old age and immortality: to what extent did old age pre-
 higure, anticipate or was it correlated with the themes of immortality
* and personal survival in this Greco-Roman ethic? In short, we are at the

heart of a series of problems that need to be disentangled.™ These are

~ some of the features, some of the consequences marking this chronolog-
- 1cal shaft of the care of the self in the mmperial period of the first and sec-

ond centuries A.D., from adolescent urgency in the Alcbiades to
adulthood, or a certain turning point between adulthood and real or

‘1deal old age.

The second question I would like to broach today is no longer this

chronological extension or shift but the, if you like, quantitative exten-

’ sion. Actually, in the period I am talking about, taking care of the self

was no longer, and had not been for a long time, a recommendation

- testricted to certain individuals and subordinated to a definite aim. In

short, people were no longer told what Socrates told Alcibiades: If you

wish to govern others, take care of yourself. Now it is said: Take care of
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yourself, and that’s the end of it. “Take care of yourself and that’s the
end of it” means that the care of the self seems to appear as a universal
principle addressed to and laid down for everyone. The methodological
and historical question I would like to pose is [the following]: Can we
say that the care of the self is now a sort of universal ethical law? You
know me well enough to assume that I will immediately answer: no.
What 1 would like to show, the methodological stake of all this (or of 2
part anyway), is this: we should not be led astray by later historical
processes of the progressive juridification of Western culture, which
took place in the Middle Ages. This juridification has led us to take law,
and the form of law, as the general principle of every rule in the realm of
human practice. What I would like to show is that as an episode and
transitory form, law itself 1s, rather, part of a much more general history
of the techniques and technologies of practices of the subject with regard
to himself, of techniques and technologies which are independent of the
form of law and which have priority with regard to it. Basically, law is
only one of the possible aspects of the technology of the subject con-
cerning himself. Or, if you like, even more precisely: law is only one of
the aspects of this long history, in the course of which the Western
subject we are faced with today was formed. Let’s return then to the
question I posed: Is this care of the self perhaps regarded as a sort of
general law in Hellenistic and Roman culture?

First of all, we should note of course that, inasmuch as there was
universalization, inasmuch as “take care of yourself” was expressed as a
general law, it would obviously have been completely fictitious. For 1n
actual fact it is obvious that such a prescription (take care of yourself)
can only be put into practice by a very small number of individuals.
After all, you recall the Lacedaemonian expression I spoke about last
week or the week before: It is so that we can take care of ourselves that
we entrust the cultivation of our lands to the helots.” It is an elite privilege
asserted as such by the Lacedaemonians, but it is also an elite privilege
asserted much later, in the period I am dealing with, when taking care of
the self appears in correlation with a notion we will have to consider and
elucidate further: the notion of free time (skhole or otium).” We cannot
take care of the self unless the life before us, the life available to us, 1s
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such that we can—forgive the expression—treat ourselves to the luxury
of skholé or orium (which is not, of course, leisure as we understand it; we
will come back to this). Anyway, a certain particular form of life, which
is distinct from all other forms of life in its particularity, will in fact be
regarded as the real condition of the care of the self. So, in reality, the
care of the self in ancient Greek and Roman culture was never really
seen, laid down, or affirmed as a universal law valid for every individual
regardless of his mode of life. The care of the self always entails a choice
of one’s mode of life, that is to say a division between those who have
chosen this mode of life and the rest. However, I think something
else also prevents us from assimilating even the unconditional and
self-finalized care of the self to a universal law: actually, in Greek,
Hellenistic, and Roman culture, care of the self always took shape within
quite distinct practices, institutions, and groups which were often
closed to each other, and which usually mvolved exclusion from all the
others, Care of the self is linked to practices or organizations of fratermty,
brotherhood, school, and sect. Misusing the word “sect” a little—or
rather, giving it the meaning 1t has in Greek: you know that the word
genos, which means at once family, clan, genus, race, etcetera, was
employed to designate the set of individuals who gathered together like,
for example, the Epicurean sect or the Stoic sect—taking the French
word “secte” in a wider sense than usual, I would say that 1in ancient cul-
ture the care of the self was in fact generalized as a principle, but always
by being linked with this phenomenon of sectarian groups and
practices.

As a simple indication, just to show or pick out its broad scope,
I would say that we should not think that care of the self is only found
in aristocratic circles. It is not just the wealthiest, the economically,
soctally, and politically privileged who practice the care of the self. We
see it spread quite widely in a population which it must be said was very
cultivated in comparison with any in Europe until the nineteenth-
century, apart no doubt from the lowest classes and slaves of course, but
even here we need to make some corrections. Well, in this population,
it must be said that the care of the self appears and 1s organized in
milieus that were not at all privileged. At one extreme, in the most
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disadvantaged classes, there are practices of the self that generally are

strongly linked with clearly institutionalized religious groups organized
around definite cults and often with ritualized procedures. Moreover,
this ritual and cultic characteristic reduced the need for more sophisti-
cated and learned forms of personal culture and theoretical research. The

religious and cultic framework to some extent dispensed with this

individual or personal work of research, analysis, and elaboration of the ‘
self by the self. But the practice of the self was nevertheless important n

these groups. For example, 1n cults like that of Isis,” participants were

subject to very precise requirements concerning abstention from food

and sex, the confession of sins, penitential practices, and so on.

Of course, at the other end of the spectrum, there are sophisticated, !

worked out, and cultivated practices of the self which are obviously
much more linked to personal choice, to the life of cultivated free time

and theoretical research. This does not mean that these practices were at

all 1solated; they formed part of what we could call a “fashionable” -

movement. They depended also, if not on definite cult organizations, at
least on preexisting social networks of friendship." Friendship, which

had a certain form in Greek culture, had much stronger and more

hierarchical forms in Roman culture and society. In Roman society

friendship was a hierarchy of individuals linked to one another by a set
of services and obligations; it was a system in which no individual occu-

pied exactly the same position as others. Friendship was generally

focused on a personage to whom some were close and [others] less so.
To pass from one degree of closeness to another was subject to a series of
implicit and explicit conditions and there were even rituals, gestures,
and expressions indicating to someone that he had advanced in the
other’s friendship, etcetera. In short, there was a partially institutional-
ized social network in friendship that, outside of the cult communities I
was just talking about, was one of the major supports of the practice of
the self. In its individual and inter-individual forms, the practice of the
self, the care of the soul, depended on these phenomena. I have spoken
many times of Seneca, Lucilius, and Serenus, etcetera. This 1s exactly the
type of relationship involved. Serenus (a young provincial relative who

arrives in Rome full of ambition and who tries to edge his way 1nto
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Nero’s court) sees his uncle or distant relative, Seneca, who 1s in Rome
and who has obligations towards Serenus because he is the elder and

- who already occupies an important position. Serenus enters the sphere

of his friendship and within this relationship of semi-institutional
friendship Seneca gives him advice, or rather, Serenus asks him for
iidvice. Among all the services Seneca renders to Serenus—he used his
influence with Nero, he provided services at court, and he no doubt
helped him financially—he also provides him with what could be called
“a soul service.”" Serenus says: I do not really know what philosophy to
attach myself to, I feel ill at ease with myself, I do not know if [ am suffi-
ciently or insufficiently Stoic, what I should or should not learn, etcetera.
And all these questions are of exactly the same type as requests for help:
Whom should I approach at court, should I apply for this post or others?
Seneca offers advice on all of this. Soul service is integrated within the
network of friendships, just as it developed within cult communities.
Let’s say then that there are two major poles: on one side a more
popular, religious, cultic and theoretically unpolished pole; and, at the
other end, care of the soul, care of the self, practices of the self, which are
more individual, personal, and cultivated, which are more linked to and
frf:quent within more privileged circles, and which depend in part on
friendship networks. But, of course, in indicating these two poles
I certainly do not mean that there are two and only two categories, one
popular and crude, the other learned, cultivated, and friendly. Actually,
things are much more complicated.” We can take two examples of this
complication. We could take the example of the Epicurean groups,
which were philosophical rather than religious, but which in Greece, to
st:.irt with at least, were for the most part popular communities, filled
with artisans, small shopkeepers, and poor farmers, and which repre-
sented a democratic political choice, as opposed to the aristocratic
choice of the Platonists or Aristotelians, and which of course, completely
working class as they were, also involved an mmportant theoretical an;l
philosophical reflection, or anyway a doctrinal apprenticeship. This did
not prevent this same Epicureanism from giving rise to extraordinarily
sophisticated and learned circles in Italy, especially in Naples," and, of
course, around Maecenas and at the court of Augustus.”
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However, to show you the complexity and variety of all these
institutional dimensions of the care of the self there .is also anc')ther
example: this is the famous group of Therapeutae descrlbed. by Philo of
Alexandria in his treatise On the Contemplative Life. This group of

Therapeutae, whom I have already spoken about, is enigmatic because 1n-

fact only Philo of Alexandria refers to it, and in fact—outside of some

texts which may be implicit references to the Therapeutae—in the

surviving texts of Philo, he only speaks of them in this text.

Consequently some have assumed that the Thera.pel'xtae did not exist
and that it was in fact the ideal and utopian description of how a com-
munity ought to be. Contemporary criticism—and I am, of course,
absolutely incompetent to judge the matter—seems, rather, to suppf)se
that this group really did exist.'® For, after all, much cross-referencing
makes it likely all the same. Now, as I have said, t.he Therapeutae \.NEI'C a
group of people who had retired to the surroundlng§ o.f Alexand.na, notk
into the desert, as will be the practice of Christian 'herm.1t5 and
anchorites later,2° but in kinds of small suburban gardetils in whlch‘each‘
lived in his cell or room, with some communal areas. This community of
Therapeutae had three axes and three dimensions.. On the.one h.andg
there are very pronounced cultic or religious practices: Praymg tw1c?. a
day, weekly gatherings at which people are placed according to age with
each having to adopt the appropriate demeanor® [...*]. On Fhe other
hand, there 1s an equally marked stress on intellectual, theoretical wo&,
on the work of knowledge (savoir). On the side of the care of the. self it
is said from the start that the Therapeutae have withdrawn to their spot

in order to cure illness caused by “pleasures, desires, sorrows, fears,

. I
greed, stupidity, injustice and the countless multitude of passions.

These then are the Therapeutae who come to cure themselves. Second, 4

another reference: what they seek above all is eghrateia (mastery (.yf the
self by the self), which they consider to be the ?)3515 aI.Id foundation .of
all the other virtues.” Finally, and here the text 1s very 1.mportanf for its
vocabulary, on every seventh day, when they have their gathering, so,

just once a week, they add care of the body to their everyday activity of =

*Only “that is to say . . . the care of the self” is audible.
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~ the epimeleia fes psukhes.** The epimeleia tes psukhes then is care of their

soul, to which they must devote themselves every day. And, along with
this care of the soul, there is a very strong emphasis on knowledge
(savorr). Their objective is, as they say, as Philo says, to learn to see
clearly® Seeing clearly is having one’s gaze clear enough to be able to see
God. Their love of science, Philo says, is such that for three days, and for
some even six days, they completely forget to eat.”® They read the Holy

- Scriptures, they devote themselves to allegorical philosophy, that is to

say, to the interpretation of texts.”” They also read authors about whom
Philo gives us no information, the authors who would have founded
their sect. Their relationship to knowledge, their practice of study is
really so strong, their attention to study 1s so intense—and we find again
here a very important theme for all the practice of the self, and to which
I think I have already alluded—that even in their sleep, their dreams
“proclaim the doctrines of the sacred philosophy.”*® You have here an
example of sleep and dreams as criteria of the individual’s relationship
to the truth, of the relation between the individual’s purity and the
‘manifestation of truth (I think I have already given another example
with regard to the Pythagoreans).”
So, you see, I take this example because it is dlearly a case of a religious
kgroup. We have no information about the social origins of its members,

L but there is no reason to assume they were from aristocratic or privileged

ardes. But you see also that the dimension of knowledge, meditation,
apprenticeship, reading, allegorical interpretation, and so on is very

. prominent. So, we have to say that the care of the self always takes shape

within definite and distinct networks or groups, with combinations of the

* cultic, the therapeutic—in the sense we have said—and knowledge, theory,
~ but [involving] relationships that vary according to the different groups,
+  milieus, and cases. Anyway, the care of the self is expressed and appears in

this splitting into, or rather this belonging to a sect or a group. If you like,
you cannot take care of the self in the realm and form of the universal. The

E are of the self cannot appear and, above all, cannot be practiced simply by

virtue of being human as such, just by belonging to the human community,
although this membership is very important. It can only be practiced
within the group, and within the group 1n 1ts distinctive character.
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I think we touch on something important here. Of course, we can say,
and it should be remembered, that most of these groups absolutely
refuse to endorse and perpetuate on their own account the status differ-
ences which existed in the city-state or society, and this is one of their
raisons d’étre and was one of the grounds for their success in Greek,
Hellenistic, and Roman societies. For the Alcibiades, for example, care of
the self fell within a difference of status that meant that Alcibiades was
destined to govern, and it was because of this, and because of his given
status as it were, which was never called into question, that he had to
take care of himself. In most of the groups I am talking about, the
distinctions between rich and poor, between someone high-born and

someone from an obscure family, or between someone who exercises

political power and someone who lives in obscurity, were in principle

not endorsed, recognized, or accepted. Apart from the Pythagoreans,

perhaps, about whom there are a number of questions,30 it seems that

most of these groups did not accept even the distinction between a free
man and a slave, in theory at least. The Epicurean and Stoic texts on this
tive: a slave, after all, may be more free than a free
man if the latter has not freed himself from the grip of all the vices, °

are many and repett

passions, and dependences etcetera.”’ Consequently, since there is no

difference of status, we can say that all individuals are in general terms

“competent”: able to practice themselves, able to carry out this practice

of the self. There is no a priort exclusion of an individual on the grounds :

of birth or status. However, from another angle, although access to the

practice of the self is open to everyone in principle, it is certainly generally
of taking care of the self. Lack

the case that very few are actually capable
of courage, strength, or endurance, an inability to grasp the importance
of the task or to see it through; such is the destiny of the majority in

reality. Although the principle of taking care of the self (the obligation

of epimeleisthai heautou) may well be repeated everywhere and to every-

one, listening, intelligence, and putting the care into practice will in any 4
case be scarce. And it is just because there 15 little listening and few are.
able to listen that the principle must be repeated everywhere. There isa
very interesting text of Epictetus on this. He refers again to the gnithi
seauton (the Delphic precept ) and says: Look at what happens with this
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Delpbi.c precept. It 1s written, inscribed, carved in stone at the center of
the civilized world (he uses the word oikoument). It is at the center of
the. o‘t'koumem?, that 1s to say, of the Greek-speaking world of reading and
wrltl.ng, of this cultivated world that is the only acceptable humaniom—
m.umty. It 1s written then, where everyone can see it, in the center of the
oikoument. But the gnathi seauton, placed by the god at the geographical
center of the acceptable human community, 1s unknown and not ulzlder
stood. Then, passing from this general law, from this general principle

to the example of Socrates, he says: Look at Socrates. How man 0111)n :
pef)ple did he have to stop in the street for there to be a few zvi;o if
spite of everything, really wanted to listen to him and to take car; of
themselves? Did Socrates succeed in persuading all those who came to

him to take care of themselves, Epictetus asks? Not even one in a thou-

sand.” So you see that in this assertion that the principle is given to all
b‘ut few can hear, we find again the well-known traditional form of divi-
ston, so important and decisive throughout ancient culture, between a
few and the others, between those of the first rank and the mass

"

i bet‘ween the best and the crowd (between of pritof and oi pillo: the pre-
- eminent and the many). This dividing line in Greek, Hellenistic, and

R ) . . ..
oman culture made possible a hierarchical division between the pre-

eminent—the privileged whose privilege could not be questioned

although the way in which they exercised it could—and the rest. You see,
t‘:hat now there is again opposition between a few and all the rest, but it
 1s no longer hierarchical: it is a practical division by which those v:fho are
- aapable [of the self] are distinguished from those who are not. It is no
- longer the individual’s status that, in advance and by birth, de.ﬁnes the

dlfferel?ce that sets him apart from the mass and the others. What will
deter.mme. the division between the few and the many is the individual’s
relationship to the self, the modality and type of his relationship to the
self, the way in which he will actually be fashioned by himself as the
object of his own care. The appeal has to be made to everyone because
onlya few’ will really be able to take care of themselves. And you see that
we recognize here the great form of the voice addressed to all and heard
only by the very few, the great form of the universal appeal that ensures

:the salvation of only a few. Here again there is that form that will be so
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important in our culture. It must be said that this form was not exactly
invented at this point. In fact, in all the cult groups I have been talking
about, or in some at least, we find the principle that the appeal was
directed to all, but that very few were true bacchants.>?

We find this form again within Christianity, rearticulated around the
problem of revelation, faith, Scripture, grace, and so on. But what I

think is important, and this 1s what I wanted to stress today, 1s that it

was already in this form of two elements (universality of appeal and
rarity of salvation) that the question of the self and of the relationship
to the self was problematized in the West. In other words, let’s say that
the relationship to the self, the work of the self on the self, the discovery

of the self by the self, was conceived and deployed in the West as the

route, the only possible route, leading from a universal appeal, which in
fact can only be heard by a few, to the rare salvation, from which never-
theless no one was originally excluded. As you know, this interplay
between a universal principle which can only be heard by a few, and this
rare salvation from which no one is excluded a priors, will be at the very

heart of most of the theological, spiritual, social, and political problems

of Christianity. Now this form is very dlearly articulated in this technology

of the self. Or rather, since we should no longer speak just of technology, -
Greek, Hellenistic, and Roman civilization gave rise to a veritable

culture of the self that, I believe, assumed major dimensions in the first

and second centuries A.D. It is within this culture of the self that we can
see the full extent and function of this form, once again so fundamental
to our culture, between universal appeal and rarity of salvation.
Moreover, this notion of salvation (of being saved, of earning one’s

salvation ) is absolutely central to this. I have not yet spoken about this

because we have just come to it, but you can see that the chronological -
shift taking us from the adolescent care of the self to care of the selfin

order to become old raises the problem of the objective and end of care

of the self: what does it mean that we can be saved? You can see also that

the relation between medicine and practice of the self directs us to this

problem of “being saved and earning one’s salvation”: What 1s it to be in
good health, to escape trom illnesses, both to be lead to death and ina

way to be saved from death? So you see that all this leads us to a theme :
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of salvation, the form of which is clearly defined in the text of Epictetus
I quoted a while ago. A salvation, once again, which must answer to a
umiversal appeal but which in fact can only be reserved for some.

Okay, listen, next time I will try to speak about another aspect of
this culture of the self, which concerns the way in which “cultivating
oneself,” “caring about oneself’ gave rise to forms of relationships and to
a fashioning of the self as a possible object of knowledge (objet de savoir

et de connaissance) completely different from anything to be found in

Platonism.
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1. See, for example, what Stobaeus says: “Just as the body’s strength is a sufficient tension
(tonos) in the nerves, equally the soul’s strength 1s a sufficient tension of the soul in
judgment or action.” Florilegium, 11, 564. On this problematic of tension (fonos) in Stoicism
and its monist framework (“the tonos is the internal tension which unifies a being in its
totality,” p. 90), the essential source is A.J. Voelke, L'idée de volonté dans le stoicisme, after
F. Brehier’s dassical analysis in his Chrysippe et Pancien stoicisme (Paris: PUF, 1950,
2 edition).

2. With regard to letters LV, LVIIL, and LXXVI, Foucault writes: “The letters of Seneca offer
many examples of this attention focused on health, on regimen, on the malaises and all the
troubles that can circulate between the body and the soul.” Le Souci de sof, p. 73 (The Care
of the Self, p. 57).

3. Marcus Cornelius Fronto (100-166), native of Numidia, consul in 143, 1s known above all
for having been the teacher of thetoric to Marcus Aurelius. It seems that he was a good orator,
but all that we have to judge this is his correspondence with the future emperor. This
correspondence lasts from 139 to 166 (the death of Eronto). See Foucault’s analysis of the
correspondence in the lecture of 27 January, second hour.

4. Elius Aristides is the author of six Sacred Tales devoted to his inesses and cures.
Aristides, Discours sacrés, translation A.-]. Festugiere (Paris: Macula, 1986). See on this
topic, Le Souct de soi, p. 73 (The Care of the Self, p. 57).

5. Reference to the beginning of Plato’s The Republic, at the point when Cephalus, ques-
tioned about the inconveniences of old age, answers: “I have met, rather, old men moti-
vated by very different feelings, including the poet Sophodes. I was once with him when
someone asked him: “What is your view, Sophodles, concerning love? Can you still
tackle a woman? —‘Be quiet friend’ Sophodes replied, ‘I am as delighted to be
free from love, as if I had escaped the hands of a wild and fierce beast.” ” The Republi,
1.320b-c.

6. In the description that follows, Foucault in fact confuses two of Seneca’s texts. One 1s 2
passage from On Tranquility of Mind, 11.6: “Add those who, tossing and turning like people
who cannot get to sleep, try every position one after another until finding rest through
tiredness: after having changed the basis of their life a hundred times, they end up in the

position in which old age, rather than the dislike of change, takes hold of them.” The
other is from the letter to Lucilius XXXIL2: “This life is so short! And we shorten
it by our thoughtlessness, passing from one new start to another. We divide ourselves
up and dissipate our life.” Letfers. See also: “You will see how revolting is the frivolous-
ness of men who every day establish their life on a new basis.” Letters, XIIL16, and
XXI.9.

7. “Hurry then, my very dear Lucilius. Think how you would double your speed if an enemy
were at your back, if you suspected the approach of the cavalry pursuing those in flight.
This is your situation: the enemy is after you. Come on, quickly!l” Letters, XXXI1.3.

8. Ibid., XXXIL4.

9. See lecture of 24 March, second hour,

10. For a new examination of the soul’s immortal or mortal nature in the Stoics, and espectally
in Seneca, see the lecture of 17 March, second hour.

11. See the analysis of this expression in the lecture of 6 January, second hour.

12. See J. M. André, L'Otium dans la vie morale et intellectuelle romaine, des origines & I'époque
augustéene (Paris: PUF, 1966).

13. An Egyptian goddess, Isis is especially known for having collected together the dismem-
bered body of Osiris in a famous legend, a complete account of which can be found 1n
Plutarch’s Isis and Osiris. In the first centuries A.D. her cult (she is at once the sly woman,
the devoted wife, and the brooding mother ) expanded and was increasingly popular, to the
point that it aroused the keen interest of Roman emperors ( Caligula ordered the construc-
tion of a temple to Isis at Rome), and she even became a philosophico-mystical entity in
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165. See 1bid., p. 69 (Ibid,, pp. 53-54).
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i . zatioy philosophy schools, see Carlo Natali
mScCh;)ols‘ and Sites of Learning mn]. Brunschwig and G. Lloyd, eds., Greek T/lou;;zr?A (a;‘;azdl;
b ms.tcalPrKnowledge (Cambridge, Mass. and London: The Belknap Press of Harvard
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(WQru cl?lst-ce que la philosophie antique? pp- 154-58. . '
17. With regard to the organization of the Maecenas Circl ingi i
: e (bringing together Virgil, H
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" glccene. Essai de bzograpln‘e spirituelle (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1967). ' o ,
; 0 :3 Roman Epicureanism in Campania, notably around Philodemus of Gadara and Lucius
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1%7)‘3311 iotheque de Philodéme et Pépicurisme romain (Paris: Les Belles Lettres,
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21. “Hands under their dothes, the righ i i
; 5 ght hand between their chest and chin, th
down by their side.” On the Contemplative Ls and chin, the left hand
2. Ibid, 471M, §2. B
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26. Ibid., 476M, §35.
27. Ib?d.. 475M, §28.
28. Ibid, 475M, §26.
;g Soee the lect.u.re of 12 January, first hour, and of 24 March, second hour.
5 r-hn :':llle p.olmcal. organization of the Pythagorean society and its aristocratic tendencies, see
he a;m; and .131\Taluable presentation by A. Delatte in the chapter “Organisation it
tique de la sociéte pythagoricienne” in his Essas sur la politique pythagoricienne (G ; :
Slatkilne Reprints, 1922, repr. 1979) pp. 3-34. e
31. See the crucial texts of Epictetus in the Discou 1
: s o rses, all of 1V.1, and especially 11.1.22-2
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inhabitants of the civilized world (ek /s okouments )? And why is it written on the temp}e
‘Know yourself,’ although no one understands these words? Did Socrates succeed in
persuading all those who came to him to take care of themselves? Not even one 1n a
thousand.” Discourses, 111.1.18-19. ) )

Allusion to a famous Orphic initiatory expression concerning the small number of the
elect; “many bear thyrsus, but the bacchants are few.” Plato, Phaedo, 69c.
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27 JANUARY 1982

First hour

Reminder of the general characteristics of practices of the self in
the first and second centuries. ~ The question of the Other: three
types of mastership in Plato’s dialogues. ~ Hellenistic and Roman
period: the mastership of subjectivation. ~ Analysis of stultitia

in Seneca. ~ The figure of the philosopher as master of
subjectivation. ~ The Hellenic institutional form: the Epicurean
school and the Stoic meeting. ~ The Roman institutional form: the
private counselor of life.

1 WILL TRY THEN to describe what seem to me to be some of the most
typical features of this practice of the self, for Antiquity at least, and
without prejudging what may take place later in our cwvilization, in the
sixteenth century or the twentieth century for example. So, the typical
features of this practice of the self in the first and second centuries A.D.
The first characteristic I noted last week was the integration, the
intertwining of the practice of the self with the general form of the art
of living (tekhne tou biou ), an integration such that care of the self was no
longer a sort of preliminary condition for an art of living that would
come later. The practice of the self was no longer that sort of turning
point between the education of the pedagogues and adult life, and this
obviously entails a number of consequences for the practice of the self.

First, it has a more distinctly critical rather than training function: it

1nvolves correcting rather than teaching. Hence its kinship with
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medicine 1s much more marked, which to some extent frees the practice

of the self from [.. .*]. Finally, there is a privileged relationship between
the practice of the self and old age, and so between the practice of thek

self and life itself, since the practice of the self s at one with or merges
with life itself. The objective of the practice of the self therefore is prepa-

ration for old age, which appears as a privileged moment of existence

and, in truth, as the ideal point of the subject’s fulfillment. You have to

be old to be a subject.

The second characteristic of this practice of the self as it is expressed
in the Hellenistic and Roman period. Once again, when I take the first

and second centuries I am not situating all the phenomena, and the

emergence of all the phenomena I am trying to describe, within this
period. I have taken this period insofar as it represents a peak in an evo-
lution which no doubt took place over the whole of the Hellenistic
period. So, the second feature: The care of the self is expressed as an
unqualified principle. “As an unqualified principle” means that it
appears as a rule applicable to everyone, which can be practiced by
everyone, without any prior condition of status and without any techni-
cal, professional, or social aim. The idea that you should care about the
self because you are someone whose status destines you for politics, and
so that you can govern others properly, no longer appears, or anyway.
recedes to a large extent (we will have to come back to this in more
detail). So, it is an unconditional practice, but one which in fact is alwayksk

put to work in exclusive forms. In reality only some can have access to

this practice of the self, or at any rate only some can pursue this practice
to its end. And the end of this practice of the self is the self. Only some
are capable of the self, even if the principle of the practice of the self is
addressed to everyone. The two forms of exclusion, of rarefaction if you

like, with regard to the unqualified nature of the principle, were: either

belonging to a closed group—which was generally the case in religious A

movements—or the ability to practice otium, skhole, cultivated free time,

which represents, rather, an economic and social kind of exclusion.

*Only “even if the word paidesa [. . .] it is in individual experience |...] the culture finally” is
audible.
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Roughly speaking, there is either closure around the religious group or
cultural segregation. These were the two major forms on the basis of
which tools were defined or provided so that certain individuals, and
only these, could accede to the full and complete status of subject
through the practice of the self. I pointed out, moreover, that these two
principles were not represented and did not function in the pure state,
but always in a certain combination: in practice the religious groups
always implied a certain form of cultural activity—and sometimes of a
very high level, as in the group of Therapeutae described by Philo of

Alexandria—and conversely, in social selection by culture there were

-elements of the constitution of a group with a more or less intense reli-

glosity as, for example, with the Pythagoreans. Anyway, we have reached

the point that henceforth, relationship to the self appears as the objec-

tive of the practice of the self. This objective is the final aim of life, but

at the same time a rare form of existence. It is the final aim of life for

_every man, but a rare form of existence for a few and only a few: we have

here, if you like, the empty form of that major transhistorical category of
salvation. You see that this empty form of salvation appears within
ancient culture, certainly as an echo of, or in correlation and connection

with, religious movements, which will of course have to be defined more

precisely, but it should also be said that to a certain extent it appears by

and for itself and not merely as a phenomenon or aspect of religious

thought or experience. We must now see what content ancient culture,

philosophy, and thought give to this empty form of salvation.
However, first of all 1 would like to raise a prior problem, which is
the question of the Other, of other people, of the relationship to the

Other as mediator between this form of salvation and the content 1t will

have to be given. This is what I would like to focus on today: the prob-
lem of the other as indispensable mediator between the form I tried to
analyze last week and the content I would like to analyze next time. In

“the practice of the self, someone else, the other, is an indispensable con-

dition for the form that defines this practice to effectively attain and be
filled by its object, that is to say, by the self. The other is indispensable
for the practice of the self to arrive at the self at which it aims. This is

the general formula. This is what we must now analyze a little. As a




128 THE HERMENEUTICS OF THE SUBJECT

reference point, let’s take the situation roughly as it appears in the
Alcibiades, or at any rate, in the Socratic-Platonic dialogues generally
Through the different characters who appear in this kind of dialogue—
whether developed positively or negatively doesn’t matter—it is easy to
recognize three types of mastership, three types of relationship to the
other person indispensable for the young man’s training. First, master-
ship through example. The other is a model of behavior that is passed
on and offered to the younger person and which is indispensable for his
training. The example may be passed on by tradition: there are the
heroes and great men whom one comes to know through narratives and
epics etcetera. Mastership through example is also provided by the pres-
ence of great prestigious souls, of the glorious old men of the city This
mastership through example 1s also provided from nearer at hand, by
lovers pursuing the young boy who offer him—or should offer him—a
model of behavior. A second type of mastership is the mastership of
competence, that is to say, quite simply, of the person who passes on
knowledge, principles, abilities, know-how and so on, to the younger
person. Finally, the third type of mastership 1s, of course, the Socratic
mastership of dilemma and discovery practiced through dialogue. I
think we should note that each of these three masterships rests on a par-
ticular interplay of ignorance and memory. The problem of mastership is
how to free the young man from his ignorance. He needs to be presented
with examples that he can honor in his life. He needs to acquire the
techniques, know-how, principles, and knowledge that will enable him
to live properly. He needs to know—and this is what takes place in the
case of Socratic mastership—the fact that he does not know and, at the
same time, that he knows more than he thinks he does. These master-
ships function then on the basis of ignorance, and also on the basis of
memory, inasmuch as what 1s involved is either memorizing a model, or
memorizing, learning, or familiarizing oneself with a know-how, or dis-
covering that the knowledge we lack 1s to be found again quite simply in
memory itself and, consequently, if it is true that we did not know that
we did not know, 1t 1s equally true that we did not know that we knew.
The differences between these three categories of mastership aren’t

important. Let us leave to one side the specificity and singularity of the
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Socratic type of mastership and its crucial role with regard to the others.
1 think the Socratic and two other types of mastership have in common
at least the fact that it is always a question of ignorance and memory,
memory being precisely what enables one to pass from ignorance to
non-ignorance, from ignorance to knowledge (savorr), it being under-
stood that ignorance cannot escape from itself on its own. Socratic
mastership is interesting inasmuch as Socrates’ role is to show that 1gno-
rance 1s in fact unaware that it knows, and therefore that to some extent
knowledge can arise out of ignorance itself. However, the fact of
Socrates’ existence, and the necessity of his questioning, proves
nonetheless that this movement cannot take place without another
person.

Much later, in the practice of the self in the Hellenistic and Roman
period I want to analyze, at the beginning of the Empire, the relation-
ship to the other is just as necessary as in the dassical epoch I have just
referred to, but obviously in a different form. To a certain extent the
need for the other is still always based on the fact of 1gnorance. But it is
especially based on those other elements I spoke about last week:
basically, on the fact that the subject is not so much ignorant as badly
formed, or rather deformed, vicious, in the grip of bad habits. Above all
it 1s based on the fact that right from the start, at the moment of his
birth, even in the lap of his mother, as Seneca says, the individual has
never had the relationship to nature of rational will that defines the
morally sound action and the morally valid subject.” Consequently,
the subject should not strive for knowledge to replace his ignorance. The
individual should strive for a status as subject that he has never known
at any moment of his life. He has to replace the non-subject with the sta-
tus of subject defined by the fullness of the self’s relationship to the self.
He has to constitute himself as subject, and this is where the other
comes 1n. [ think this theme is rather important in the history of this
practice of the self and, more generally, in the history of subjectivity in
the Western world. Henceforth, the master is no longer the master of
memory. He 1s no longer the person who, knowing what the other does
not know, passes it on to him. No more is he the person who, knowing
that the other does not know, knows how to demonstrate to him that in
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reality he knows what he does not know. Mastership will not work in
this way. Henceforth the master is an effective agency (opérateur) for
producing effects within the individual’s reform and in his formation as
a subject. He 1s the mediator in the individual’s relationship to his
constitution as a subject. We can say that, in one way or another, all the
declarations of philosophers, spiritual directors, etcetera, in the first and
second centuries, testify to this. Take, for example, fragment 23 of
Musonius (in the Hense edition of Musonius’s (Euvres) in which he
says this, which is very interesting: You see, when 1t 1s a matter of learn-
ing something in the realm of knowledge (connaissance) or the arts
(tekhnai), we always need training, we always need a master. And yet in
these domains (knowledge, sciences, arts) we are not in the grip of bad
habits. We are merely ignorant. Well, even on the basis of this status of
ignorance, we need to be trained and we need a master. All right, he says,
when it becomes a question of transforming bad habits, of transforming
the Aexis, the individual’s way of being, when we have to correct our-
selves, then a fortior’ we will need a master. Passing from ignorance to
knowledge 1nvolves the master. Passing from a status of “to be cor-
rected” to the status “corrected” a fortiori presupposes a master.
Ignorance cannot be the element that brings about knowledge; this was
the point on which the need for a master was based 1n dassical thought.
The subject can no longer be the person who carries out his own
transformation, and the need for a master 1s now inserted here.?

I would like to take as an example a short passage at the beginning of
Seneca’s letter 52 to Lucilius. At the beginning of the letter he refers
quickly to the mental restlessness and irresolution with which we are
naturally afflicted. He says: This mental restlessness, this irresolution 1s
basically what we call stultinia? Stultitia here is something that 1s not set-
tled on anything and not satisfied by anything. Now, he says, no one is
in such good health (satis valet) that he can get out of (emergere) this
condition by himself. Someone must lend him a hand and pull him out:
oportet aliguis educat.” So, I would like to focus on two elements from this
short passage. First, you see that the need for a master or an aid arises in
connection with good and bad health, and so 1n fact with correction,
rectification, and reform. What 1s this morbid, pathological condition
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one must rise above? The word then is given: sultitia. Now you know
that the description of stultitia is a kind of commonplace in Stoic philos-
ophy, starting especially with Posidonius.> Anyway, Seneca describes it
several times. It is mentioned at the beginning of letter 52 and it is
described especially at the beginning of De Tranguillitate.> When Serenus
asks Seneca for advice, Seneca says to im: All right, [ will give you the
diagnosis that fits your case, I will tell you exactly where you are. But in
order to get you to really understand the state you are in, first of all I will
describe to you the worst state we can be in and, truth to tell, the state
we are in when we have not even begun to make progress in philosophy,
or in the work of the practice of the self.” We are in this condition of stul-
titia when we have not yet taken care of ourselves. Stultitia 1s, then, if you
like, the other pole to the practice of the self. The practice of the self has
to deal with stultitia as its raw material, if you like, and 1ts objective 1s to
escape from 1t. What is stultitia? The stultus is someone who has not cared
for himself. How is the stul/tus characterized? Basing ourselves on this
text from the beginning of De Tranquillitate in particular,® we can say
that the stultus is first of all someone blown by the wind and open to the
external world, that is to say someone who lets all the representations
from the outside world into his mind. He accepts these representations
without examining them, without knowing how to analyze what they
represent. The stultus is open to the external world inasmuch as he
allows these representations to get mixed up in his own mind with his
passions, desires, ambition, mental habits, illusions, etcetera, so that the
stultus 1s someone prey to the winds of external representations and who,
once they have entered his mind, cannot make the discriminatio, cannot
separate the content of these representations from what we will call, if
you like, the subjective elements, which are combined in him.® This is
the first characteristic of the stultus. On the other hand, and as a result
of this, the stultus is someone who is dispersed over time: he is not only
open to the plurality of the external world but also broken up in time.
The stultus 1s someone who remembers nothing, who lets his life pass by,
who does not try to restore unity to his life by recalling what is worth
memqrizing, and [who does not] direct his attention and will to a
precise and well-determined end. The stultus lets life pass by and
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constantly changes his viewpoint. His life, and so his existence, pass by
without memory or will. Hence, the stultus is constantly changing his
way of life. You maybe recall that last week I referred to Seneca’s text
where he said that, basically, nothing is more harmful than changing
one’s mode of life according to one’s age, having a certain mode of life
when adolescent, another when adult, and a third when 0ld." In reality
one must direct one’s life as quickly as possible towards its objective,
which 1s the fulfillment of the self in old age. “Hasten to be old,” he said
1n short, old age being the point of orientation that enables life to be set
in a single unity. The stultus is quite the opposite. He is someone who
does not think of his old age and who does not think of the temporality
of his life as having to be orientated by the completion of the self in old
age. He 1s someone who constantly changes his life. And here, then, even
worse than the choice of a different mode of life for each age, Seneca
evokes those who change their mode of life every day and who arrive at
old age without ever having thought about it. This passage is important
and 1s found at the beginning of De Tranquillitate." The consequence
then—both the consequence and the principle—of this openness to rep-
resentations coming from the external world, and of this being dis-
persed in time, is that the individual stultus is unable to will properly.
What 1s it to will properly? There is a passage right at the beginning of
letter 52 that tells us what the will of the sfultus is and so what the will
of someone who rises above the condition of stu/atia should be. The will
of the stultus 1s not a free will. It is a will that is not an absolute will. It
is 2 will that does not always will. What does it mean to will freely? It
means willing without what 1t is that one wills being determined by
this or that event, this or that representation, this or that inclination. To
will freely 1s to will without any determination, and the stultus is deter-
mined by what comes from both outside and inside. Secondly, to will
properly is to will absolutely (absolute).” That is to say, the stultus wants
several things at once, and these are divergent without being contradic-
tory. So he does not want one and only one thing absolutely The stultus
wants something and at the same time regrets it. Thus the stu/tus wants

glory and, at the same time, regrets not leading a peaceful, voluptuous
life, etcetera. Third, the smuitus is someone who wills, but he also
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wills with inertia, lazily, and his willing is constantly interrupted
and changes its objective. He does not always will. Willing freely,
absolutely, and always characterizes the opposite condition to stultitia.
And stulnitia is that will that 1s, as it were, limited, relative, fragmentary,
and unsettled.

Now what object can one freely, absolutely, and always want? What
is the object towards which the will can be orientated so that it can be
exerted without being determined by anything external? What object
can the will want absolutely, that is to say, wanting nothing else? What
object is the will always able to want in any circumstances, without hav-
ing to alter itself according to the occasion or time? It goes without
saying that the object, the only object that one can freety will, without
having to take into consideration external determinations, is the self,
What object can one will absolutely, that is to say without relating it to
anything else? It is the self. What object can one always want, without
having to change it over time or on different occasions? It is the self.
What definition of the stultus can we extract then from Seneca’s descrip-
tions without, I think, too much extrapolation? The stultus 1s essentially
someone who does not will, who does not will himself, who does not
want the self, whose will is not directed towards the only object one can
freely will, absolutely and always, which is oneself. In smltitia there is a
disconnection between the will and the self, a nonconnection, a nonbe-
longing characteristic of stultitia, which is both its most manifest effect
and deepest root. To escape from stultitia will be precsely to act so that
one can will the self, so that one can will oneself, so that one can strive
towards the self as the only object one can will freely, absolutely, and
always. Now you see that stulfitia cannot will this object since what
characterizes it is, precisely, that it does not will it.

Inasmuch as stltitia is defined by this nonrelationship to the self, the
individual cannot escape from it by himself. The constitution of the self
as the object capable of orientating the will, of appearing as the will’s
free, absolute, and permanent object and end, can only be accomplished
through the intermediary of someone else. Between the stulfus individual
and the sapiens individual, the other is necessary, Or again, intervention
by the other is necessary between, on the one hand, the individual who




134 THE HERMENEUTICS OF THE SUBJECT

does not will his own self and, on the other, the one who has achieved a
relationship of self-control, self-possession, and pleasure in the self,
which is in fact the objective of sapientia. For structurally, if you like, the
will that is typical of stultitia is unable to want to care about the self. The
care of the self consequently requires, as you can see, the other’s pres-
ence, insertion, and intervention. This 1s a first element 1 wanted to
bring out from this short passage at the beginning of letter 52.

Beyond this definition of stu/fitia and its relationship to the will, the
second element 1 wanted to bring out is that someone else is needed.
However, although his role may not be very dlearly defined in the pas-
sage, it 1s clear that this other person 1s not an educator 1n the tradi-

tional sense of the term, someone who will teach truths, facts, and

principles. It is also clear that he is not a master of memory. The text -

does not say at all what the other’s action will be, but the expressions it

employs (to characterize this action, or rather to indicate it from afar)
are typical. There is the eXpression porrigere manum and the expression
oportet educar.” Forgive a tiny bit of grammar: educat, of course, 1s an
imperative. So it is not educare but educere: offering a hand, extricating -

from, leading out of. You see then that this not at all a work of instruc-

tion or education in the traditional sense of the term, of the transmis-

sion of theoretical knowledge or of know-how. But it is actually a certamn

action carried out on the individual to whom one offers a hand and

whom one extricates from the condition, status, and mode of life and :

being in which he exists [...]. It 1s a sort of operation focused on the

mode of being of the subject himself, and not just the transmission of

knowledge capable of taking the place of or replacing 1gnorance.

So the question that arises is this: What is this action of the other

that is necessary for the constitution of the subject by himself? How

will the other’s action be inserted as an indispensable element in the -

care of the self? What is this helping hand, this “eduction,” which is not

an education but something different or more than education? Well, you

can imagine, you are of course familiar with this mediator who immedi-
ately comes forward, this effective agent (opérateur) who asserts himself
in this relationship, in the construction of the subject’s relationship to

himself. He puts himself forward, loudly asserts himself, and proclaims
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that he and he alone can perform this mediation and bring about the
transition from swulfitia to sapientia. He proclaims that he is the only one
who can see to it that the individual is able to will himself—and can
finally arrive at himself, exercise his sovereignty over himself and find
h%s entire happiness in this relationship. This effective agent who puts
himself forward is, of course, the philosopher. The philosopher, then, is
this effective agent. And this idea is found in all the philosophical te’n—
dencies, whatever they are. In the Epicureans: Epicurus himself said that
only the philosopher is capable of guiding others." Another text, but of
course we can find dozens of them, comes from the Stoic Musonius, who

says: “The philosopher is the hégemon (guide) for everyone in what con-

cerns the things appropriate to their nature.”” And then, of course, we

reacl} the extreme with Dio Chrysostom of Prusa, the one-time rhetor
host1.1e to the philosophers, who then converted to philosophy and led
the life of a Cynic, presenting a number of fairly typical features of Cynic

: phi.losopl‘ly in his thought. [At the] turn of the first and second cen-
. turies, Dio of Prusa says: Philosophers provide us with advice on what

it is appropriate to do; by consulting the philosopher we can determine

f whether or not we should marry, take part in politics, establish a
mona'trchy or democracy or some other form of constitution.'® You see

- that in Dio of Prusa’s definition, the philosopher’s jurisdiction extends
: }:teyond the relationship to the self; it extends to the individual’s whole
- life. We should turn to philosophers to find out how we ought to

conduct ourselves, and philosophers not only tell us how we ought to
conduct ourselves, but even how we ought to conduct other men, since

 they tell us what constitution should be adopted by the city, whether a

monarchy 1s better than a democracy, etcetera. The philosopher, then,
loudly promotes himself as the only person capable of governing men, of

governing those who govern men, and of in this way constituting a gen-

eral practice of government at every possible level: government of self and

government of others. He is the one who governs those who want to gov-

ern themselves and he is the one who governs those who want to govern
others. We have here, I think, the fundamental point of divergence

~ between philosophy and rhetoric as it breaks out and emerges 1n this

E . . N . :
period.” Rhetoric is the inventory and analysis of the means by which
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one can act on others by means of discourse. Philosophy is the set of

principles and practices available to one, or which one makes available

to others, for taking proper care of oneself or of others. Now how, con-
cretely and practically, do philosophers, how does philosophy, join
together the requirement of its own presence and the formation, devel-

opment, and organization within the individual of the practice -of him-

self? What does philosophy propose as an instrument? Or rather,

through what institutional mediations does it claim that the philoso-
pher’s existence, practice, and discourse, the advice he gives, will enable

those who listen to him to practice themselves, to take care of them-

selves, and to arrive finally at that object and end recommended to them,

which is themselves?

There are, I think, two major institutional forms that we can look at

quickly: the Hellenic type, if you like, and the Roman type. The

Hellenic form is, of course, the school, the skhole. The school may be

cdosed, involving a communal life for individuals. This was the case, for

example, in Pythagorean schools.” This was also the case in Epicurean

schools. In the Epicurean and also the Pythagorean schools, spiritual

guidance had a very big role. A number of commentators—De Witt in

particular, in a series of articles devoted to the Epicurean schools— k
claim that the Epicurean school was organized according to a very com-
plex and rigid hierarchy and that there was a whole series of individuals

at the head of which was, of course, the sage, the only sage who never

needed a guide: Epicurus himself. Epicurus is the divine man (the theios

aner) whose singularity—a singularity without exception—consisted in

the fact that only he was able to extricate himself from nonwisdom and -

attain wisdom on his own. Qutside of this sophos, then, all the others

needed guides and De Witt proposes a hierarchy: the philosophoi, the

philologoi, the kathegetai, the sunéthis, the kataskeuazomenoi, and so on,’
who would have occupied particular positions and functions in the
school, and a particular role in the practice of guidance, corresponding
to these positions and values (some leading only fairly large groups,
others having the right to practice individual guidance and, when they
are sufficiently trained, directing individuals towards the practice of the

self indispensable for achieving the happiness sought ). Actually, 1t
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seems that the hierarchy proposed by people like De Witt does not
entirely correspond to reality There are a number of criticisms of this

thesis. If you want, you can look at the very interesting volume in the

‘ proceedings of the Association Guillaume Budé devoted to Greek and

Roman Epicureanism.”

No doubt we should be much less certain about the closed, strongly

institutionalized hierarchical structure advanced by De Witt. We can be

sure about some things in the practice of spiritual direction in the
[Epicurean] school. The first is attested by an important text written by
Philodemus® to which we will have to return (Philodemus was an
Epicurean who lived in Rome, was counselor to Lucius Piso, and wrote
a text entitled Parrhesia—a notion to which we shall return shortly—of
whic].n unfortunately only fragments have survived). Philodemus shows
that in the Epicurean school it was absolutely necessary for every indi-

~ vidual to have a hegemin, a guide, a director, who ensured his individual

guidance. Second, in the same text, Philodemus shows that individual
guidance was organized around, or had to obey, two principles.
Individual guidance could not take place without an intense affective
relationship of friendship between the two partners, the guide and the
person being guided. And this guidance implied a certain quality, actu-
ally a certain “way of speaking,” a certain “ethics of speech” I will say,
which I will try to analyze in the next hour and which is called, pre—,

~ asely, parrhesia.® Parrhésia is opening the heart, the need for the two
partners to conceal nothing of what they think from each other and to

speak to eflch other frankly. Once again, this notion needs to be elabo-
ra!t?d, but it is certain that, along with friendship, it was one of the con-
ditions, one of the fundamental ethical principles of guidance for the

- Epicureans. A letter by Seneca allows us to be equally certain about

something else. In the same letter 52, which I commented on earlier, the

- passage immediately following the one I tried to analyze refers to the

Epic.ureans. He says that for the Epicureans there were basically two cat-
egortes of individuals: those it is sufficient to guide because they have
hardly any internal difficulties with the guidance offered to them; and

- then those who, because of a certain natural malignancy, must be forced

along, whom one must drive out from the condition in which they exist.
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And, interestingly, Seneca adds that for the Epicureans there 1S no
difference of value or quality between these two categories of disciples,
of guided individuals—basically, one was no better than the other and
did not occupy a higher rank—but that there was basically a difference
of technique: one could not be guided in the same way as the other, it
being understood that once the work of guidance was completed their
virtue would be of the same type, or anyway at the same level.**

Among the Stoics it seems that the practice of spiritual direction was
less bound up with the existence of a somewhat dosed group leading a
communal life, and the requirement of friendship in particular 1s much
less evident. We can get an idea of what Epictetus’ school at Nicopolis
may have been like from Arrian’s record of his discourses.”® First of all,
it does not seem to have been a place of real communal life, but simply
a place for meetings, which were fairly frequent and demanding. In dis-
course & of book II, there 1s a short note on students sent into town for
some kind of shopping and errands, which I would say implies a certain
form of boarding, despite the noncommunal life.® During the day, stu-
dents no doubt wanted to remain in a place that was certainly in town,
but that was cut off from, or which did not allow easy access to, its daily
life. There were several categories of students in this place. First, the reg-
alar students. These were divided into two categories. There were those
who came to complete their training, as it were, before going into polit-
ical or civil life [...*]. [Epictetus] also alludes to the time when they
will have to exercise responsibilities, present themselves to the
Emperor, and choose between flattery or sincerity, as well as deal with
condemnations. So, there are these students who come for a kind of

period of training prior to entering life. It 1s probably a student of this
kind who appears in discourse 14 of book 11, in which a Roman citizen
brings his young son to Epictetus. Epictetus straightaway exialains his
conception of philosophy, how he sees the philosopher’s task and what
philosophy teaches.” He gives, so to speak, an account of the type of
training he 1s prepared to give to the man’s son. So, there are more or

less temporary students. There are also regular students who are there

[...] you, the rich” is audible.

*Only “. .. who would probably be voung people, let us say
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not just to complete their tramming and culture, but who want to
].)ecome philosophers themselves. It is dearly this kind of student who
1s addressed in discourse 22 of book III, which is the famous discourse
p?rt.raying the Cynic. We are told that one of the gnarimor (students or
dlS(.leleS of Epictetus) raises the question, or rather asserts his desire, of
taking up the life of a Cynic,” that is to say, of dedicating himself wholly
to p%lﬂosophy, and to this extreme, militant form of philosophy that is
Cynicism, which involves setting out and going from town to town in
tl.le p'hilosopher’s garb, stopping people, holding discourses, conducting
diatribes, teaching, shaking the philosophical inertia of the public, and
S0 on. It 1s with regard to this desire of one of his students that Epictetus
paints the famous portrait of the Cynical life in which he gives a very
pf)STthC picture of this life and, at the same time, makes dear all its
difficulties and its necessary asceticism.

H?wever, there are other passages that quite clearly refer to this
training of the future professional philosopher. To that extent, the
school of Epictetus appears as a sort of Ecole Normale for philosophers
thre it 1s explained to them how they must act. A passage 1n discourse,
26 in book II is very interesting. It is quite a short chapter divided into
two parts in which there is the slightly modified reformulation of the
old Socratic thesis, to which Epictetus so often alludes, that when one
doe.s wrong it is because one has made a mistake, a mistake of reasoning,
an intellectual mistake.” He says that when one does wrong, in realit):
there is a makhe: a battle, a conflict in the person who commits the sin.*°
The conflict consists in the fact that, on the one hand, the person who
does wrong is seeking something useful like everyone else. But he does
not see that what he does is far from being useful and is in fact harmful.
For example, the thief is just like everyone else: he pursues his interest.
He does not see that stealing 1s harmful. So, Epictetus says—in an
expression that I think is interesting and should be emphasizéd—when
somef)ne makes a mistake like this it is because he believes something
that 1s not true and the pikra anagké, the bitter necessity of renouncing
what he believes to be true, must be made dlear to him.” How can one
make this bitter necessity apparent, or rather how can one impose it on
the person who makes this mistake and has this illusion? Well, he must
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be shown that in actual fact he is doing what he does no.t wish an.d 15 not
doing what he wishes. He is doing what he does no.t wish, that 1s t.o say
he 1s doing something harmful. And he is not doing what'he w1she‘s,
that is to say he 1s not advancing his interest ‘as he thinks he 1.s.
According to Epictetus, someone who can show this to the peréon hehl-s
guiding and who can get him to understand the 'nature of ‘tl.ns makde,
this struggle between doing what one doesn’t wish 'and f‘allmg to do
what one does, is deinos en logs (really strong and skillful mn the art (.)f
discourse ). He is protreptikos and elegktikos. These are two strlcqy techni-
cal terms. Protreptikos: this is someone who has the ability to give a pro-
treptic education, that is to say, an education ‘that can turn the' ml}zxd n
a good direction. Elegtikos, on the other hand, is someone good 1n the art
of discussion, in the intellectual debate that allows trutl'% tc-) be freei
from error, error to be refuted and a true proposition put in 1ts plac.e.
The individual who can do this and who therefore has t‘he two 't)tplcal
qualities of the teacher—or, more precisely, the two ma]c')r qu.alltles :olf
the philosopher: to refute the other person and turn his 1.nmd.——w
succeed in transforming the attitude of the person w’%lo etrs in th1.s way.
For, he says, the mind 1s like a balance and inclines in one dl.l‘C.CtIOIl or
the other. Whether one likes it or not, 1t yields to the tr.uth it 1s led to
recognize. And when one knows how to [mterve'ne] mn t}1.e s,trugglef
(makhe) taking place in the other’s mind, w.hen, w1t'h a s.ufﬁaen.t art o
discourse, one can perform this action, which consists 11.1 refu-tmg .the
truth in which he believes and turning his mind in the .rlght direction,
then one is truly a philosopher: one will succeed in guiding the other
person properly. On the other hand, if one does not succeAed, one should
not blame the person one is guiding; the person af; fault 1s oneself.}?ne
must accuse oneself and not the person one has failed to persuade. We
have here, if you like, a fine little instructive example of teaching
addressed to those who will have to teach in turn, or rather to perform

) ) .
spiritual direction. So, these are the first category of students: those wh

are training. . . )
Second are those who are there in order to become philosophers.
1 in the

Then, of course, there are those passing through, and whose roles in t

different scenes evoked by the Discourses are quite interesting to observe.
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For example, in discourse 11 of book I, there is a man in Epictetus’s
audience who has some official responsibility and so seems to be a
notable of the town or surrounding area. He has family problems; his
daughter is ill. Epictetus explains to him the value and meaning of fam-
ily relationships. At the same time, he explains that we must not be
attached to things we cannot control or master but must attend to our
representation of things, for this is what we can really control and
master and what we can use (#hrestar).>* The discourse ends with this
important note: To be able to examine your representations in this way,
you must become skholastikos (that is to say, you must go through the
school ). This clearly shows that Epictetus suggests a period of training
and philosophical formation at school, even to a man already established
in life with responsibilities and a family. There is also discourse 4 of
book II, in which we see a philologns—and here all the representations of
those on the side of rhetoric are important in these discourses—who is
an adulterer who argues that, by nature, women should be common
property and so his action was not really that of an adulterer. Unlike the
previous man—who felt an attachment to his sick daughter and who
wondered about the nature and effects of this and who thus had a right
to become skholastikos—the adulterous philologos is instead rejected and 1s
forbidden to come to the school.3® There are also characters who come
because they have lawsuits that they put before Epictetus. In some cases
Epictetus transforms the request for utilitarian consultation by shifting
the question and saying: No, I do not have to respond to this, I am not
like a cobbler who mends shoes. If you wish to consult me, you must
question me about things within my competence, that is to say, things
concerning life, things concerning the choices of existence, and things
concerning representations. You find this in discourse 9 of book L3
There are also criticisms, specifically philosophical ones in this case, as
for example when, in discourse 7 of book I, you see a town inspector,
asort of tax attorney, who is an Epicurean whom Epictetus questions on
social duties, which Epicureans were supposed to reject but, like this
individual, continue to practice.® In this contradiction Epictetus sets
out a criticism of Epicureanism in general. So you see that in this school

form that is very clearly maintained around Epictetus, there is actually
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i 1 he art of
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Opposite this more or less Hellenic or school form, of which

1 tl
Epictetus no doubt gives the most developed example, therte 1s wha
Ii)ll call the Roman form. The Roman form is that of the pr1?rate coun
W . -
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clor. There are dozens of examples of this in RePubhcan 3.1111
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1 e
had to kill himself, like many people of this epoch. he naturally stagnd
his suicide in a very solemn manner. He called his entourage arou

1 i ismissed everyone. The
; 1 1 . Then, bit by bit, he dismisse
R e osest to death, the only one who

1s the
politic
as couns

Imperial Rome.

n wi i hen he was cl
last to remain with him, w : .
was precise_ly Demetrius. When the poison took

kept watch beside him, he turned his eyes towards

effect and he began to lose consciousness, » o
he saw. course,
i herefore the last person

Demetrius, who was t urse e

final words exchanged between Thrasea Paetus and Demqe}t(
1 i 1. etcetera® (a recon-

1 the survival of the soul, '

rned death, immortality, .
- of the death of Socrates, but a death in which
ples, but was

1 see
struction, as you can s utad
c1

Pactus was not surrounded by a crowd of dis

d solely by his counselor ). As you can see, the role of
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" *In the manuscript, after noting that the forms he describes are never pure,
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counselor is not that of private tutor any more than it is entirely that of
friendly confidante. He is, rather, what could be called a counselor of
existence who gives his views on specific occasions. He is the person
who guides and initiates someone who is both his patron, almost his
employer, and his friend, but his superior friend. He initiates him into
a particular form of life, because one is not a philosopher in general.
One can only be a Stoic or an Epicurean or a Platonist or a Peripatetic,
etcetera. The counselor is also a sort of cultural agent for a cirde 1nto
which he introduces both theoretical knowledge and practical schemas
of life, as well as political choices. In particular, at the start of the
Empire, one of the major objects of discussion addressed by philoso-
phers in their role as counselors concerned the big choices to be made
between, for example, a monarchical type of despotism, an enlightened
and moderate despotism, or the republican demand. They also addressed
the problem of monarchical inheritance. So we find them everywhere,
involved in political life and in the great debates, conflicts, assassina-
tions, executions, and revolts that mark the middle of the first century,
and we find them again, although in a more selt-effacing role, when the
crisis breaks out again at the beginning of the third century.* So, as this
figure of the philosopher develops and his importance becomes more
pronounced, so also we see that he increasingly loses his singular, irre-
ducible function external to daily life, to everyday life and political life.
We see his function, rather, become mtegrated within advice and opinion.
The practice will be intertwined with the essential problems posed to
individuals in such a way that as the profession of philosopher becomes
more important, so it is deprofessionalized.” The more one needs a
counselor for oneself, the more one needs to have recourse to the Other
in this practice of the self, then the more philosophy needs to assert
itself, the more the philosopher’s spectfically philosophical function

becomes mncreasingly blurred as well, and the more the philosopher

- appears as a counselor of existence who—with regard to everything and

Foucault cites two

other examples of relationships: Demonax and Apollontus of Tyana; Musonius Rufus and

Rubellius Plautus.
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On the primary nature of vice, sce Semeca’s letters to Lucilius, Letters, 1.7, XC.44 and
LXXV.6.

There is no fragment 23 of Musonius, but everything suggests that Foucault is referring here
to fragment I1.3. Despite that, Musonius’s argument is not exactly as Foucault presents it.
Musonius is concerned rather with establishing the universality of natural dispositions to
virtue, This is established through comparison with the “other arts” (allas tekhnas): in the
latter case error is only blameworthy in the case of the spectalist, whereas moral perfection
is not only a requirement for the philosopher but for everyone: “Now in the care of the sick
the only person we demand to be free from error is the doctor, and in playing the lyre we
only ask this of the musician, and in handling the rudder we only ask this of the pilot: but
n the art of life (ende 15 bi@) it is not just the philosopher we demand to be free from error,
although he alone would seem to take care of virtue (epimelessthas arestzs), but we demand it
of everyone equally.” Fragment II in A.-J. Festugiére, Deux prédicateurs dans I Antiquité, Téls
et Musonius (Paris: Vrin, 1978), p. 54. To establish the natural disposition to virtue
Musonius appeals, then, less to the need for a master of virtue than takes as an example the
daim to be able to do without a master: “For why, in the name of the gods, when 1t s a
question of letters, music or the art wrestling, no one, if he has not learned (me mathon),
says or daims he possesses these arts (ekhein tas tekhnas) if he cannot name a master
(didaskalon)) at the school where he learned them, but when it is a question of virtue every-
one professes that he possesses it?” Ibid., p. 55. Hinally, we should note that this theme of
the innate character of moral notions, but the acquired nature of technical skills, is found
in Epictetus (see, for example, Discourses, ILxi.1-6 )

. Seneca, Letters, LI1.

“How, Lucilius, should we designate this mmpulse which, if we incline in one direction,
drags us in another and pushes us in the direction from which we wish to flee? What is this
enemy of our soul, which prevents us from ever willing once and for all? We drift between
different plans; we do not will with a free, absolute ( absolute) will, always firm. ‘It is mad-
ness (stultitia),” you answer, “for which nothing is constant and nothing satisfies for long.’
But how, when will we tear ourselves free from its grip? No one is strong enough by him-
self to rise above the waves (nemo per se satis valet ut emergat). He needs someone to give him
a hand (oporret manum aliguis porrigat), someone to pull him to the bank (aliguis educar).”
Letters, L11.1-2,

. See the lecture of 20 January, first hour, note 54 on this author (starting with Posidonius,

the irrational functions of hegemonikon are presented as being irreducible to the rational
functions),

. Seneca, On Tranquility of Mind, 1.1-17 (Serenus’s description to Seneca of his condition ).
. The description is found in IL6-15,
. Here, rather than describing the condition of stultitia on the basis of De Tranguillitate alone,

Foucault makes a kind of synthesis of the major analyses of stultitia in all of Seneca’s work.
On this theme, apart from the two texts cited by Foucault, see Leiters, 1.3 (on wasting time );
IX.22 (on the erosion of the self); XIIL.16 (on the frittering away of a life constantly start-
ing anew ); and XXXVIL4 (on permeability to the passions).

- Foucault analyzes the term discrimiatio in the lecture of 26 March devoted to Cassian

(metaphors of the miller, the centurion and the money changer ): it designates the sorting
of representations after testing them, within the framework of the examination of con-
science (see the lecture of 24 February, first hour, for a presentation of these techniques ).
See the analysis of letter XXXII, lecture of 20 January, second hour.

In Chapter III there is this quotation from Athenodorus: “An old man burdened with
years will often have no proof that he has lived other than his agel” Seneca, On Tranguility
of Mind, I11.8. But Foucault also refers here to 2 passage from chapter II: “Add those who,
tossing and turning like people who cannot get to sleep, try every position one after another
until finding rest through tiredness: after having changed the basis of their life a hundred
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times, they end up in the position in which old age, rather than the dislike of change, takes

hold of them.” Ibid., IL.6.
12. See above, note 4, quotation from Seneca.

13. Seneca, Letters, L1L2.
14. No doubt Foucault wishes to evoke here the hierarchical organization of Epicurean schools

more than the example of Epicurus himself (see on this point, mentioned below, the debate
between De Witt and Gigante on the Philodemus fragments).
15. Fragment XIV: “hegemon tois anthrapois esti fon kata phusin anthropd prosekonton.” C. Musonius

Rufus, Religuiae (O. Hense editor) p. 71

16. On the figure of the philosopher{ounselor in Dio Chrysostom of Prusa, see discourse 22:
“On peace and war,” Discourses, vol. 11, translarions by J. W. Cohoon, pp. 296-98, as well
as discourse 67, “On the philosopher,” ibid., vol. V, pp.162-73, and discourse 49, ibid.,
vol. IV, pp. 294-308.

17. See the old but crucial darifications of H. von Arnim, Leben und Werke des Dio von Prusa. -
Mit einer Einleitung. Sophistik Rhetorik, Philosophie in threm Kampf um die Jugendbildung (Berhin:
1898). The rhetoric/philosophy relationship problematized in the Roman epoch is the
subject of a thesis by A. Michel, Rhétorigue et Philosophie chez Cicéron (Paris: PUF, 1960).
See also P, Hadot, “Philosophie, dialectique et thetorique dans I’ Antiquite,” Studia philosoph- -
ica 39 (1980), pp. 139-66. For an accurate and general presentation of rhetoric, see -
E. Desbordes, La Rhétorigue antigue (Paris: Hachette Supérieur, 1996). :

18. On the communal life of the Pythagoreans, see the descriptions of Iamblichus, Life of -
Pythagoras, §71-110; Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, VII110; and the lecture
of 13 January, first hour {especially note 7, on the Pythagorean sects).

19. The articles are reprinted in M. W. De Witt, Epicurus and his Philosophy ( Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1954, 1973,) 2nd ed.

20. N. W. De Witt, “Organisation and procedure in Epicurean groups,” Classical Philology 31
(1936), p. 205 sq., reprinted in Epicurus and his Philosophy.

N. Association Guillaume Budé, Actes du VIIF congrés, Paris, 5-10 avril 1968 (Paris: Les Belles
Lettres, 1970). See Gigante’s criticism of De Witt’s hierarchy, La Bibliothéque de Philodeme,

pp- 215-17. L
2. Philodemus of Gadara was a Greek from the Near East who first went to Athens with the

and then to Rome in the seventies B.C., where he became the
friend, confidante, and spiritual guide of L. Calpurnius Piso Caesonius, father-in-law of
Caesar and consul in 58 8.C. (on this relationship, see Gigante, La Bibliothéque de Philodéme,
ch. V), before finally establishing himself at Herculaneum in what is now called the Villa
of the Papyri, the property of Lucius Piso, whose library contained many important
Epicurean texts (see ibid., ch. IT).

23. On the need for a guide (called, rather, kathegefes) and the principle of friendship and

speaking freely (franc-parler) between the guide and the person he guides, see Foucault’s

analyses of the Per/ parrhisias of Philodemus in the lecture of 10 March, first hour.

24. “Some, Epicurus says, have arrived at the truth without the help of any one; they have
beaten their own path. He especially honors these because the impulse has come from
themselves and they are the product of their own efforts. Others, he says, need help; they
will not advance unless someone goes on ahead, but they are able to follow.” Letters, 113,

25. Epictetus was born in Phrygia around 50 A.D. He was the slave of Epaphroditus (a freed-
man of Nero, a brutal owner who often appears in the Discourses) and an old disciple of
Musomnius Rufus. When freed, Epictetus opened a school of philesophy in Rome before suf-
fering from the emperor Domitian’s banishment of philosophers from Italy at the begin-
ning of the eighties. He then settled in the Greek town of Nicopolis, where he established

Epicurean Zeno of Sidon,

2 new school. He remained there until his death (around 120-130 A.D.), in spite of the new

favors of Hadrian.
26. “What’s more, when we send a young man from the school for some business (epr finas

praxeis), why do we fear that he will behave badly?” Epictetus, Discourses, ILviii.15.
27. “One day a Roman came with his son and was listening to one of his lessons: ‘Such, said |
Epictetus, is the style of my teaching.’” Ihid., ILxav.1.

.36, “What would you have us do

3 g b
7 Someone who was go1ing to Rome for a lawsmt
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28. “One of his disci orimp
F ples (gniriman ), who seemed ind;
asked him what sort of man should theer(le:'nilnsmed i
. g::f;sswn.” Discourses, I1.xxi11. ’ ©
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convince (elegrikos).” Ibid., I.xxvig, 0 xeute (promptks) and vo
33. “[Socrates] knew what moves a
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the profession of a Cyp;
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s

vince.” Ibid., IL.xxvi.7,

34. > b
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S,
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: akin 1
e g 1 (P skh en S{) to ,udge each particular case.”

35. “You see, then, that vo
i s you should become a sch
become that ammal at which everyone lasgshs B
your own opinions.” Ibid., I.xi.39, ,
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zg ke;ture ey e ese ways of acting.” Ibid., HIvii.20-22. Seck
. Athenodorus of Tarsus (arou :
: nd 85-30 B.c. H
?v;r;x frgm'anoth.er Athenodorus of Tarsus vs:hlixs'-vl:a]?ir?i}]ej i
a Peripate; 1 1t 1
Nodens al}:; P:i,a ;ilentltc::opher (1t is thougi}t that he followed the lessons of Po doni
- . AthénodO:;'EO RCZCtaVI;n (‘?efore the latter became Augustus ) Seesl; (éjl}ls alt
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Th
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the merits of the Republic. Then, exiled by Ves
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1 1 1 ich arrived too late. On these unfor‘ttufm
emt'e“i d?SP‘te thf)]',:np Céi]sf\?:ﬂsgz;iﬂr’u:i;e, translations ‘by E. Gros (P:’nsE [é;do(
oppositionists, Sef( 6é ch. 12 and 13, and Book 67, ch. 13; English tmnslat‘lc;—n byC]&sE . ' y
&%res’ 18'67) bo'o’ , .Hz’sm 9 vols, (Cambnidge, Mass. and London: Loel e : elght
Dio Cassius, Dio’s Rpma’—;- 1t S’y;hma]s book X VLI It will not be fogoFten that E Ptc:g::; -

Library, 12169)-;,? als;t ?fgl'ul:e's as models of virtue and courage ( Discourses, L1119 : E 4
I\l}?:;;s).tS:es ealso I_eg;ouri de soi, p. 68 ( The Ca; \a,If tluil 5;2(: ;35 52). : &
43, Se; the dassic account in Tacitus, Annals, book , ch. .
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The professional philosopher of the first and second centuries and
: : Tosophie politique & Rome, d’Augusted S . .. . . ., )
Philosophie & Rome (Paris: PUF, 1977); A. h%lc:;-; I;:pl;’gi"ﬁ? prlf& a&u“m Encmics of the his political choices. ~ Euphrates in Pliny’s Letters: an
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I OWE YoU AN apology Somewhat pretentiously and fancifully,
E I imagined that I would not fall behind if I allowed two hours to say

what I wanted to say, since I would have enough time. However, falling

| behind must be a way of life for me: Whatever I do I fail to keep to the
' timetable I have set. Never mind. With reference to a number of texts
I'want to speak a little about [the way in which] the practice of the self
Was a requirement, a rule, and a way of going about things which had

& very privileged relationships with philosophy, philosophers, and the
t philosophical institution itself, Obviously, it was philosophers who dis-
1 seminated the rule [of this practice of the self], who spread its notions
~ and methods and proposed models. In most cases, they are the source of
& the texts that were published and circulated an
: - manuals for the practice of the self. There is absolutely no question of
&nying this. But I think there is also something else to be stressed. As
F * this practice of the self is disseminated, so the fi

d served more or less as

gure of the professional

~ philosopher—who, as you well know, since Socrates at least, had always
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been somewhat mistrusted and had provoked quite a few negative
reactions—becomes increasingly ambiguous. Naturally, he is criticized
by the thetoricians, and—this becomes clearer with the development of
what are called the second Sophists’ in the second century A.D.—he is
also mistrusted for political reasons. In the first place this 1s, of course,
because of his choices in favor of this or that political movement. For
example, there was a neorepublican movement at the beginning of the
Empire m which the Stoics, and no doubt the Cynics also, played an
important part.’ So, there was resistance due to this. But, more gener-
ally, the very existence of professional philosophers—preaching, ques-
tioning, and insisting that one care for the self—raised a number of
political problems on which very interesting discussions took place. In
particular, it seems that in the entourage of Augustus, right at the start
of the Empire, the problem [arose] as to whether or not philosophy,
putting itself forward as an art of oneself and encouraging people to care

for themselves, was useful. Jean-Marie André, who has published two
the character of Maecenas,” [has

very interesting studies on ofium and
advanced a number] of hypotheses. According to him, it seems there
were different tendencies around Augustus, with changes of attitude on

the part of different people and of Augustus himself. It seems that =
Athenodorus, for example, represented a fairly distinct tendency of 3
depoliticization: Only concern yourself with politics if you really must, =
if you want to, if circumstances demand 1t, but withdraw from politics 2
as quickly as possible. It seems that Augustus was favorable towards this =
depoliticization, at a particular moment at least. On the other hand,

Maecenas and the Epicureans around him represented a tendency that =

sought a balance between political activity around and for the Prince,

and the need for a life of cultivated free time. The idea of a Principate,! =
d be in the hands of the Prince, in which

in which most power woul

there would not be the kind of political struggles found in the Republic
and everything would be in good order, but in which one would have to

concern oneself with the Empire however, would have represented to

these people—Maecenas and the Epicureans, who were still mistrustful
of political activity—the most adequate formula: One can concern oneself
with the things of the state, of the Empire, with political matters and
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aﬂalxrls within this framework in which tranquility is ensured by the
political order, by the Principate, and then, on the side, one can still
have enough free time in one’s life to care for oneself. In short, there are
anumber of interesting discussions around the professional ::lctivity of
ph:ilo‘sophers. I'will come back to the problem “activity of oneself/political
a‘cfnnty” later and deal with it in greater detail.> With regard to the hos-
tility towards or mistrust of philosophers, I would like to refer to just
one text. I intended to cite several. I could have cited—but I alread

mferred- to them last week—the satirical texts of Lucian, which carica}—r
ture phll(')s‘ophers as greedy individuals demanding vast sums of mone

by.pr-omlsmg happiness, selling ways of life on the market, and whoy
daiming to bf.: perfect, having arrived at the pinnacle of philosophy are,
at the same time people who practice usury, quarrel with their op’po-
nents, lose their temper, etcetera, and have none of the virtues they

- daim to possess.® Okay, I will skip all these texts.

: ]ie wou_ld ¥1ke to draw your attention to another text that seems to me
to be quite interesting and which 1s well known, but on whose Interpre-

3 tation I think we should dwell for a moment. It is the famous passage
~ devoted to Euphrates’ in the tenth letter in the first book of Pliny’s

5 .
Letters.” Euphrates was an important Stoic philosopher who appears

'~ in several texts. In Philostratus’s Life of Apollonius of Tyana there is a
very strange and interesting comparison between Apollonius and
Euphra.lte.sg—and we may come back to the question of the Prince and
3 the p'hﬂosopher as the Prince’s adviser. Anyway, in Pliny’s letter about
E this important character, this important philosopher Euphrates, we
_ :ud that Euphrz'lt'es was living in Syria and Pliny got to know him when
3 af'ufe.¢c¢3.nmlus militarem,” that 1s to say, when as a young man he was not
i doing his military service exactly, but holding a military office. He is

young then, but even so he is not a child or an adolescent of school age
In this text we see that Pliny had seen a lot of him and that their asso-

cation had been close. “Penitus et domi inspexi.” 1 have seen him, I have
1‘ been able to observe and examine him penitus (in depth) et d’omz’ (at
lwmc) So, if he did not share his life, he had at least a continuous rela-
_- . nnns.lnp with him, which led them to share a number of moments and
. periods of life. Third, it is very clear that they had an intense affective
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relationship, since it is said that: “Amari ab eo laboravi, etsi non erat
Jaborandum.”® That is to say: I have worked to be loved by him, though
that was not difficult. It 1s interesting that he does not mention the fact
that he loved him. I think this emerges from the whole of the text and
from his very intense eulogy [of him]. He says that he worked to be
loved by him, and this is quite interesting, because this seems to me a’
typically Roman notion that we can tie up with a number of things. In
particular, in Seneca’s De Beneficiis it 1s said that one must not only pro-
vide services in a friendship, but that it 1s quite a job, quite a labor to
get oneself loved by t
proceeds according to a number of phases and by applying a number of
rules sanctioned by the relative positions occupied by different individ-
wals in the circle of friends of the person whose friendship one desires.”
In other words, friendship 1s not exactly a one-to-one relationship; it 15
not immediate communication between two individuals, as in the
ula. We are dealing here with a social structure of friend-

ship revolving around an individual, but in which there are several

[others] around him who have a place that changes according to the
claboration, the effort made by both of them. This labor should proba-

Epicurean form

bly be seen here as Pliny’s application to lessons and the zeal with which

he accepted the teaching, model, examples, and recommendations of -

Euphrates. Very probably it also involves a number of services provided
by each in a form quite dose to Roman friendship. In short, Pliny
advanced in this friendship that, as you see, does not at all have the form
of a “loving friendship” (to use contemporary terms, which do not

entirely coincide with the experience of the period). It has nothing to.

do with—at any rate, it is something very different from—the love, the

erds, that may have existed between Socrates and his disciples, or the erds

found in Epicurean friendship. The text 1s also interesting with regard

to the character Euphrates. His description is famihar, and you could

even say banal, cloying in its blandness, yet its elements are interesting

when we examine it [closely].” Euphrates is said to have great physical

bearing—he has the beard, the famous philosopher’s beard—and his

dothes are neat and tidy. He is also said to speak ornately, pleasantly,

and convincingly, and what’s more he 1s so convincing that after

he person whose friendship one desires. This work k
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b’emg co‘nvmced by him one regrets it, because one would like to h
him again so' as to be convinced anew. He is said to recall Plato in :}Tr
breadt.h of his views, to practice the virtues he preaches, and to recei .
one with great generosity In particular, he does not cha;tise those ellre
have done wrong or who are not in the desirable moral conditio WHO
does not Fhastise these individuals or scold them. Rather r]: .
.extr.emely mdu‘lgent with them, with a great lberalitas. l;inally hi; te:c}zs
;I:fplz i]izrac.tenz.ed by the fac.t Fhat ~he constantly tells his dis,ciples that
i g Justice an(.i administering town affairs—in short, roughly
:& - ;liflo.mg ox?e’s job as’eith.er a local notable or a representative of
o imperial authority—is doing the work of the philosopher.”
So, it seems to me that what we can retain beneath the somewhat doy-
ing blandness of this portrait is, in a way, a very pron d .
emphatic. glorification. (We should remember, of courpse t;)l:? (;1' an’d
not.a philosopher and has a rather vague, a very va; e’sm 'my y
Stoic philosophy, which besides he no doubt ;‘:ilcked a:en?rgo()f
Eip;lrates.) Pliny, whc.> 1s not a philosopher, glorifies this C}I:aract:z
phrates. H? decks him out with every virtue and makes him int
sort o‘f exceptional character with whom one can establish very int e
affective bonds; at any rate, without knowing whether or nrzt Iile;:

: : .
nvolved, there is no mention of money in this affair. Anyway, through
. , throug

T < hl' -
~ him, through this character, one can have the best possible relationship

with philosophy. When [we look at] the character traits and descriptive

f;tures of this glorification, we realize that the traditional typical
‘ : tu'res of the professional philosopher are systematically excluded
Having a well-combed beard and neat and tidy clothes obviously runs

ct;)l::zer to, or is opposed to, those professional philosophers wandering
" Sayr:ti l:’:l;h an ur;kempt bt?ard and. rather disgusting clothes, that is
o i gure of the Cynic, \';vho 1s both the extreme point and, in
e e).fes of the people, the negative model of philosophy When Pl
explains how Euphrates speaks well, how ornate his ]angu);ge 1s rl'lnowllrz

'is so convincing tha i i
g that after being convinced one would like to continue

iilst.enn;g to him.although one no longer needs convincing, what is he
omng but showing that Euphrates is not the philosopher of coarse

rough lan imi jecti
_rough language, limited to the sole objective of convincing his auditor
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and changing his soul, but is at the same time something of a rhetor who
has managed to integrate the pleasures [.. ] of thetorical discourse . ..}
within philosophical practice? This, then, erases the famous division
between rhetor and philosopher, which was one of the most typical fea-
tures of the philosopher’s professionalization. Third, and finally, by not
being harsh with those who come to him, by welcoming them gener-
ously and liberally without reprimanding them, he does not adopt the
rather aggressive role of someone like Epictetus, or a fortiori of the
Cynics, whose purpose was to throw the individual off-balance, as it
were, to disturb him in his mode of life and force him to adopt a daffer-
ent mode of life by pushing and pulling him. Finally, and above all, to
say that dispensing justice and administering town affairs 1s to practice
philosophy is again to obliterate anything specific about the philosoph-
ical life and thus to dispense with philosophy’s withdrawal from polit-
ical life. Euphrates 1s precisely someone who does not draw a line
between philosophical practice and political life. So, in my view, the
praise of philosophy 1n this famous text of Pliny’s about Euphrates 1s
not a sort of homage rendered by Pliny to the old teacher of his youth,
displaying the fascination that he, like any young Roman noble, would
have had for a prestigious philosopher of the Middle East. That 1s not
what it is. This eulogy has to be grasped in all its elements and with all
the notes it strikes. It 1s a valuation that is produced by repatriating
philosophy, so to speak, in a way of being, a mode of conduct, a set of
values, and also a set of techniques, which are not those of traditional
philosophy but, rather, of a cultural system n which the old values of
Roman liberality, the practices of rhetoric and political responsihilities
etcetera, are apparent. Basically, Phny only eulogizes Euphrates by
deprofessionalizing him in comparison with the traditional portrait of
the philosopher who practices nothing but philosophy. He displays him
as a sort of great lord of socialized wisdom.

I think this text opens up a track, which I do not intend to follow in
detail, but that seems to me [to involve ] one of the most typical features
of the period with which we are concerned, the first and second cen-
turies: the practice of the self became a social practice outside the insti-

and individuals who, in the name of philosophy, called

tutions, groups,

27 January 1982: Second hour 155

for the absolute moral authority of the practice of the self. It began to
develop among individuals who were not strictly speaking professig::a]s
There was a tendency to practice, disseminate, and develop the practic ‘
of phe self outside the philosophical institution, and even outsPid the
philosophical profession, and to turn it into a mode of relatio:l:sh' N
hetweon individuals by making it a sort of principle of the individua]l’p
supervision by others, of the formation, development, and establi hs
ment for the individual of a relationship to himself which finds its i:.ﬂ:
crum, 1Fs mediating element, in another person who 1s not necessaril
professwnal philosopher, although having studied some philosoph ahs
having some philosophical notions is, of course, indispensable Ilh Zth
wordo, what I think is at stake here is the problem of the ﬁ T eci
function of the master. In the time of the Sophists, of Socrates ai‘cll lilz:o
I;he inaoter’s specificity was based either on his competence anci
ophlstical hnow-how, or, with Socrates, on his vocation as theios ane
(divine anci mspired man ), or, as in Plato’s case, on the fact that he h ci
already achieved wisdom. Well, this kind of master is not exactly i ial
process of disappearing, but of being outflanked, encircled an):imhtale
i;]:ged by B practice of the self that is a social practice at the ,same tfime_
f e pr.actice of the. self links up with social practice or, if you like, the:
ormation of a'relatlonship of the self to the self quite dearly connects
with the relationships of the self to the Other. *
Senepa’s serios of interlocutors can be taken as an example of this
Seneca 1s.a very interesting character from this point of view: we can sa .
that he is a professional philosopher, at least in the obviousl ;
broad 's.ense of the word “professional” at this time. He began hisycavery
hy writing philosophical treatises, especially when he was in exile f;ee;
it was as a philosopher that he became Nero’s private tutor, or an .
counsolor, when recalled from exile in Sardinia. Even so, we c;nnot Z:vay
pare him to a philosophy teacher in the sense that Epictetus and alm'
huphrates were teachers. He had had a whole political and administ .
tive czireer. V/hen we see the kind of people to whom he addresses hiz:
Zo]f, gives advice, and with whom he plays the role of spiritual teacher or
re1lrec.l:or, we see that [they are] always people with whom he had other
ationships elsewhere. These may be family relationships, in the case of




R L

156 THE HERMENEUTICS OF THE SUBJECT

his mother, Helvia, to whom he writes a consolation when he 15 sent
into exile. When he sends a consolation to Polybius, the latter 1s for him
a sort of ambiguous and distant protector from whom he solicits friend-
ship and protection in order to be repatriated from exile." Serenus,” to
whom he sends a series of treatises—De Tranquillitate, possibly De Otro,
and a third"®—was a distant relative who came from Spain to pursue his
carcer at the court and was becoming Nero’s confidante. Seneca
addresses Serenus, or listens to his questions and gives him advice, ona
semi-kinship and semi-clientage basis. Lucilius, who 1s a bit younger
than him but who already has high administrative functions, is a sort of
friend, perhaps a client or an old protégé, anyway someone who 1s quite
dose to him and with whom his relationships were quite different from
the professional relationship of spiritual guidance.” The same thing
could be shown in the case of Plutarch who, whenever he intervenes to
direct and advise someone, basically only modulates a social, statutory,
or political relationship.” Plutarch plugs this work of spiritual guidance
into these relationships, grafts it onto them. So, Seneca and Plutarch do
not step in to guide others as more or less professional philosophers.
They do so insofar as their social relationships with this or that person
(friendship, clientage, protection, etcetera) involve soul service as a
dimension—and at the same time as a duty, an obligation—and a possi-
ble basis for interventions, for counsel, which will enable the other to
make his own way properly And this is where I come to a final text,
which 1 would like to examine a bit more closely. It seems to me to be
interesting and very significant in the history of the practice of the self,
because most of the texts we have concerning the practice of the self are
solely from those doing the guiding and giving advice. Consequently,
inasmuch as they are giving advice and are therefore prescriptive texts,
we can always think, and have good grounds for thinking, that they were
vain, empty recommendations which were not really taken up in peo-
ple’s behavior and experience; that it was a sort of code without real
content and application; and that at bottom it was a way of developing
philosophical thought nto an everyday moral rule without it much
affecting people’s everyday life. In Seneca, at the start of De
Tranguillitate, we do have a confession from Serenus, who asks Seneca for
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?dvice and reveals to him the state of his soul.” We may think that this
is the expression of an experience someone has of himself and of the way
11‘1 which, as a result, he thinks about himself through the eyes of a pos-
sible guide and in terms of possible guidance. Fven so this text appears
in Seneca’s treatise. Even if Serenus really did write it, and even if it was
not, as 1s likely, largely rewritten by Seneca, we can say that it forms part
of the same treatise, the De Tranquillitate. It 1s part of Seneca’s game, and
only with some difficulty, and indirectly, can it be taken as evidence of
what takes place on the side of the person being guided.
Even so, we do have some documents that show the other side,
Pro-nto’s correspondence with Marcus Aurelius for example®® [...].*
Tl'ns correspondence 1s virtually inaccessible in France [...] and it 1s
fairly easy to see why it has not been published. It’s rather strange all the
s@e. Fortunately, if you are interested in this text there is an Enghsh
edition of the Fronto-Marcus Aurelius correspondence, in the Loeb
F]assical Library, which should be read.?’ And you will see why. Fronto
is (and we should keep this in mind) Marcus Aurelius’s teacher.?? But
he is not the philosophy teacher. He is a teacher of rhetoric. Fronto was
a rhetor, and in the first chapter of the Meditations Marcus Aurelius
refers to different people to whom he is indebted for this or that, who
have been in some way models for his life and who have contributed
components from which he has composed his behavior and his princi-
ples of conduct. And then there is a passage, quite brief moreover, on
Fronto. There 1s a series of portraits, which are very impressive and fine.
There 1s the famous portrait of Antoninus, which is both superb and
also a little theory, not so much of imperial power as of the imperial
character.” There are, then, some lengthy, detailed expositions on the
subject and then a quite short one, a simple reference to Fronto, in
which he says: I am indebted to Fronto for understanding the extent to
which the exercise of power 1nvolves hypocrisy and for having
understood how much our aristocracy is “incapaiale of affectron.”?*

These two elements show Fronto to be a person of frankness, 1n contrast

* “ M
} OFI:]y aynd these documents'defmlte]y show [...| French edition of the translation, and which
1s Fronto’s correspondence with Marcus Aurelius” is audible ‘
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to hypocrisy, flattery, etcetera; this is the notion of parrhesia, to which
I will return. And then, on the other hand, there is affection, which 1s

the basis on which Marcus Aurelius and Fronto develop their relation-

ship. So 1 will quote what, in my view, 1s the most characteristic letter

on what spiritual direction may have been from the point of view of the
person guided. This is letter 6 in book IV from Marcus Aurelius to
Eronto. He writes to him:?> “We are well. I slept little due to being a bit
feverish, which now seems to have subsided. So I spent the time, from
eleven at night until five in the morning, reading some of Cato’s
Agriculture and also in writing: happily less than yesterday. After paying
my respects to my father, 1 relieved my throat, I will not say by gargling—
though the word gargarisso 1s, 1 believe, found in Novius and elsewhere—
but by swallowing honey water as far as the gullet and ejecting it again.
After easing my throat I went off to my father and attended him at a
sacrifice. Then we went to luncheon. What do you think I ate? A little
bread, though I saw others devouring oysters, beans, onions and fat
sardines. We then worked on the grape harvest, building up a good
sweat and shouting out loud.? . .. After six o’ clock we came home.
I studied little and that to no purpose. Then I had a long chat with my
little mother as she sat on the bed ... While we were chatting in this
way and disputing which of us two love
better [that is to say, I think, whether Marcus Aurelius loved Fronto
more than his mother loved Gratia, Fronto’s daughter; M.E.], the gong
sounded, announcing that my father had gone to his bath. So we
per after we had bathed in the oil-press room; I do not mean

had sup

bathed in the oil-press room, but when we had bathed, had supper

there, and enjoyed hearing the cheerful banter of the villagers. After
coming back, before turning on my side to sleep, I go through my task
(meum pensum expliguo) and give my dearest of masters an account of the
day’s doings (diei rationem meo suavissimo magistro redo). This master

whom I would like, even at the cost of my health and physical well being,
to desire and miss even more than I do. Good health, dear Fronto, you

who are meus amor mea voluptas (my love, my delight). 1 love you.”?

That’s it. So, on the one hand, with regard to this text we should

remember, as I said, that Fronto 1s not a philosophy master. He 1s not a

d the one or other of you two the
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Professional philosopher, but a rhetor, a philologos, as the little philolog-
ical comment on the use of the word “gargled” recalls. This letter shoulgd
TlOt then be situated in a professional and technical relationship of spi
itual direction. Actually it is based upon friendship, affection pand till:
der‘ness, w?nich you can see plays a major role. This role appea,rs here in
all 1ts'amb1guity, and it 1s difficult to decipher in the other letters more-
ove‘r, in which there 1s constantly a question of love for Fronto, of their
reciprocal love, of the fact that they miss each other when ,th are
separated, that they send each other kisses on the neck etcetera.z‘?;_et’s
remember that Marcus Aurelius must be between eigh,teen and twen
years o'ld at this time, and Fronto a bit older. It is an “affective” relZ
tionship: once again, I think it would be completely out of place—
I mean, wholly mappropriate historically—to ask whether or nof this is
?1 sexual relationship. It is a relationship of affection, of love, which thus
involves a whole range of things. We should just note that ’these things
iire never exPressed, spelled out, or analyzed within these repeatfd
intense, affective affirmations of love: “my love, my delight.” Now, if wi
look a how the letter is constructed against this background n(;t of i
te‘chmcal, philosophical relationship, but of a relationship of’affectioz
with a master, we see that it is quite simply a very meticulous account of
a day, fr?m the moment of waking to the moment of going to sleep. In
short, it 1s an account of the self through an account of the day. Whaft).are
the components of the day he describes in this way, what elements does

Mar 1 1 \4 1 Vv
cus Aurehus COI‘ISIdCI‘ re]e ant fOI’ producmg hlS account. fOI’ gl mg
]

- Fronto an account of his day? Very schematically, but without falsifying

things, I think everything in the letter can be grouped according to three

. categories.

Pl‘l'St are details of health, of regimen. This begins with feeling a bit
feverish and medication. At several points in Seneca’s letters thegre
tl.lese bits of information, where he says: Oh dear! I didn’t slee lare
night; I had a slight chill. Or: I woke up sick this morning, I had al;itats);

- ansea : . . .
, I was shivery, etcetera. This, then, is a traditional touch: noting

his chills and the medication taken (he gargled, he took some honey

water Yy
‘ 5 etcetera). Generally these comments are about sleep. Note, for
£

example, “turni i 1
ple, “turning on my side to sleep,” which is an important
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medico-ethical precept of the time. Sleeping on your back exposes you
to erotic visions; sleeping on your side promises a chaste sleep. There
are notes about food: he only ate some bread while the others were
eating . . . etcetera. There are notes on bathing and exercises. Sleeping,
waking, food, bathing, exercises, and then of course medications: since
Hippocrates, these are typical components of the regimen, of the
medical or dietetic regirman.30 He gives an account, then, of his medical
fegimen.

Second, he gives an account of his family and religious duties. He
went to his father, he attended a sacrifice with him, and he spoke with
his mother, etcetera. To these family duties are added, or we can add,
agricultural activities. Marcus Aurelius is describing the farmer’s life. It
should be understood that the farmer’s life 1s directly related to a num-
ber of models. He refers to one of these and the other is implicit. The
one cited is Cato’s De Agricultura’’ Cato wrote a book on agriculture,
that is to say a book on domestic economy identifying how, when the
book was written, a Roman agricultural landowner had to behave in
order to ensure his prosperity, ethical training and, at the same time, the
greatest good of the aty. Behind this model we should, of course,
remember the model for Cato’s text itself, that is to say Xenophon’s
Economicus, which described the life a country gentleman ought to lead
in fifth and fourth century Attica.”” These models are very important.
Of course, as the adopted son of Antoninus, destined for the Empire,

Marcus Aurelius had absolutely no need to lead such a life: the life of a
country gentleman was not his normal life. However—and this is very
clear from the end of the Republic and even more so under the Empire—
agricultural life, the period of training in agricultural life, as 1t were, was
not exactly a holiday, but a moment you had to set aside for yourself so
as to have a sort of politico-ethical reference point for the rest of the
time in your life. In this country life, in fact, we are cdoser to the basic,
of existence and to that archaic, ancient life of cen-
turies past, which ought to be our model. In this life there is also the
possibility of practicing a sort of cultivated otium. That 1s to say one
[also] exercises physically: you see that he participates in the grape
harvest, which enables him to really sweat and shout, exercises forming

elementary needs
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part of the regimen. He leads, then, this life of otium, which has physical
elements and also leaves him enough time for reading and writing. So
the country period is, if you like, a sort of reactivation of Xenophon’;
and Cato’s old model: a social, ethical, and political model which is now
taken up as an exercise. It is a sort of retreat that you go on with others

but for yourself and to better train yourself, to advance in your work OI;
yourself, to reach yourself. This aspect of economic life, in Xenophon’s
sense of the term, that 1s to say, the entire world of family relatio:shi s

the work of the head of the household who has to take care of 1I1)1;
ento.u‘rage, his family and friends, his goods and his servants etcetera, is
reutilized but, once again, for the purpose of personal exercise

The third component mentioned in the letter is, of course, t.hose ele-
Tnents concerning love. In the conversation on love the question debated
1s rat.her odd, as you can see, since it is no longer the traditional
question—“What 1s true love?”®—that, as you know, normally puts to
work. the usual four elements: Is it love for boys or love for wom::)n' 15 1t
love including sexual consummation or not? The problem of true’ love
d.oes not apPear here. There is a rather strange sort of individual ques-
tion com‘par.mg the intensity, value, and form of this love—whose nature
once again, it would be completely fanciful to want to discuss——between’
two men (Fronto and Marcus Aurelius) and between two women
(Marcus Aurelius’s mother and Gratia).

The bf)dy; the family circle and household; love. Dietetics, economics
and erotics. These are the three major domains in which th;. practice o;
the self is actualized in this period, with, as we see, constant cross-
refere.ncing from one to the other. It is out of care for,the regimen, for
the dietetic, that one practices the agricultural life and participatf:s n
th'e l}awests, etcetera, that is to say, enters the economic. And it is
w1t'hm family relationships, that is to say, within the relationships that
define the economic, that the question of love arises. The first point 1s

the existence of these three domains, the link, the very strong and clear

 efe .
rence from one to the other, from the dietetic to the economic, from

:ine economic to the erotic. Secondly, we should remember that we have
ready come across these three elements, if you recall, in a passage of the

cibiades. You remember that at a certain moment Socrates had just
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arrived at the definition of the self that one had to be cor}cemed about,
what this self was. He demonstrated that this self for whlch one héd to
be concerned was the soul. Now, starting from this definition, -he said: If
we must take care of the soul, you can see that care of the self 15’ not care
of the body any more than it is care for one’s goods. or the lover s care, at
least not as conceived by the lovers who pursue Mc1b1ad§. Th'at'ls to say,
in Plato’s text, in Socrates’ contribution, care of the Sfilf 15. definitely d;s—
tinguished from the care of the body, that 1s to say (’heteucs, the.care or
one’s goods, that 1s to say economics, and the lover’s care,' that 1? to .say
erotics. Well, you see now, rather, that these three d.omalns—dletetles,
economics, erotics—are reintegrated, but as a reﬂe.ctl'ng surface, as the
occasion, so to speak, for the self to test ?tself, tr‘am 1t‘se1f., and c'ievel.op
the practice of itself which is its rule of life and 1.ts o.b]ectwe. Dletetlé,
economics, and erotics appear as domains of application for the practice
. t11'1161:12,811ft seems to me, 1s what we can extract fron? the letter’s cox?tznts,
but clearly we cannot end our commcn.tary on thls“letter here‘ w1tb c:ll(t,
returning to those lines I quoted in which he says: “After coming ba
before turning on my side to sleep, I go through my task (meu:n flerfsum
expliquo) and give my dearest of masters an account oif the da;zy s homgs
(diei rationem meo suavissimo magistro redo).” Wha't 1s tl'us?.Bac at t;rine,
he is going to sleep, and before turning o.n his side, that 1s thsay”t:Thrxii
the position for sleep, he “goes through his task ( dér.oule sa tdche). o
is obviously the examination of conscience as desc1‘*1bed by Seneca.
these two texts, Seneca’s De Ira and Marcus Aurehus’s.letter, are ext'ra—
ordinarily close to each other. Seneca, you remember, sa‘1d: Every .exlrle;nng
I extinguish the lamp, and when my wife has become silent, I wit rzmi
into myself and take stock of my day (he uses exactly the same expres

i i 3 —sadly I couldn’t find the
sion; he “gives an account”).* In another text—sadly

reference last night, but 1t’s not important—Seneca refers to.the tzleedf
from time to time to unroll the scroll (the volumen) of his life and o

mmentary depends on the French translation of the Latin expliquo

*This part of Foucault’s co ; Latin cxplguo
; d, uncoil, but also to go over or through something,

as déroule (to unroll, unwin

something, etc. }-G.B.
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time passed.” You see that what Marcus Aurelius does in this recalling
1s this going through (déroulement) the task, what one had to do and how
one did it. He goes through (déroule) his task, he unrolls (déroule) the
book of the day in which the things he had to do were written, a book
that is probably the book of his memory and not a book in which he
really wrote, although it could be that too, but anyway it is not of great
mmportance. Whether it involves memory or reading, what is fundamen-
tal is the review of the day, a review that is obligatory at the end of the
day before going to sleep and which enables one to draw up a balance
sheet of the things one had to do and a comparison of how one did them
with how one should have done them. One justifies the day. To whom
does one justify it? Well, to the person who is “my dearest of masters.”
You see that this is the exact translation of the fundamental principle of
the examination of conscience. In the end, what is this letter? The letter
itself, written in the morning of the following day, 1s nothing other than
what Marcus Aurelius had done the previous night when he had gone to
bed before sleeping. He had unrolled the volumen of his day. He had sum-
marized his day and gone through it (/’a déroulée). The previous evening
he did this for himself, and the next morning he does it by writing to
Fronto. So you see that we have here a quite interesting example of the
way in which guidance became, was becoming, or had no doubt already
become for some time, a completely normal and natural experience. You
make your examination of conscience to a friend, to someone dear to one
and with whom you have intense affective relations. You take him as
your spiritual director, and it is quite normal to take him as a guide
regardless of his qualification as a philosopher—and in this case he is
not a philosopher—simply because he is a friend. With regard to the self
(to the day you have passed, to the work you have done, and to your
sources of entertainment ), you have the attitude, the stance, of someone
who will have to give an account of it to someone else, and you live your
day as a day that may be and anyway should be presented, offered, deci-
phered to someone else—who will have what kind of relationship to it?
Well, we will see later: the judge or inspector, the master, etcetera.
Unfortunately it is too late, but I would have liked to say a bit more
about how, through this development of the practice of the self, through
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ctice of the self becomes a sort of social relationship

A% 1 way:! 1 Wi individuals
that, if not universal, 1s at least always pOSSIble between in 3
&

even when their relationship 1s not that of philosophy 1?1aster al.ld 1:.>up11,
ry important develops, I believe, which 1s not
or discourse 1n general, but of the ver-
This new ethic of the verbal relation-
ship with the other is designated by the funda:n‘enta] notlo; (})lf parr:le:za;
Parrhésia, generally translated as “frankness,” 15 a rule'oh Eh: f:her,in
prinaple of how one should conduct oueselvf verb:.all);) wit e ocher
the practice of spiritual direction. So, I will begn.l y ;;(lp :llatiois "
next week, parrhesia, before going on to see how this verbal r )

to the other 1 sp1r1tual direction 1s given a technical fo

the fact that the pra

something very new and ve
so much a new ethic of language

bal relationship with the Other.
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1. The second Sophists owe their cultural existence to the Lives of the Sophists of Philostratus of
Lemnos (beginning of the third century). Since Plato’s great portraits, the Sophists were
always those orators and teachers wandering from town to town giving lessons on wisdom.
But the similarity ends there, for the “second” Sophists were dispersed ( rather than con-
centrated 1n Athens) and paraded in theaters and other auditoriums (rather than in the
homes of rich individuals ). Furthermore, “more than any other geare, the second Sophists
incarnate the historical compromise between Greek culture and Roman power,” since one
sometimes sees the Sophist who “tries on the spot to calm down the conflicts that could
arise with the local governor and preach harmony to the cities in line with the wishes of the
Romans” (S. Said, ed., Histoire de la littérature grecque [Paris: PUF, 1997] ). Finally, we note
that, relative to philosophy, the complex seems reversed with regard to the Athenian period:
in his Dissertations, fElius Aristides strongly criticizes Plato’s condemnation of rhetoric
(Gorgias) and puts formal apprenticeship in rhetoric above everything else. The superiority
of rhetoric 1s assumed and daimed, and it is philosophy that then appears as a pomntless and
uncertain game. On the second Sophists see: G. Bowerstock, Greek Sophists tn the Roman
Empire (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1969); G. Anderson, The Second Sophists: A Cultural
Phenomenon i the Roman Empire (London: Routledge, 1993); B. Cassin, L’Effer sophistigue
(Paris: Gallimard, 1969); sce also the link established in this book between the second
Sophists and the birth of Roman Greek.

2. “Also it was not the orators that the Caesars especially mistrusted: they were much more sus-
picious of the philosophers and regarded them as real enemies of the Empire. Starting with
Tiberius, a sort of persecution was organized against them and it continued without respite
until the Antonines. Sometimes they were struck singly, sometimes en masse: under Nero,
Vespasian and Domitian all were exiled from Rome and Italy What had they done to deserve
this fate? They were accused of having taken as models . . . the most determined republicans.”
G. Boissiere, L’Opposition sous les Césars (Paris: Hachette, 1885), p. 97. On Stoic-republican
opposition to the Caesars see lecture of 27 January, first hour, note 44, p- 148.

3. J-M. André, Recherches sur I’ Otium romain (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1962), and Mécéne.
Essai de biographie spirituelle.

4. On the Principate as a new organization of power in Rome, starting with Augustus, see
J. Béranger, Recherches sur les aspects idéologiques du Principat (Bale: E. Reinhardt, 1953).

5. Foucault won't have time to deal with this problem and only in some preparatory dossiers
(for example, the one entitled “Social relations”) is there a study of the relations between
care of the self and civic duties, which is based on three basic references: Plutarch, Dio
Chrysostom of Prusa, and Maximus of Tyre.

6. See the dialogue Philosophes & I'encan (Lucian, Sale of Creeds) presented in the lecture of
20 January, first hour.

- 7. Euphrates of Tyre, Stoic philosopher of the first century A.D., was the student of Musonius

Rutus. Philostratus presents him as a not very sympathetic character: a dubious republican,
great flatterer, and low calculator. We know he must have been exiled at the beginning of the
seventies when Vespasian threw the philosophers out of Rome. Finally, Apuleius recounts
that he killed himself when he was ninety years old, not without previously requesting
authorization from the emperor Hadrian.

8. Plinius Caecilius Secundus, Caius/ Pliny the Younger, Letters, translations by W, Melmoth
(New York and London: Loeb Classical Library, 1915), vol. I, book 1, X, Pp- 32-37. See the
analysis of this text in Le Souci de sof, p- 63 (The Care of the Self, p. 48 ).

9. Philostratus the Elder, Life and Times of Apollonius of Tyana, translation C.P. Eells (Stanford:
Stanford University Publications, 1923). On the comparison of the two men, see book V,
ch. 3338, pp. 138-14: Euphrates, who daimed adherence to Stoic dogma, only recognized nat-
ural immanence as a guide and became the defender of democracy and political liberty, while
Apollonius of Tyana—of the Platonist school—appealed to supra-sensible lessons and dedlared
his adherence to the imperial order in which he saw a guarantee of property and security
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10. Pliny the Younger, Letfers, vol. 1, book 1, X.2, pp. 32-33.

11. Cf. Seneca, De Beneficiis/On Benfits, [LXVA-2 and XVIIL3-5. On the same theme, see also
Cicero, Laelius de Amicitia, XVIL63. On this delicate point of the Roman mentality, see
P. Veyne’s introduction to Des Bienfaits in Seneca, Entrettens, Lettres & Luclius, pp. 391-403.

12. Throughout the following section Foucault summarizes the description given in paragraphs
5 to 8, Letters, pp. 34-35.

13, “to be engaged in the service of the public... is a part, and the noblest part too of
Philosophy,” 10, Ibid., p. 37.

14. Seneca, To Helvia on Consolation and To Polybius on Consolation.

15. See the lecture of 20 January, first hour, above p. 102, note 24 on the relationship between
Serenus and Seneca.

16. It is Seneca’s De Constantia (On the Firmness of the Wise Man).

17. On the relationship between Lucilius and Seneca, see the lecture of 20 January, first hour,
above p. 102, note 26.

18. Plutarch, born into a wealthy and cultivated family at Chaeronea (circa 46), began his
apprenticeship with cultural journeys to Athens, Ephesus, Smyrna, and Alexandria, from
which he acquired an impressive philosopbical, rhetorical, and scientific baggage. He went
to Rome twice to give lectures (under Vespasian and Domitian), which met with great suc-
cess and made him a much sought-after spiritual director. In the nineties, he returned to
the town where he was born to teach philosophy and write the major part of his work. The
prefaces to his treatises show dearly that his interlocutors are either people dlose to him
(his family or neighbors) or Greek and Roman dignitaries.

19. This takes up the first chapter of the Seneca’s treatise, On Tranguility of Mind. For Foucault’s
analysis of Seneca’s answer, see this lecture, first hour.

20. See Le Souci de soi, p. 73 ( The Care of the Self, p. 57).

21. The Correspondence of Marcus Comelius Fronto with Aurelius Antoninus.

22. See the lecture of 20 January, second hour, above p. 122, note 3, on Fronto.

23. Marcus Aurelius, Meditations, 1.16.

24. “I owe Fronto for having observed the extent to which envy, hypocrisy and dissimulation
are typical of tyrants and those we call patrician are almost always incapable of affection.”
Marcus Aurelius, Meditations, L11.

25. Foucault follows literally an old translation by A. Cassan, Lettres inédites de Marc Auréle et de
Fronton (Paris: A. Levavasseur, 1830), vol. 1, book IV, letter V1, pp. 249-51.

26. Foucault omits from the end of the sentence, “and, as an author says, we left hanging from
the trellis some gleanings from the harvest.” Ibid., p. 251

27. Foucault does not read out the beginning of the dialogue between Marcus Aurelius and
his mother: “This is what I said: What do you think my Fronto is doing now? And
she: What do you think my Gratia is doing? Who? 1 replied. Our sweet warbler, little
Gratia?”

28. Actually, the final sentence of the letter is: “What is our relationship? I love someone who
is away ( Quid mihi tecum est? amo absentem ).”

29. We can make it dear that kissing between men was usual under the Empire, including kiss-
ing on the mouth. Furthermore, it had a hierarchical significance: A plebian only kisses the
hand of someone grand, and only between the grand is there kissing on the mouth or the
chest. For the passage we are concerned with, this means that hierarchical superiority has
been abolished between Marcus Aurelius and his private tutor. See L. Friedlinder,
Sittengeschichte Roms (Leipzig: 1919), vol. I, pp. 93-93, and A. Alodi, Die monarchische
Raprasentation im romischen Kaiserreiche (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft,
1980), p. 27, pp- 41-42, and p. 64 (1 am indebted to Paul Veyne for these references).

30. See Foucault’s analysis of the Hippocratic treatise Regimen in Health in L’Usage des plaisirs,
pp- 124-32 (The Use of Pleasure, pp. 109-16).

31. Marcus Porcius Cato, On Agriculture, translation W.D. Hooper and H.B. Ash, in Cato and
Varro, De Re Rustica (Cambridge, Mass. and London: Locb Classical Library, 1934).

32. Xenophon, Oeconomicus, translation E. C. Marchant, in Xenophon, Memorabilia
(Cambridge, Mass. and London: Loeb Classical Library, 1923).
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33. An allusion to Plato’s Symposi i
as wposium as founding text. See th “ " in L’
y ge: plamg;' pp- 251-69 (The Use of Pleasure, gp. 229»:;) © chapter “True Love” in LUiage
. Sen XXX i
o ;'cal;la rchan;g;r, Hél X VI.Fora more extended study of the same text, see the lecture
, second hour, and the seminar at the Untversity of Vermont, October 1982

“Techniques de so1,” in Dits et Ecri “ i
SRl 237; 15, vol. 4, pp. 797-99 (“Technologies of the Self” in Ethics:

35. The reference could not be found. No Seneca text corresponds to this description
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First hour

Neo-Platonist commentaries on the Alcibiades: Proclus and
Olympiodorus. ~ The Neo-Platonist separation of the political
and the cathartic. ~ Study of the link between care of the self and
care for others in Plato: purpose, reciprocity, and essential
implication. ~ Situation in the first and second centuries:
selffinalization of the self. ~ Consequences: a philosophical art of
living according to the principle of conversion; the development of a
culture of the self. ~ Religious meaning of the idea of

salvation. ~ Meanings of sotéria and of salus.

LAST WEEK, DUE TO lack of time, I dropped the analysis of the notion
that 1s, I think, very important in the practice of the self, in the tech-
nology of the subject: the notion of parrhesia, which roughly speaking
means frankness, open-heartedness, openness of thought, etcetera. I
wanted to start by taking up this question again a bit, but then, for sev-
eral reasons, I would prefer to come back to it a bit later when we will

- talk more precisely about a number of techniques of the subject 1n the

philosophy, practice, and culture of the first and second centuries, and
when we will talk in particular about the problem of listening and the
master-disciple relationship. So, I will talk about it again then. And
anyway, someone has asked me a question. Sadly I don’t get many ques-

~ tions, perhaps because we don’t have many opportunities to meet each

other. Still, I have received a question to which I would like to respond
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because I think it will serve quite well as an introduction to the lecture
I would like to give today.
Quite simply, the question is this: Why focus on this dialogue, the
Alcibiades, to which commentators do not usually accord such impor-
tance in Plato’s work? Why take this dialogue as the reference point not
only for talking about Plato, but ultimately for a perspective on a whole
section of ancient philosophy? As it happens, for some time I have
intended to refer to two or three late but, think, very enlightening texts
on this problem of the Aliibiades and its place ancient thought. So, I
will make a digression. Instead of speaking to you about parrhésia now
and of the Neo-Platonist commentators later, I would like straightaway
to say something about the problem of the Neo-Platonist commentaries
on the Alcibiades. You know that the great return of Neo-Platonism in
ancient culture, thought, and philosophy—starting from roughly the
second century A.D.—raised a number of problems and the question
of the systematization of Plato’s works in particular. Let’s say, very sim-
ply, that it is the problem of their publication in a form and order such
that the problems of the philosophy arise successively, in the appropri—
ate place, and 1n a way that constitutes both a closed system qnd one that
can be used in teaching and pedagogy. This problem, then, of the dassi-
fication of Plato’s works, was taken up by a number of commentators
and in particular by Proclus and Olympiodorus.' Both these commenta-
tors agree that the Alcibiades, which I have taken as my starting point,
should be placed at the head of Plato’s works and that the study of Plato
and Platonism, and so of philosophy generally, should be approached
through this dialogue. In fact, three major principles allow Proclus and
Olympiodorus to give the Alcibiades this first place, this initial position,
and to place 1t, so to speak, at the propylacum of philosophy. First, 1n
their eyes the Alcibiades is the summary of Plato’s philosophy. Second, 1t
is the first and solemn introduction of the gnothi seauton nto philosophy
as the essential condition of philosophical practice. And finally, they see
in it the first appearance of the divergence of the political and the
cathartic. Let’s go back over these points a little. I’d like to point out
anyway that first of all I could not have told you this if Festugiere had
not written an interesting article on the Jassification of Plato’s works 1n
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the Neo-Platonists, and if he had not extracted from them the principle
texts on this question. I no longer know where the article appeared lfut
anyway you can find it in the Etudes de philosophie grecque.> Well, a series
of texts are quoted. ’

' .There 15 Proclus’s text’ (from the fifth century) concerning the das-
51ﬁoatlon of Plato’s works: “This dialogue [he says, speaking of the
Alcibiades; MF.] is the source of all philosophy [arkhe hapases
p/u'losop/zz}‘zs: the beginning, the source of philosophy; M.E.], as is
also precisely the knowledge of ourselves [just as the knowledge of
oux.'selves—the gnothi seauton—is the condition for being able to begin
phllosophy; M.F.]. That is why many logical considerations are scattelg'zd
w1th1p 1t. and passed on by tradition, many moral considerations
contrl.butlng to our enquiry on eudemonia are dlarified in it, many
doctrines suited to lead us to the study of nature or even to the truth
about the divine beings themselves are briefly set out in it, so that one
aod the same general and overall sketch of all philosophy ;nay be con-
tained 1n this dialogue, as in a model, a sketch which is revealed to us
thank-s precisely to this first review of ourselves.” This is an interestin
text fu.’st of all because it contains a distinction that 1s certainl nof
Platonic but one that was introduced later and which fully corresgonds

- with the teaching and arrangement of philosophy during the

Hellenistic, ilpperia] period and in late Antiquity. We see the distinction
between logical considerations, moral considerations, doctrines of
nature, and truths about divine beings. Logic, morality, the study of
nature, and theology—or discourse on the divine—are the four b};sic
components into which philosophy is divided up. So, Proclus assumes
then that these four components are actually scattered, are both present
and somewhat discretely hidden, in the text of the Alibiades, bit that

these omponents are p ]le ba.sl Of the review 0{ On.eself,
C p n Iesen.ted ont S h

which should be their foundation. This outline of philosophy 1s revealed

to us thanks precisely to this first review of ourselves. We take stock of
ourselves, become aware of what we are, and in this review we sce
unfolding what philosophical knowledge (savoir) should be. “And it
seems Fo me this is also why [Proclus adds; M.E.] the divine Iamblichus
gives first place to the Alrbiades in the ten dialogues which, according to




T —— ey
S a ¥ |

172 THE HERMENEUTICS OF THE SUBJECT

him, contain the whole of Plato’s philosophy [reference to a lost text by
Jamblichus® which thus seems to indicate that the Alcibiades was consid-
ered to be Plato’s first dialogue, or anyway the one that should be placed
at the head of his dialogues, even before Proclus and this problem of the
dassification of Plato’s works; M.E.].7®
In another commentary, Olympiodorus says about the Alcibiades:
“Concerning the rank [of the Alcibiades; ME.], 1t must be said that we
should place 1t at the head of all the Platonic dialogues. For, as Plato says
in the Phaedrus, it is absurd not to know oneself if one aspires to know
everything else. In the second place, we should approach Socratic doc-
trine Socratically: now, it is said that Socrates proceeded to philosophy
through the precept ‘know yourself.” Moreover, this dialogue should be
seen as a propylaeum, and just as the propylaeum precedes the temple’s
adytum, so also the Alcibiades should be likened to a propylaeum and the
Parmenides to the adytum.”” You see that Olympiodorus makes the
Alcibiades the propylaeum and the Parmenides the very heart of Platonic
philosophy. And you see that Olympiodorus quite explicitly makes the
“know yourself” of the Alcibiades not only the foundation of philosoph-
ical knowledge, but the very model for the practice of someone who
wants to study philosophy. We should, he says, “approach Socratic doc-
trine Socratically,” that is to say, to initiate ourselves in the philosophy
of Socrates and Plato we must reproduce the Socratic approach itself.
And this labor exercised on oneself, in the form of self-knowledge, 1s the
price for being able to advance in philosophical knowledge. This leads
us to the third part of what I want to talk about and which will serve us
directly as introduction: the problem of the distinction between the
political and the cathartic. In the same commentary on the Alcibiades,
Olympiodorus says in fact: “Since the aim of this dialogue [the
Alcibiades; ME.] 1s knowing oneself, not in terms of the body, not 1n
terms of external objects—the title is, in fact, Alcibiades, or On the nature
of man [which proves that this obviously non-Platonic title had already

been added to the Alibiades in Olympiodurus’s time; M.F.]—but 1n
getable, not the irrational soul, but the

terms of the soul; and not the ve
rational soul; and most certainly not knowing oneself in terms of this
soul inasmuch we act 1n a cathartic, theoretical, theological, or theurgic
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manner, but inasmuch as we act politically.”® A bit further on (this time
1r? the commentary on the Gorgias) he says: “As a result, the sequence of
dialogues also appears. Once we have learned, in the Alibiades, that we
are soul and that this soul is rational, we must follow this up wl’th both
t.he political and the cathartic virtues. Since therefore we should kno
first ?f all that which concerns the political virtues, we necessarilw
explain this dialogue (the Gorgias) after the other (the Alcibiades) am)i,
tl.len, after this, the Phaedo inasmuch as it contains the cathartic
v1r.tues.”9 So what we are dealing with here is, I think, a very important
pomnt for basically the entire history of the tradition of th::) othi
_-ceauton.—and so of the Alcibiades—in the Platonic tradition, but pro{g)Zbl :
n ‘anchlent thought also. This is: in the Alcibiades, laying ciown then thc};
pI‘lTlClple “know yourself,” we see the germ of the great differentiatio
whlch. must exist between the political part (that is to say, “know ourrj
self” insofar as it introduces a number of principles a;ld ml‘::sy that
should enable the individual to be either the citizen he ought to be o
the good governor ), and, on another side, the “know yourself” that caH:
for a number of operations by which the subject must purify himself
:u.Jd become, in his own nature, able to have contact with and to recog-
nize .the divine element within him. The Aletbiades, then, 1s at the sou :
of this bifurcation. And in the dassification, or rather, in, the se uenciI:e
of Plato’s dialogues suggested by Olympiodorus, the A/a'biadesC}s therf
fore placed at the start, with one side going in the direction of the polit-
1cal, an'd thus the Gorgias following the Alibiades. And then olr:)l th
other side, there is the Phaedo, with the dimension of the cathe;rtic ;
s:f-ll)(tixrlification. Consequently, according to Olympiodorus the se:iI::s
ca:}zlarticef.ﬂiltciz(lzzdes, Gorgras, for the political filiation; Phaedo, for the
[Let’s go over these elements again. | First, the privilege of the “Know
yoursel'f” as the very foundation of philosophy with, in the Neo-
Platonist tradition, the absorption of care of the self in,to the form Zf

~ self-knowledge. So, first, the privileged status of the “Know yourself” as

the form of care of the self par excellence; second, the theme that “Know
yourself” leads to the political; third, the theme that this “Know your-
self” also leads to a cathartics. Finally, a fourth thing is that a number of
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problems arise between the political and the cathartic. The relatio'nsh1p
between the cathartic and the political creates a certain problem m' t}.le
Neo-Platonist tradition. Whereas for Plato—and I will show you this m
a moment—there is really no structural difference between F]:fe cathartic
procedure and the political path, in the Neo-Platonist tradition, rather,
the two tendencies separate and the political use of “Know yourself” and
the cathartic use of “Know yourself”—or again, the political l.'ISC and the
cathartic use of care of the self—no longer coincide and constitute a .fork
at which one has to make a choice. That’s how the Alcibiades vYas given
a new place in at least one of the traditions of Greek philosophy,
Platonism and Neo-Platonism, and how 1ts importance was suppc.)sed to
be fundamental and initiatory. Okay, let’s come back a bit to this, and’
precisely to this problem of “care of the self” and “kr.l?wle‘dge of the self.’
(which, once again, are not identical, but are idfantlhed in the Pl.aFom,c’
tradition), and to the problem of the “cathartic” and 'the “pohtlca.},
which are identified in Plato but cease to be identified in the Platonist
and Neo-Platonist tradition. . '

'd like to recall a few things I said about the Alcibiades in tl.m'flrst
lecture. You remember that this dialogue involved showing Alcibiades
that he had to take care of himself. And you know why he had. to take
care of himself, in both senses of the question “why”? Both bec'ause he
did not know what exactly was good for the city—state‘and in what
the harmony of citizens consisted and, on the otlixer hanfl,} in order to be
able to govern the city-state and take care of his fellow citizens properly
He had to take care of himself, therefore, in order to be able to take care
of others. And you remember also, I pointed out that at .the 'end ?f the
dialogue Alcibiades undertakes to “concern myself” (epzmelez.sthaz). He
takes up the word used by Socrates. He says: Very well, I w1.11 concern

myself. But concern myself with what? He does not say: I'w111 -corllcerri
myself with myself. He says rather: I will concern u}yself with c‘lzlaazos.une
(with justice). T don’t need to remind you that 1n Plato thlf Ilotlon
applies both to the soul and to the c1ty.m‘ I, after. So.crat'es esso‘rlli
Alcibiades keeps his promise and concerns himself with ].ustu:e, he w1.
concern himself first with his soul, with the internal hierarchy of his

soul and the relations of order and subordination that should govern the

- political are not differentiated in Plato.
~ both cathartic and political. It is so in ¢

§  taking care of others. There 1s, if you |
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parts of his soul, and then, at the same time, and by virtue of doing this,
he will make himself capable of watching over the city,

safeguarding its
laws and constitution (the politeia),

and maintaining the right balance
in relations between citizens. Throughout this text, care of the self is
therefore instrumental with regard to the care of others. Proof that this
really is the relationship defined in the Alcsbiades is found in that other,
negative, as it were, or anyway late and already sullied image of
Alcibiades in the Symposium. He bursts into the middle of the debating
guests, already getting on a bit, and anyway completely drunk. He sings
the praises of Socrates and, still completely under the spell of his lessons,

laments and regrets not having listened to them. And he says: In spite of
all that I lack, 1 continue even so not to care for myself (epimeleisthar
emautou ) while concerning myself with the affairs of Athenians.” This
phrase clearly echoes the theme of the Alcibiades itself. In the Alcibiades
he undertook to take care of himself n order to
the citizens by putting dikaiosunz at the heart of his care. Well, in the end
he concerned himself with the citizens without taking care of himself,
So he does not know what dikasosun is, etcetera. All the dramas and dis-
asters of the real Alcibiades are picked out in this little gap between the
promise of the Alcsbiades and the drunkenness of the Symposium.

We could say that Plato generally establishes the link between care of
the self and care of others in three ways. Or again, to go back to what I
said a short while ago, self—knowledge 1s one aspect, element, or form in
Plato—no doubt crucial, but only one form—of the fundamental and
general requirement to “take care of yourself.”
reverse this relationship. Conversely,

be able to take care of

Neo-Platonism will
however, the cathartic and the
Or rather, the same approach is
hree ways. Because by taking care
ng—one makes oneself capable of

ike, a functional relation between

of oneself—this is what I was just sayi

taking care of the self and taking care of others. 1 take care of myself
- so that I can take care of others. I practice on myself what the Neo-
Platonists call Zatharsis and I practice this art of the cathartic precisely
so that I can become a political subject in the sense of someone who
. knows what politics is and as a result can govern. The first link then is
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one of purpose. Second, there is a link of reciprocity. 1f, as I desire, 1 act

of the city-state I govern by taking care of myself and prac-
if I ensure salvation and

for the good
ticing the cathartic in the Neo-Platonist sense,
s and the city’s victory as a result of
taking care of myself, then in return, inasmuch as I am part of the same
community of the city-state, I will benefit from the prosperity of all and
from the salvation and victory of the city that I have ensured. The care

of the self therefore finds its reward and guarantee in the city’s salvation.
aved, and inasmuch as

prosperity for my fellow citizen:

One saves oneself inasmuch as the city-state 15S

one has enabled it to be saved by taking care of oneself. The circularity
is clearly set out in the construction of The Republic. Finally, we could
call the third link a link of essential implication. For by taking care of
he “cathartic of the self” (not a Platonic but a
the soul discovers both what it 1s and what it
own. It discovers both its being

and in the

itself, by practicing t
Neo-Platonist term),
knows, or rather, what it has always kn
and its knowledge at the same time. It discovers what 1t 1s,
form of memory it discovers what it has contemplated. In this way, in
this act of memory, it can get back to
that enable the city’s order to be founded anew in full justice. So you
sec that in Plato there are three ways of linking and firmly attaching to
cach other what the Neo-Platonists call the cathartic and the political:
the link of purpose in political tekhnz (1 must take care of myself in order

to know,
enable me to take care of others
the city-state, since by knowing myself I save the city an
and finally, the link of implication in the form of rec-

by saving the city;
ollection. This is, very roughly if you like, the link Plato establishes

between care of the self and care of others, and establishes such a way

that it is very difficult to separate them.
ves in the period 1 have taken as our reference

If we now place oursel
ies A.D., this separation

point, that is to say in the first and second centur
has by now been broadly carried out. One of the most important
ry of the practice of the self, and perhaps in the
is quite probably that of seeing the self—and
ractice of oneself that Plato

phenomena 1in the histo

history of ancient culture,

so the techniques of the self and all the p

the contemplation of the truths

to have a proper knowledge of the political tekhne that will -
); the link of reciprocity in the form of
d I save myself
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ome, realization and satisfaction, in the strong sense of

h ; .
is eexv:rfi, :is foun}cll onell); in the self, that is to say 1n the activity itself that
cised on the self. One takes care of the
; . : self for oneself, and thi
.care finds its own reward in the care of the self. In the care of the self .
1s one’s own object and end. There 1 .
. ' . s, so to speak, both an absoluti
- , solutiza-
on (please forgive the word) of the self as object of care, and a S:I;;

' finalivat; .
: thnallez;tlon of the self by the self in the practice we call the care of
‘ ope s d. In a worlcll, the care of the self, which in Plato quite clearly
- opened out onto the question of the ci

. pened out : ty-state, of others, of the politeia,

E ; :kazosune, etCt?tera, appears—at first sight anyway, in the periog of :;:1
- hirst two centuries I am talking about—as if it is closed on itself. This

more or less, gi i
s, gives the general outline of the phenomenon that must

- now be analyzed in detail, because what I have said is both true and not

{ . L y it 1 y I)P at a certain eve {IOID
true et us sa t}lat it 1s W]lat may a €ar as true i ] 1
’

a certa ic1
certain angle, and by practicing a certain type of survey. Anyway, I

E think this detachment of what, once again, the Neo-Platonists called th
e

tharti .
cathartic, with regard to what they called the political, is an important

ph is i
phenomenon. It 1s important for two or three reasons

The Firet i thic .
e first is this: The phenomenon is mmportant for philosophy itself.

g% s'houll-:d remember that from at least the Cynics—the post-Socrati
| . . = 1CS:
ynics, Epicureans, Stoics, etcetera—philosophy increasingly sought 1ts

definition, it 1
. . . )
» 1ts center of gravity, and fixed its objective around something

all _ . .
alled the tekhne tou biou, that is to say, the art, the reflected method for
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conducting one’s life, the technique of life. Now, insofar as the self is
asserted as being and having to be the object of care—you recall that last
week I tried to show you that this care had to be practiced throughotft
life and to lead man to the point of his life’s fulfil]ment——t‘hen there 1s
an increasingly pronounced identification of the art .of cx15tence': (the
tekhn tou biou) with the care of the self, or, to put things more tightly,
identification of the art of existence with the art of oneself. “Wihat sh'alll
we do in order to live properly?” was the question of the tek/me. tou biou:
what knowledge will enable me to live properly, as I ought to live as an
individual, as a citizen, etcetera? This question ( “mat 51.12‘111 we.do mn
order to live properly?”) will become increasingly identified with hc;r
increasingly clearly absorbed by the question: “What shall' we do so that
the self becomes and remains what it ought to be?” Obviously, a num-
ber of consequences follow from this. First of all, ?f course, during the
Hellenistic and Roman period there is the increasm‘gly mafk.ed al?sorp-
tion of philosophy (as thought concerning truth) into sp?rltu#lqh(&
the subject’s own transformation of his mode of being). Wlth this t. er;
is, of course, an expansion of the cathartic theme. Or again, there s, f
you like, the appearance or development of the fundamental problem :
conversion (metanoia ), which I will talk about today and next week. T e:
tekhn? tou biou (the art of living) now increasingly turns on the question:
How must I transform my own self so as to be able to have access t'o t'he
truth? You see that from this also arises the fact that' when Chnstlzn
spirituality develops in its strictest ascetic and monastic form, from the

third and fourth centuries, it can present itself quite naturally as the ful-

fillment of an ancient, pagan philosophy which, following this movement
1 have just indicated, was already entirely dominated by the theme of the

cathartic, or by the theme of conversion and metanoia. The ascetic life,
3

the monastic life, will be the true philosophy, and the. monas!fery w'111 be
the true school of philosophy, this being, once again, 1n the direct line of
a tekhne tou biou that had become an art of oneself.*

1 ut
*The manuscript here notes: “This is why, finally, Western philosophy can be read throughout

its history as the slow disengage . .
the trut]?; from the question: how, at what cost, in accordance with

subject’s mode of being be changed for him to have access to the truth?”

ment of the question: how, on what conditions can one think
what procedure, must the
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However, beyond this long range and general evolution of philosophy,
I think it should also be said that the consequences of this self-finalization
of the self in the care of the self did not appear 1n philosophy alone. It
seems to me that these consequences can not only be quite easily iden-
tified in the literature, but also in a number of practices attested by
history and various documents. It seems to me that this self-finalization
had broader effects connected to a series of practices, forms of life, and
ways in which individuals experienced themselves, through themselves,
which were certainly not universal, but were nonetheless very common.
While having trouble with the word and putting it in inverted commas,
I think we can say that from the Hellenistic and Roman period we see a
real development of the “culture” of the self, I don’t want to use the
word culture in a sense that is too loose and I will say that we can speak
of culture on a number of conditions, First, when there is a set of values
with 2 minimum degree of coordination, subordination, and hierarchy.
We can speak of culture when a second condition is satisfied, which 1s
that these values are given both as universal but also as only accessible
to a few. A third condition for being able to speak of culture is that a
number of precise and regular forms of conduct are necessary for indi-
viduals to be able to reach these values. Even more than this, effort and
sacrifice 1s required. In short, to have access to these values you must be
able to devote your whole life to them. Fnally, the fourth condition for
being able to talk about culture is that access to these values is condi-
tional upon more or less regular techniques and procedures that have
been developed, validated, transmitted, and taught, and that are also

+ associated with a whole set of notions, concepts, and theories etcetera:

- with a field of knowledge (savoir). Okay. So, if we call culture a hierar-

chical organization of values that is accessible to everyone but which at
the same time gives rise to a mechanism of selection and exclusion; if we
all culture the fact that this hierarchical organization of values calls on

~ the individual to engage 1n regular, costly, and sacrificial conduct that

orientates his whole life; and, finally, if the organization of the field of
values and access to these values can only take place through regular and

 reflected techniques and a set of elements constituting a systematic
knowledge: then, to that extent we can say that in the Hellenistic and
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Roman epoch there really was a culture of the s.elf. It see@s.to E:;iz
the self effectively organized or reorganized the field of tradition: e
of the dassical Hellenic world. You remember that the self,.as 1.(11'18 :1
explain last week, appears as a universal v.jilue but one which m. ac:;iluaS
fact is only accessible to some. Actually, this self can o-nly be datt:am;1 L
a value on condition of a number of regular, deman'dmg, and sacr1 ”
forms of conduct to which we will return. And fn-xa.lly, acc.es; to Zl -
self is associated with a number of techmqu’es, with relatively w.)vh -
constituted and relatively well-reflected practices, ar'ld anmy wit
with a set of concepts and notions, whlch. really
integrate it in a mode of knowledge (sav.oir'). Fin.e, in short, 1 tfhtllimkszlllf
this allows us to say that from the Hellenistic pF.I'IO('i a cul'curce1 o ke !
developed. And it seems to me that it is hardly possible to‘ un er::iat:u -
history of subjectivity, of the relations b'etween the sv.xb]ezltfa;x1 t a&er:
without setting it 1n the framework of this cultu.re of the s . t .a ;
wards, in Christianity—in early and then Medieval Christiamity—an

series
then in the Renaissance and the seventeenth century, undergoes a

theoretical domain,

f changes and transformations. ' .
’ All rgight now for this culture of the self. Until now I have tried to

show how this practice of the self was formefi. I would I"IOW lllke t(()) ftatltz
up the question again more generally by' ask.mg what .t}:s] cu l:u'r:e ot the
self is as an organized field of values w1.th 1ts behfivm re.qull o
and associated technical and theoretical field. The first question .wothhs
like to talk about, because I think it 1s a very 1mp(.)rtant elemerflt uzl Sa;_
culture of the self, is the notion of salvation: sa.]w{atlon of the sel ;nd =
vation of others. Salvation is a completely traditional term. You find 1

) ) ‘
fact in Plato, where it is associated precisely with the problem of care o

the s
orde:

. ) < von
hen you find this notion again 1n the first and second centuries, ¥
Wi

iom, 1ts f1 icati h wider
notice that not only 1s its extension, 1ts field of application, muc 2

1 if1 uld like
but that it has taken on a quite specific value and struct-ure. 1 wv;>al :
talk a little about this. If we consider this notion of salvation
through our grids or schemas more or less

to
retrospectively—that is to say,

el{ arld care ()f Othel S. Orle must be Saved, one must save OIleSCH, in 5
] ] ] 5 E ] . ]
r to save otners. IIl E 1at0 at eaSt9 the notion of s vation oes not e

. . ) hand.
appear to have a very specific and strict meaning. On the other hand,
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formed by Christianity—it is clear that we associate the idea of salvation
with a number of elements which seem to us to be constitutive, First, for
us salvation normally appears in a binary system. It is situated between
hfe and death, or between mortality and immortality, or between this
world and the other. Salvation effectuates a crossing over: It takes one
from death to life, mortality to immortality, this world to the other. Or
again, it takes one from evil to good, from a world of impurity to a
world of purity, etcetera. It is always on the boundary, therefore, and is
something that brings about passage. Second, for us salvation is always
linked to the dramatic force of an event, which may be situated either in
the thread of worldly events or in a different temporality of God, eternity,
and so on. Anyway, these—once again, historical or metahistorical—
events are brought into play 1n salvation: transgression, sin, original sin,
the Fall, make salvation necessary. And, on the other hand, conversion,
repentance, or Christ’s incarnation~again, individual, historical events
or metahistorical events—organize salvation and make it possible.
Salvation, then, is linked to the dramatic force of an event. Finally, it
seems to me that when we speak of salvation we always think of a com-
plex operation in which the subject who earns his salvation 1s, of course,
the agent and effective instrument of his salvation, but in which some-
one else (an other, the Other) is always required, with a role which is
precisely very variable and hard to define. Anyway, this interplay
between the salvation brought about by oneself and the one who saves
you 1s the precipitation point for a number of familiar theories and
analyses. So it seems to me that through these three elements—binarism,
the dramatic force of an event, and the double operation—we always
think of salvation as a religious idea. Moreover, we habitually distin-

guish between religions of salvation and religions without salvation. So,

 when we come across the theme of salvation in Hellenistic and Roman

thought, or in the thought of late Antiquity, we always see the influence
of religious thought. Besides, it is a fact that the notion of salvation 1s
important in the Pythagoreans, who played such an important and
lasting role in Greek philosophical thought.” However, and I think this
1s fundamental for what I want to say, I would like to emphasize that

whatever the origin of this notion of salvation, and whatever reinforcement
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it may have received from the religiou‘s theme in the Hellelr:itlc a}t:d
Roman period, 1t is not a notion that 1s oeterog‘eneou.s to ph ofs:]f1 y;
and it functions effectively as a philosophical notion within tll:.e 1. of
philosophy itself. Salvation develol}):ld anci1 .ap{)]ejafred as an objective 0
i 1 ractice and of the philosophical lite. -
pht}: ZE:;CS Eeep certain things in mind. In Greek, the ver;) s&(ezrf (to
save) or the substantive soferia (salvation) have a oumzer o moej::vg;i
Sazein (to save) is first of all to save from a threatening danger. A
say, for example, to save from a shipwreck, f.rom'a defeat,.or tfo saYe "
an illness.* Sozein also means (second major field of signt 1cat1or}1) °
guard, protect, or keep a protective shield a'lround somethlr:g ) thfit ‘1
can remain in its existing condition. There 1s'a text‘ of Plato’s on ht 1s }1111
the Cratylus, which besides is rather odd, in which he s;ys t zllt 1\tl Oet
Pythagoreans considered the body to be' an enolosure for the soul. “
the body as prison or grave of the soul it coofme_s,_bot rat ;r asha lzoul
bolon tés psukhes (an enclosure for the soul) hina soggtaz (so t .at -;hi_ o
may be kept safe).” This s the second major roeamng of sazein. Thard, .
a similar but clearly more moral sense, sozetn moans to preserve—an‘
protect something like decency, honor, or p.ossﬂaly momorly. Sofin::
mnemes (keeping the memory) 1s an expression found in P utari' .n
However, in Epictetus for example, there 15 the 1d.ea .of.the presorva ;:(;
of the sense of decency.’® Fourth signification: the juridical me:}mng. i
a lawyer (or someone who speaks on behalf of someone else), for ex:ino:n
ple, to save [someone] is obviously to 1.1e1'p him escape a;acctlltsa's "
leveled against him. At the same time, 1t 15 'to exonerate him. : 1 °
prove his innocence. Fifth, sdgesthai (the passive form ) means tz bes
at that moment, that 1s to say, to remain, k.ept Tn the same con ;tlon la)tse
one was in previously. Wine, for examplo, 1s saod to be preservef, It:u >
kept fresh, without alteration. Or again, D1o Chr.ysost(;m oh s
examines how a tyrant can be saved in the sense of being able to hold o

intain 1 i © 1 ill say] a
to his power and maintain 1t over time. .. [Or again, one w y|

. b
1 i . “We should not destroy a friendship by
an example from Plutarch: e by
o m:l?:tsrg;‘sptb\ivseﬁould resort to scathing words as to a remedy v.vh;ch Ssavesﬂa.ncl presel
il:::ilz)gwhich it’ is applied,” How #o Distinguish the Flatterer from the Friend, 55¢, §M.
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town will only be saved (soth#nar), survive, and be preserved 1if it does
not relax its laws."” So, 1f you like, there is the idea of maintenance in the
former condition, in the primitive or original state of purity. Finally, and
sixthly, sozein has an even more positive sense. Sozein means to do good.
It means to ensure the well-being, the good condition of something,
someone, or of a collectivity For example, Plutarch, in A Letter of
Condolence to Apollonius, says that when we have suffered bereavement,
we should not let ourselves go, shut ourselves away in solitude and
silence, and neglect our occupations. We should continue, he says, to
ensure the epimeleia tou somatos (the care of the body) and sferia fon
sumbiounton (the “salvation” of those who live with us ):"® of course, it is
a question of the head of the family here, the person with responsibility
who, as such, must continue to support his family and ensure its status,
good condition and well being etcetera, and not use bereavement as a
pretext for neglect. Dio Chrysostom of Prusa (discourse 64) says that
the king is the one /o ta panta s5z5n.'® If we translate sazein literally by “to
save,” this would mean: the one who saves everything. In fact the king 1s
the person who spreads his benefits over everything and concerning
everything. He is the source of well-being in the State or the Empire.
Finally, there is the very revealing Latin expression: salus augusta.
Augustan salvation does not mean that Augustus saved the Empare,
[but ] that he is the source of the public good, of the Empire’s well-being
in general. He is therefore the source of the good. This is the batch of
meanings that can be found around the verb sazein and the noun soferia.

Starting from this, we can see that the meaning of “saving oneself” 1s

- not at all reducible to something like the drama of an event that allows

one’s existence to be commuted from death to life, mortality to immor-
tality, evil to good, etcetera. It is not just a matter of being saved from a
danger. Soferia, sozein have much wider meanings. The meaning of being

-~ saved is not just negative: escaping danger, escaping from the prison of

the body, escaping the impurity of the world, etcetera. Being saved has
positive meanings. Just as a city is saved by building the necessary

~ defenses, fortresses, and fortifications around it—you remember the idea
of the body as peribolon fes psukhes hina sozgtai’®—so we will say that a

soul 1s saved, that someone is saved, when he is suttably armed and
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equipped to be able to defend himself effectively if necessary. The person
saved is the person in a state of alert, in a state of resistance and of
mastery and sovereignty over the self, enabling him to repel every attack
and assault. Similarly “saving yourself” means escaping domination or
enslavement; escaping a constraint that threatens you and being restored
to your rights, finding your freedom and independence again. “Being
saved” means maintaining yourself in a continuous state that nothing

can change, whatever events occur around the self, like a wine 1s pre-

served, is kept. And finally, “being saved” means having access to goods

you did not possess at the outset, enjoying a sort of benefit, which you
give yourself, of which you are yourself the effective agent. “Being saved”

will mean ensuring happiness, tranquility, serenity, etcetera, for your- .
self. However, you see that if “being saved” has these positive meanings -

and does not refer to the dramatic force of an event by which we pass

from the negative to the positive, n another respect the term salvation

refers to nothing else but life itself. There is no reference to anything like .

death, immortality, or another world in the notion of salvation found in

the Hellenistic and Roman texts. It 1s not with reference to a dramatic

event or to the action of a different agency that you are saved; saving -

yourself 1s an activity that takes place throughout hfe and that is exe-

cuted solely by the subject himself. And if this activity of “saving your-
self” ultimately leads to a final effect, which is its aim and end, this
consists in the fact that salvation renders you inaccessible to misfor-
tunes, disorders, and all that external accidents and events may produce
in the soul. When the end, the object of salvation, has been attained, you

need nothing and no one but yourself. The two great themes of ataraxy .
(the absence of inner turmoil, the self-control that ensures that nothing

disturbs one) and autarchy (the self-sufficiency which ensures that one
needs nothing but the self) are the two forms in which salvation, the

acts of salvation, the activity of salvation carried on throughout one’s

life, find their reward. Salvation then is an activity, the subject’s .
constant action on himself, which finds its reward in a certain relation- -

ship of the subject to himself when he has become inaccessible to exter-

nal disorders and finds a satisfaction in himself, needing nothing but

himself. In a word, let’s say that salvation is the vigilant, continuous, -
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and completed form of the relationship to self closed in on itself. One
saves oneself for the self, one 1s saved by the self, one saves oneself in
order to :arrive at nothing other than oneself. In what I will call this
Hellenistic and Roman salvation, this salvation of Hellenistic and
Roma.n philosophy, the self is the agent, object, instrument, and end of
sa]vat.lon. You can see that we are a long way from the salvation in Plato
th:ft'ls mediated by the city-state. We are also a long way from the
religious form of salvation linked to a binary system, to a drama of
.events, to a relationship to the Other, and which in Christianity
involves self-renunciation.?’ Rather, salvation ensures an access to the
self t?lat is inseparable from the work one carries out on oneself within
th-e time of one’s life and in life itself. I will stop there, if you like. We
will Fake a rest for five minutes. Then I will try to show, now, l:mw
despite everything and despite these general theses, salvation (,)f the,

self in' Hellenistic and Roman thought is linked to the question of the
salvation of others.
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. Proclus (412-85), was born in Byzantium to a family of magistrates, was converted to
Platonist philosophy by Plutarch and became the new master of the Athens School. He
taught there, as a strict master, until his death, writing numerous works including the
Platonic Theology. A Neo-Platonist philosopher of the sixth century, Olympiodorus
directed the Alexandria School and wrote numerous commentaries on Plato and Aristotle.

2. A.-J. Festugiére, “L’ordre de lecture des dialogues de Platon aux v/ vi© siecles,” in Etudes de
philosophie grecque (Paris: Vrin, 1971) pp. 535-50 (first publication: Museum Helveticum,

26-4, 1969).

3. Foucault here summarizes the translations given by Festugiére.

. Ibid., p. 540.

Jamblichus (around 240-325), who was born at Chalcis in Syria to an influential princely

family, taught in Asia Minor (he may have founded a school at Apamea in Syria). He

deliberately opened Neo-Platonism to the theurgic dimension; he perfected a spiritual
order of reading Plato’s dialogues, which became authonitative.

A.-J. Festugiére, “L’ordre de lecture ...”

Ibid., pp. 540-41.

. Ibid,, p. 541

Ibid.

. On the analogy between the soul and the city i the Aleibiades and The Republic, see the
lecture of 13 January, first hour, and supra p. 63, note 28, quotation from The Republic.

11, “He forces me to admit to myself that while I am lacking in so much, I persist in not taking

care of myself (eti emautou men amel5).” The Symposium, 210a.

12. On the notion of salvation in the Pythagoreans, and especially the relationship between
salvation and memory exercises, see M. Detienne, The Masters of Truth in Archaic Greece,
translation Janet Lloyd ( Zone Books: New York, 1999) p. 126.

13. “[ According to the Orphic poets] the soul is atoning for the sins it has committed....in
order to keep it safe (hina sazétar) it has this body as an enclosure (peribolon’) which repre-
sents a prison.” Plato, Cratylus, 400c.

14. “First and above all, it is really necessary to live in a ‘city of renown’...in order...by
listening and questioning, to gather everything that has escaped the writers and that, pre-
served in the memories ( soféria mnémés ) of men, have more evident authority” Plutarch, L
of Demosthenes, 846d.

15. “If we safeguard (sozgtai) this distinctive element ... if we allow npeither his sense of

decency, nor his loyalty, nor his intelligence to be corrupted, then it is the man himself who

is preserved (sogetai).” Epictetus, Discourses, Lxoxviin21.
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16. The third of Dio Chrysostom’s discourses “On Kingship,” “Ef sothesetai tina khronon,” n

Dio Chrysostom, Discourses, vol. I, p. 130.

17. Discourse 75, “On Law,” in Dio Chysostom, Discourses, vol. V, p. 48 (“polin d’ouk eni sathenai
tou nomoy luthentos”).

18. “Let’s reject the outward signs of bereavement and think of the care of our bodies (f&s fox
somatos epimelesas) and of securing the well being of those who live with us (#s fon sumbi-
ountin hemin soterias ). Plutarch, A Letter of Condolence to Apollonius, 118b.

19. The verb sozein is found in discourse 64, but its subject is not the King but Fortune who,
Dio tells us, like a good ship, saves all its passengers: “pantas sazef tous empleontas.” Discourses,
vol. V, p. 48).

20. See above, note 13, reference to Plato’s Cratylus.

21. See lecture of 24, February, first hour.

. material, or make a number of references,

- anyone who would like to ask any questions

tec'hmca] questions or general questions on the meanin
doing? Yes?

[ Q'uestzorz Jrom the public:] Me, if 1 may. Can we not see some genuinel
Lacanian concepts coming up, '

saying?
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Second hour

Questions from the public concerning subjectivity and truth. ~ Care
of the self and care of others: a reversal of relationships. ~ The
Epicurean conception of friendship. ~ The Stoic conception of man *

as a communal being. ~ The false exception of the Prince,

A
SIMPLE TECHNICAL QUESTION about the timetable. I have

- just been asked whether I will be giving a lecture next week, which

will be a university vacation. Does this bother you or not? It’s all the

~ same for you? Good, I always have in mind the idea that if maybe you

them. SlnCe I do two }101115 m SuCCCSSlon, the lectures I am glvlrlg are a

blt more Ill(e 4 seminar. lkt an, Iate’ I am tr ,lrlg to intr Oduce a l(1nd Of

Ly which are usuall
i : es, y more
Fu]t to present 1n a lecture. I would like it to be a bit more like a
seminar. 1 i 1
nar. Except a seminar implies really that there are some responses

which may be either purely
g of what I am

as operators (opérateurs) in what you are
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Do you mean in the discourse I am giving, that 1s to say i the \.avay in
which I am talking about what I am talking about, or rather in the
things | am talking about?

They are inseparable.

Yes, in a sense. Only my answer cannot be the same in both cases. For,
in the first case, I would have to give an answer concerning myself. I mean
I would have to ask myself what I am doing. In the other case 1t Wo.uld
involve questioning Lacan and knowing what actually, ina pra?tice, m. a
conceptual field like psychoanalysis, and Lacanian psychoan‘alyms, falls in
one way or another within the province of this problematic f)f the. sub-
ject, of the relationship of the subject to himself, of the rel:?tlonsl?lps ?f
the subject to the truth, etcetera, as it was constituted historically, in tl'ns
lengthy genealogy 1 am trying to recount from the Alcibiades to Saint
Augustine. That’s it. So that 15 why I would like that ...

Let’s exclude the subject. And let’s simply consider the Lacanian concepts.
Let’s consider the function of the Lacanian concepts . . .

In my own discourse?

Yes.

Well that, I would reply, 1s for you to say. The tdeas, which I cannot

even say are at the back of my mind because they are so much out in

front in what I say, in the most obvious way, show dearly, in spite of

everything, what I want to do. That is to say: to try to situate, in an I.lis-
torical field as precisely articulated as possible, the set of these practl‘ccs
of the subject which developed from the Hellenistic and Roman period
until now. And I think that if we do not take up the history of the rela-

tions between the subject and truth from the point of view of what 1 |

call, roughly, the techmques, technologies, practices, etcetera, which

have linked them together and established their norms, we will hardly

understand what is involved in the human sciences, if we want to use

this term, and in psychoanalysis in particular. So, in a sense I am talking

about this. Now, once again, no doubt it 1s not for me to say what comes

from Lacan in the way 1n which 1 approach this. I couldn’t say.
For example, when you say “this is true” and “this is not true at the same

time.” Does not this “it is not true” have a systematic retrospective function (une

fonction économique d’aprés-coup)?
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What do you mean? [laughter]

That as a presupposition behind this (that: what has been said, this is not true
as it was shortly before ) is there not the implicit function of Lacanian concepts
that precisely provide this kind of gap between what has been said and what is
not yet or maybe never said?

We can say Lacanian, we can also say Nietzschean. In short, let’s say
that any problematic of the truth as game leads in fact to this kind of
discourse. All righe, let’s take things quite differently Let’s say that
there have not been that many people who in the last years—I will say in
the twentieth century—have posed the question of truth. Not that many
people have posed the question: What is involved in the case of the sub-
ject and of the truth? And: What is the relationship of the subject to the
truth? What is the subject of truth, what is the subject who speaks the
truth, etcetera? As far as I'm concerned, I see only two. I see only
Heidegger and Lacan. Personally, myself, you must have heard this, I
have tried to reflect on all this from the side of Heidegger and starting
from Heidegger. There you are. However, certainly you cannot avoid
Lacan when you pose these kinds of questions. Any other questions?

[A piece of paper is passed to him]

The question is this: In the first lecture you set the care of the self and the
Cartesian model against each other. It seems to me that this conflict has not been
referred to in subsequent lectures. Why?

It’s funny that you ask me this question today, because in fact I thought
of taking this up a bit precisely today, with regard to the cathartic, etcetera.
It 1s true that this is the basic question I would hke to raise, which is both
an historical question and the question of our relationship to the truth.
This question, it seems, is that since Plato and, according to the Platonist

tradition, since the founding of all philosophy in the Alcbiades, the follow-

© ing question is posed: What 1s the price I have